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Preface (i960 Edition)

It would naturally be impossible in one volume of documentary mate-
rials to cover a subject as broad and complex as Communism from every point of
view. The careful description of political institutions, events and everyday life as
they have proceeded over the years under Communism would require whole shelves
of source materials. The present work has been deliberately focused on the subject
of Communist thought and doctrine, for reason of its commanding importance, its
relative uniformity within the Communist scheme of things, and the appropriate-
ness of the documentary approach to its elucidation. We will be primarily con-
cerned with the evolution of top-level guiding ideas, policies and intentions among
the Communists. Statements of deviators of all sorts are included along with the
official line of those in power—we may regard anyone who claims descent from
Lenin as equally meriting the label "Communist." Through the pronouncements of
its leading figures, both those who have ruled and those who have fallen from
grace, we may arrive at a reasonably approximate picture of what Communism ac-
tually is, historically considered.

The problems of selecting materials for a purpose such as this never permit a
fully satisfactory solution. I have attempted a fair digest and representative choice
of statements expressing all the main concepts and currents in Communism. Many
readers, however, will find that their areas of interest are underrepresented. This
failing is the price that must be paid in an effort to survey the entire Communist
movement in one documentary volume, and meet the needs of the student, the
general reader, and the scholar who is not a specialist in this field.

The present work would never have materialized without the assistance of many
people who helped in its preparation or who paved the way with their own studies.
I am indebted to the many publishers who kindly permitted me to reprint selec-
tions of previously translated material (individually acknowledged under each
item). Certain documentary collections which have been particularly helpful de-
serve special mention—the pioneering Documentary History of Chinese Communism,
by Conrad Brandt, Benjamin Schwartz and John K. Fairbank (Harvard University
Press, 1952); the Materials for the Study of the Soviet System, by James H. Meisel and
Edward S. Kozera (The George Wahr Publishing Co., Ann Arbor, Michigan,
1950), which brings together a wide selection of previously translated Soviet doc-
uments; the documentary compilations prepared by the Legislative Reference Ser-
vice of the Library of Congress; the various collections of Soviet documents
published by the Stanford University Press; and the English editions of the selected
works of Lenin and Stalin, published by the Foreign Languages Publishing House
in Moscow. The Harvard University Library has kindly permitted me to include my
translations from a number of hitherto unpublished documents in the Trotsky Ar-
chive. For their suggestions regarding documents on Far Eastern Communism I am



xiv Preface (i960 Edition)

indebted to Professors Justus M. van der Kroef and George T. Little, and to Pro-
fessor Little and Professor Lewis S. Feuer I am grateful for many helpful criticisms.
To Mr. Nathan Glazer I wish to express my appreciation for initially encouraging
me to undertake this project, and for his editorial assistance since that time. Mrs.
Joyce McLaughlin of the Inter-Library Loan Department of the University of Ver-
mont Library rendered me invaluable service in locating and obtaining many scarce
but important publications. The vast work of transcribing and assembling the doc-
umentary materials was ably done by Mrs. Madeline Chaplin, Mrs. Jean Falls, Mrs.
Phyllis Reservitz, Mrs. Roberta Stetson, and my wife, Alice Daniels.



Preface (Revised Edition)

Since the publication of the original edition of this work more than
two decades ago the subject of Communism has expanded in years, in territory, and
in complexity. In the present revision I have endeavored to respond to these
changes by abridging the pre-1960 material of the first edition and adding new se-
lections to reflect recent developments in the various Communist parties both in-
side and outside the Soviet Union. To facilitate the interest of users in focusing
either on internal Soviet history or on the evolution of Soviet foreign policy and
Communist movements outside the USSR, the new edition has been organized
into two volumes, each devoted to one of these aspects of Communism and pro-
ceeding chronologically. Both original material and the post-1960 additions have
been divided accordingly, and the portion of the i960 introduction pertaining to
external issues has been placed in volume 2.

With the increasing scope and diversity of the subject of Communism it has be-
come more difficult than ever to achieve a totally satisfactory and representative
selection of documents within a reasonable compass. To comply with spatial limita-
tions, items in the original edition have been culled where their retrospective im-
portance is not crucial in mapping the development of the Communist movement.
A few new pre-1960 items have been added. Post-1960 material has been selected
with emphasis on illustrating the main internal developments in the Soviet Union,
the most significant events in Soviet foreign relations and the chief variants among
Communist movements outside the Soviet Union. As in the original edition,
statements representing the views of dissenters within Communist countries are in-
cluded together with the official views of the leadership. Though many points of
particular interest inevitably remain unrepresented, I hope the reader will find that
the overall usefulness of this collection has been substantially enhanced.

For their support in the initiation of this revised edition I am indebted to Mr.
Thomas McFarland, Director of the University Press of New England, Professor
Henry Steffens of the Editorial Board of the Press and Dean Robert Lawson of the
Graduate College of the University of Vermont. In the compilation of new material
for this edition I have been greatly aided by the vast resources of Soviet documen-
tation made available since the 1950's by the Current Digest of the Soviet Press and its
companion series, Current Soviet Policies. I wish to thank Professor Stephen Cohen
and Mr. Orest Pelech of Princeton University for locating for me the hitherto un-
published "Secret Speech" by Suslov in 1964. I am grateful to Mrs. Carolyn Perry,
Mrs. Penni Bearden, Mrs. Susan Lacy, and Mrs. Claire Sheppard for their able as-
sistance in preparing new portions of the manuscript.





Preface (1993 Edition)

This third, revised and updated edition of A Documentary History of
Communism coincides with the amazing collapse of Communist rule in the Soviet
Union. It follows the fall of Communist governments in Eastern Europe and the
virtual demise of the international Communist movement, except for the People's
Republic of China and a few other outposts of old-style Communism in the Far
East and in Cuba whose days may be numbered. Thus the story of Communism as
a worldwide phenomenon is now essentially closed, and there will be no need for
further revisions of this work.

While this new edition reflects the startling developments in the Communist
world since the advent of reform under Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985, I have found
no need to make other major changes either of concept or of content. Communism
has become history, but that history is still a living background to post-Communist
life. In fact, the historical understanding of Communism has become all the more
important with the tendency since the collapse of the Soviet Union, among outsid-
ers as well as among Russians and the other ex-Soviet peoples, to regard the entire
Communist experience from 1917 to 1991 as an undifferentiated nightmare, bet-
ter forgotten than studied. This attitude threatens to create a new historical "black
hole" that could swallow up the true record as indiscriminately as the Communists
themselves did when it came to their enemies. The post-Communist world can only
be understood as Communism left it and as the end-product of a complex evolu-
tion, where verbal professions of reality, recorded in these documents, squared less
and less with the actual course of affairs.

Since 1985 mountains of new documentation about the history of Communism
in the Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe have become available. After the col-
lapse of Communist rule in Moscow following the August Putsch of 1991, the
most sensitive party archives were thrown open to investigators, and an intriguing
sample of these documents was exhibited by the Library of Congress in coopera-
tion with the Committee on Archival Affairs of the Russian Government. None of
these materials, however, fundamentally alters the picture of Communist reality
that outside experts were able to form on the basis of the known record. At most
they add detail—frequently gruesome—and bear out historians' conjectures. As of
this writing, the post-coup revelations have not equalled in historical import the
key documents published in Soviet journals and East European sources between
1987 and 1991, after Gorbachev gave the green light to historical reconsideration.
I have added or substituted some of this newly available material, both published
and unpublished, where it makes certain points more emphatically, but the basic
record still stands.

This story closes with the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the resignation of
President Gorbachev, following the effective suppression of the Communist Party
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in all the Soviet republics. These events put an end to anything that could even
nominally be called Communism in the former Soviet realm. What has happened
since then and may happen in the future in Russia and the other formerly Soviet
republics is no longer the history of Communism but of the post-Communist era,
the subject for other books by other authors.

For their help in initiating and executing this final revision of A Documentary
History of Communism I am indebted to Thomas McFarland of UPNE (once again),
to Dr. James Billington and his staff of the Library of Congress, to Doug Paton
for research assistance on short notice, and to Mrs. Diann Varricchione, who pro-
cessed the new portions of the manuscript.

I have followed the rule here of capitalizing "Communism" and "Communist"
when they refer to the political movement and system, using lower case when they
refer to the theoretical ideal. Similarly, "Soviet," referring to the country or the
system, "soviet," referring to the actual councils (except "St. Petersburg Soviet,"
etc.).



Introduction
The Evolution of the Communist Mind-In Russia

The subject of this work is the world-wide movement which was initially
brought into being by Vladimir Ilich Lenin when he organized his Bolshevik fac-
tion of Russian revolutionaries in the years 1902-1904. Earlier doctrines and
movements going under the name "communism" are not of concern except as they
were relevant to the thinking of the specific contemporary Communist movement
founded by Lenin and developed in Russia after the revolution of 1917. This ap-
plies particularly to the philosophy of Marx and Engels, of which Russian Commu-
nism was by no means a simple, uncomplicated application (nor the only school of
followers, for that matter). Marxism is of interest here insofar as, and only so far
as, it contributed to Communist thought, policies and problems. By itself, Marx-
ism is wholly inadequate either to define or explain the Communist movement.

The Communist Movement and Communist Doctrine

There is one essential point on which the whole matter of the correct under-
standing of Communism rests. Contrary to every assertion, the Communist move-
ment is not truly described by its doctrine. Broadly speaking, the doctrine is a
picture of history, past, present and future, which gives the present movement that
definite place which was forecast by the original authors of the picture a century
ago. Very strong doubts can be cast upon the present validity of the picture as a
whole. But it can be shown beyond any reasonable question that within the terms
of the Marxist picture itself, the present Communist movement does not occupy
the place which its official spokesmen ascribe to it. As a picture of Communist so-
ciety and a map of its intentions, Communist doctrine is not a free and honest ap-
proach to the apprehension of reality, but a forced political imposition.

It is accordingly necessary for anyone who wants to understand Communism to
look beneath the doctrine and to question all the assumptions which it casts in the
way of a clear view. The lack of correspondence between theory and reality will
then become readily apparent. This divergence of statement and fact is actually one
of the basic features of the Communist movement as it now exists, and it dictates
in turn another prime Communist characteristic—the institution of complete con-
trol of communication and expression, in order to sustain the irrelevant theoretical
picture which it is in the nature of Communism to demand. The Communist men-
tality can be described in essence as a compulsively self-justifying opportunism,
where the leaders assume full freedom of action but insist on squaring every step
with the holy verities of Marxism-Leninism.

Since Communist doctrine has been so far abstracted from reality, it can well be
asked why the doctrinal statements of the movement are worth studying. What, in-
deed, can be the value of putting forth a collection of Communist ideological pro-
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nouncements like the present one, if the real nature of the movement is neither
expressed nor governed by its doctrine? Taken at their face value these doctrinal
statements can be quite misleading; the reader must bear in mind the context and
learn the habit—essential to every student of Communism—of reading between the
lines. Doctrine has always been extremely important to the Communist movement,
though for a long time not in its literal sense. An awareness of the evolving use and
reinterpretation of doctrine is basic in appreciating how the movement has devel-
oped. The documents are thus primarily useful for the pursuit of historical under-
standing, which is the only way to comprehend how the movement acquired the
paradoxical characteristics which it now displays.

Marx and the Russians

Communist thought cannot be understood apart from Marx, but neither can it
be understood on a simple, unqualified Marxist basis. The intellectual origins of
the movement must be approached as an interaction of Marx's ideas and the politi-
cal and intellectual setting of p re-revolutionary Russia in which they took root. The
circumstances in which Marxism became popular in Russia in the 1890's belie the
expectations of the theory itself. Russia was not a capitalistic country with a prole-
tariat ripe for revolution; it was just beginning to experience the change and dislo-
cation which accompany the initial stages of industrialization. For decades, however,
Russia had possessed a class of energetic and articulate intellectuals who devotedly
embraced each new radical or Utopian idea that came to them from Europe. Marx
himself recognized this fashion among the Russians, and commented sardonically
that they "always run after the most extreme that the West can offer. . . . This
does not prevent the same Russians, once they enter State service, from becoming
rascals."* Revolutionary elements among the Russian intelligentsia were primed to
respond to any revolutionary doctrine from the West. When Marxism became
known to them, they devotedly embraced it in large numbers.

The intellectual success of Marxism had nothing to do with its logical applica-
bility to Russia. It was difficult to apply it at all, as Marx realized: "The 'historical
necessity5 of . . . capitalist production . . . is explicitly restricted to the countries
of Western Europe "t Rigorously construed—as Marx's Russian disciples construed
it—Marxism could give scant hope for an early proletarian revolution in Russia.
The expectation for a country at the Russian stage of development was a "bourgeois-
democratic revolution" and an extended period of capitalistic industrial develop-
ment, before Russia would follow the socialist course that her West-European
neighbors were supposed to initiate. For the immediate future Marxism would
serve more appropriately as an ideological justification of capitalism, and in fact the
theory did have considerable appeal in Russia on just this basis, among the so-
called "legal Marxists."

Among the revolutionaries in Russia, Marxism could not appeal on logical
grounds. People did not become revolutionary after an intellectual conversion to

*Marx to Kugelman, October 1, 1868, in Letters to Dr. Kugelman (New York, International
Publishers, 1934), pp. 77-78.

fMarx to Vera Zasulich, March 8, 1881, in Blackstock and Hoselitz, eds., The Russian Menace
to Europe (Glencoe, Illinois, The Free Press, 1952), p. 278.
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the Marxian historical analysis. They became Marxists—in Russia as everywhere
else—because they were revolutionary for prior emotional reasons and because
Marxism appealed to them on emotional grounds as a pseudo-scientific rationale
for revolution. Logical inconsistency was no obstacle. Marxism in Russia has from
the very beginning neatly fit Marx's own definition of ideology as "false conscious-
ness"—a set of ideas used without concern for truth or consistency to rationalize
the interests and aims of a particular social group. Marxism became the "ideology"
of a large part of the revolutionary Prussian intelligentsia. Since the revolution it
has fulfilled the same function for the ruling Communist Party.

Lenin, in this context, represents simply the clearest and most extreme example
of emotional commitment to Marxism in disregard of its incongruence in Russia.
Lenin had grown up with the burning revolutionary ardor so familiar among the
scions of the educated gentry. He embraced Marxism with religious devotion, as
the ultimate word in human affairs, almost as a supernatural prophecy which no
mortal could dare question or modify without committing the sin of blasphemy.
Despite this dogmatism, however, Lenin was quite capable of ignoring or violating
Marxian principles when it came to the actual formulation of revolutionary pro-
grams and tactics. Lenin's program and tactics did not come from Marx at all, but
from his own emotional make-up as a member of the Russian revolutionary intelli-
gentsia, and from the previous traditions of the revolutionary movement in Russia.
Lenin's Marxism was superimposed upon his Russianism, to supply the terminol-
ogy and conviction of righteous inevitability.

While we cannot understand Lenin as a Marxist, the study of his theoretical
pronouncements and his tactical statements does contribute basic understanding
about the Communist movement. What we have to deal with is in reality a new
doctrine—Leninism—which, while observing the Marxian language and professing
spiritual continuity from Marx, actually contradicted him in many vital respects.
Leninism as a system of belief has had a very profound effect in shaping the Com-
munist movement, and so it is the natural starting point for any analysis of modern
Communism.

The Premises of Leninism

Lenin's political thinking rested on two cardinal assumptions, neither of which
bore any logical relation to Marxism. One of these implicit beliefs was his concep-
tion of the overall nature of the historical process: that history is made in the last
analysis not by classes or the forces of production, but by willful individual leaders
and by ideas. This was an outlook he shared with practically all pre-Marxist Russian
social thinkers. Lenin had assimilated it so deeply that he was scarcely conscious of
its import, so that he could go right on resting his thought on such an assumption
while he imagined himself to be a perfectly orthodox Marxist. Time and again
Lenin railed against "spontaneity" and proclaimed the vital role of "consciousness."
He made it abundantly clear that he never expected the working class to carry out a
revolution by itself. Only the deliberate leadership of dedicated "professional revo-
lutionaries" like himself could bring the event about.

In his emotional orientation toward revolution Lenin shared a trait with the un-
scientific aspect of Marx's outlook which did not follow logically from his theoret-
ical system. This was what might be called the moral imperative of revolution.
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Lenin, like Marx, was dedicated to the anticipated revolution as a moral absolute,
as a sort of purgative judgment day which would extirpate all the evil in the old
way of life, and usher in the millenium. For both Marx and Lenin, all questions of
good and evil hinged on the ultimate question of revolution. They differed, how-
ever, in the manner in which they sustained their hopes about revolution. Marx's
solution was that of pseudo-scientific inevitability; having committed himself to the
moral necessity for the revolutionary reconstruction of society, he proceeded to
work out an elaborate, sweeping, in many respects brilliant system of social analysis
which purported to prove the inevitability of that prospective upheaval: the relent-
less dialectic of historical materialism would sooner or later raise the chosen class
of proletarians to the seats of power.

Lenin followed all this verbally, but the actual foundation which he established
for his revolutionary goal was in fact diametrically opposed to Marx's. For Lenin
the revolution was not inevitable at all; it had to be brought about by the deliberate
action of conscious revolutionaries, against the natural flow of history. If the spon-
taneous forces of history were not interfered with, Lenin implied, the moral im-
perative of revolution would never become a reality. Hence it was on willful
revolutionaries, sustained by a sense of moral duty, that Lenin had to rest his
hopes. How guarantee, however, that the revolutionaries would keep striving in the
right direction against the frustrating spontaneity of the passive herd? Lenin's
answer was the same on which any religious movement relies to assure individual
rectitude: the proper doctrine, the true faith.

The proper doctrine was Marxism as read by Lenin. Any questioning of the
doctrine or of Lenin's own interpretation of it—in fact, any independence of mind
at all—not only disqualified a member of the revolutionary movement but classified
him irretrievably with the enemies of the revolution, as far as Lenin was concerned.
Lenin and his followers were sustained by an absolute faith in Marx's revolutionary
prophecy, with all its pseudoscience of dialectical inevitability. It mattered not that
the doctrine of inevitability contradicted the philosophy of will and idea which all
of Lenin's political practice implied, for the Bolsheviks were revolutionaries before
they were Marxists. They displayed the Calvinistic paradox of people who believed
in a foreordained future but who, thanks to this belief, were all the more vigor-
ously determined on individual action to make that future come true. The psycho-
logical truth here is that people with a strong emotional impulse toward a given
goal are irrationally inclined to embrace a doctrine that says that that goal is inevi-
tably going to be realized

The emotional commitment to strive mightily for a revolution that was regarded
as inevitable had significant moral implications for the Bolsheviks: it allowed them
to conclude without qualms that the end justifies any means. Like the Russian ex-
tremists who preceded them, the Bolsheviks regarded the revolution as the all-
decisive event, the leap from the kingdom of Evil to the kingdom of Good.
Nothing had any value or made any sense except in relation to the revolution. But
the revolution could not be passively awaited, according to the Bolshevik philos-
ophy; it required a total commitment and the utmost exertion by those morally
committed to it to make it a reality. Therefore, it was morally binding upon the ad-
herents of revolution to employ every expedient means, not excepting violence,
falsehood, robbery and treachery, to prepare and consummate the revolutionary
victory. All such questionable tactics could be utilized with equanimity because the
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expected revolution would be all-decisive in governing the high moral level of the
new society; it would wipe away any evil effects of evil means presently used

The grave defect in this reasoning was the lack of assurance that the revolu-
tion—i.e., the right kind of revolution, the real revolution—would actually follow
from the revolutionaries' action and offset the expedient evils employed by them.
How know that the present evil means would assuredly procure the future good?
For this foundation to their righteousness the Bolsheviks had to depend on the
Marxian inevitability of the proletarian revolution and the classless society. How-
ever, it was precisely the lack of real conviction about such inevitability that re-
quired them to adopt evil expedients in the first place. Far from being corrected in
the revolution which actually took place, the Bolsheviks' system of violent, author-
itarian and deceitful expedients rapidly became an end in itself; it is now the basis
of the Communist social order.

The Party as the Instrument of Revolution

The major contribution which Lenin made to the theory and practice of Com-
munism was by way of implementing his belief in the moral imperative of a histori-
cally uncertain revolution. He had to have reliable means for accomplishing a
problematical political goal, and he found them in a feature which had been a dis-
tinguishing trait of the earlier Russian revolutionary movements—the stress on
conspiratorial organization, the revolutionary party. The party represents the es-
sence of Leninism.

The function of the party, as Lenin conceived it, was to force the revolution to
occur, against all the resistance of the old order. The party would overcome the
impracticality of the intellectuals and the formless spontaneity of the masses and
drive for a victory which otherwise would never materialize. For this instrument of
revolution Lenin had in mind forms of organization, dictated both by the circum-
stances of the political underground and by his own proclivities, from which he
never deviated. First of all, the party was to be a narrow organization, not the mass
of like-minded sympathizers, but the active and conscious minority, the profes-
sional revolutionaries. This was the specific issue over which the factional split of
the Russian Social Democrats into Bolsheviks and Mensheviks began in 1903. For
the accomplishment of its revolutionary objective Lenin required that this minority
organization be constituted on military lines, with a hierarchy of command and
binding discipline upon its members. The formula which he proposed to guide the
party organization was "democratic centralism," meaning the democratic determi-
nation of policy and the centralized execution of it. In practice, however, Lenin
could brook no expression of policy contrary to his own thinking; anyone who dif-
fered with Lenin found himself attacked as "opportunist" or "petty bourgeois," an
unreliable element if not a potential traitor to the revolutionary cause. Lenin rec-
ognized none as genuine proletarian Marxists save those who unreservedly fol-
lowed his own leadership. Thus, while the notion of a one-party dictatorship was
never explicitly formulated before the Bolsheviks came to power, the exclusion of
all who differed had already been long implicit in the monopoly of revolutionary
morality which in practice Lenin ascribed to himself.

There is irony in the fact that when the Bolsheviks took power in October,
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1917, the Leninist rigor of their organization was at its lowest point, the party hav-
ing been diluted with hundreds of thousands of new members and many new lead-
ers like Trotsky who had never committed themselves to the principles of Bolshevik
discipline. A spontaneous mass upheaval and the enthusiasm of the party mem-
bers—forces which Lenin had distrusted or discounted—were responsible much
more than organization and narrow discipline for the Bolshevik success. It was
only through a step-by-step process in the years following the revolution that the
organization of the party was tightened up to approximate Lenin's old ideal, with
the major imposition of discipline coming in 1921, after the crisis of civil war had
been weathered. The great difference now was in the function which the party had
to play—not the underground conspiracy aiming to get the revolution started, but
the exclusive association of people engaged in ruling the state. Never anticipated,
this new role for the disciplined party was to constitute the backbone of Commu-
nist totalitarianism.

Whose Revolution?

After Lenin had worked out his plan for the "proletarian" party as the instru-
ment of revolution, he had to find a place for it to operate in the Marxian scheme
of things as applied to Russia. The dilemma, as we have seen, was how to hold
strictly to the Marxian prognosis of bourgeois revolution and still envision an op-
portunity to lead an anticapitalist mass revolutionary movement. Among most of
Lenin's rivals in the Menshevik faction of the Social Democrats, a weaker emo-
tional attachment to revolution was attested by their acceptance of the prospect of
a "bourgeois-democratic" revolution and of a long period of capitalism after that,
during which the workers' party could be nothing more than a legal opposition.
Lenin, however, took the bull very boldly by the horns at the time of the revolu-
tionary ferment of 1905, to declare that the bourgeois revolution could be carried
through to its conclusion only by the party of the proletariat, because the bour-
geoisie was not revolutionary enough. It did not occur to Lenin that this made
mincemeat of the basic Marxian propositions governing the relationships of eco-
nomic stages, class forces, and political movements. He blithely called for a "demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry," which would hold power until
the capitalists prepared the industrial conditions for their own demise, after which
the real dictatorship of the proletariat would confiscate the means of production
and effectuate the transition to the socialist society.

There was another approach to the dilemma of Marxist revolution in Russia
which avoided Lenin's violence to the doctrine and at the same time preserved the
prospect of immediate revolutionary action by the workers and their leaders. This
was the "theory of permanent revolution" expounded by Trotsky, a set of ideas
which proved to be very important later on—in 1917 as the rationale for the Bol-
shevik seizure of power, and during the 1920's as a major subject of factional con-
troversy among the Communists. Trotsky's view proceeded from the observation
that Russia's economic development had been uneven, with some modern industry
and a politically conscious working class surrounded by a vast majority of impover-
ished peasants mainly interested in owning more land. It would be natural, he sug-
gested, for the bourgeois revolution to swing without any break in continuity
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(hence "permanent") into a proletarian phase where the workers as an energetic
minority could temporarily take power. They would soon be in danger of falling
before the "petty-bourgeois" (mainly peasant) majority, were it not for the interna-
tional repercussions which Trotsky expected their momentary success to have. Sup-
posedly the exploits of the revolutionary workers in Russia would provide the
stimulus for the ripening forces of proletarian revolution elsewhere in the world,
and the socialist upheaval would therefore proceed without interruption (again
"permanent") on the international plane. Brotherly socialist states would hasten to
succor the embattled proletarians of Muscovy and help raise the whole population
of Russia to the industrial level where the advantages of socialism would be appar-
ent to all.

Trotsky's theory gradually gained adherents in the years before 1917, and then,
after the fall of the tsar in February, 1917, was startlingly borne out by events.
"Bourgeois" revolution did indeed open the way for the proletarians and the party
they supported to surge toward power; recognizing this, Lenin and most of the
other Bolshevik leaders accepted Trotsky's reasoning in all but name. The Bolshe-
viks prepared to seize power in the fall of 1917, assuming that their social backing
as well as the underdeveloped economy in Russia were not sufficient to sustain
their program of socialist revolution, but with the conviction that their success of
the moment would evoke the instantaneous response of international revolution.
Some Bolsheviks (led by Zinoviev and Kamenev) were skeptical about the latter,
and on this ground opposed the October coup d'etat as an irresponsible gamble.
Lenin, in contrast, demanded insurrection as a Russian duty to give the European
workers the signal they needed. Implicit in all this was the irrational faith, inherited
from mid-nineteenth-century Russian thinkers, in the efficacy of Russia's revolu-
tionary mission to the world. The fact remains, however, that the Bolsheviks took
power with a theoretical outlook which told them that their aims could not possi-
bly be achieved in Russia without the assistance of like-minded revolutionary re-
gimes in those advanced countries where socialism, according to Marxism, was
supposed to begin first. Such help never came, and in its absence a drastic recon-
struction of theory was required if the most embarrassing implications were to be
evaded.

The Paradox of Marxian Socialism in Russia

It has sometimes been suggested that the successful proletarian revolution in
Russia proved Marx wrong by showing that socialism could win without previous
industrial development under capitalism. But if Marx's predictions cannot be relied
upon, with what assurance can the revolution be described as "proletarian"? Actu-
ally the Soviet system has developed in an entirely different direction. The Marxist
labels of proletarian socialism and the "workers' state" have been kept only for the
sake of self-righteousness and propaganda—the "ideology" or "false consciousness"
of the new post-revolutionary regime.

The step-by-step adaptations of Marxist theory after the establishment of the
Soviet regime illustrate very clearly the impact of circumstances which forced the
Communists to revamp their program. Within a matter of months after the Oc-
tober Revolution basic decisions had been made which fatally compromised the
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Marxian logic of the Communists' position. They kept power, but only by shifts of
policy which changed the whole direction of their revolution and brought it into
line with what Russian conditions permitted.

The first of these major policy changes was the decision in February, 1918, to
make peace with Germany instead of proclaiming an international civil war against
all the capitalist powers. The Bolsheviks' seizure of power had been predicated on
the imminence of proletarian revolution in the West, which the Russian assault on
the "imperialist" Provisional Government was supposed to evoke, and which in
turn was presumably indispensable to sustain socialist hopes in Russia. Once in
power, however, Lenin declined to gamble his position in the interests of world rev-
olution; over the anguished protests of the left-wing Utopians, he decided to make
peace and buy time rather than risk losing power in Russia while attempting to set
a fighting example for the European workers. In other words, his estimate of the
revolutionary potential outside Russia had now dropped—but that estimate had
been the only Marxist way of justifying his seizure of power in the first place. Lenin
rejected the alleged possibility of immediately evoking international revolution, in
the interest of holding power which could have no Marxian socialist meaning in the
absence of that international revolution. This is how the Communists came to rule
in a country where Marxism ruled out the success of the proletariat.

Following the peace of Brest-Litovsk, during the period of civil strife and eco-
nomic disruption which goes by the term "War Communism," the ranks of the
Communist Party were torn repeatedly with dissension over the implications of
holding power where conditions made the realization of the program of proletar-
ian socialism, as theretofore conceived, entirely chimerical. Lenin had espoused the
Utopian program as firmly as anyone in the programmatic tract, "State and Revolu-
tion," which he wrote while hiding in Finland in 1917. The workers would seize
power, subject the whole economy to their control, destroy the existing state ma-
chinery, and install new officials of their own choosing whose pay would be no
higher than "workman's wages." The resistance of the former exploiting classes
would be crushed, and the state—i.e., the organs of law-enforcement and repres-
sion—would commence to "wither away." The annihilation of authority and the
apotheosis of equality were visions animating vast numbers of Russians, not except-
ing the Communists, during the revolutionary years.

By the spring of 1918, Lenin had turned emphatically against these attitudes on
the ground of total impracticability for the foreseeable future (though the evidence
of most of his career strongly suggests that he was emotionally set against anarchy
and equality in any event). In the government, the army, the factories, the Commu-
nist Party, Lenin (joined by Trotsky) demanded an end to equalitarianism and col-
lective decision-making, and called instead for the establishment of firm hierarchies
of individual authority and responsibility with clear differentials of individual re-
ward. Step by step the institutions of the new Soviet society were recast in the old
mold. By 1921, with the elimination of the trade unions from industrial manage-
ment, the abolition of factions within the Communist Party, and the enunciation of
the "New Economic Policy" (NEP) with its concessions to the individual profit
motive, the Communist leaders had completed their adaptation of a late-industrial
program to early-industrial conditions.

The occasion for the introduction of the New Economic Policy was a growing
state of economic crisis and mass dissatisfaction, coming to a head in armed rebel-
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lion against the Soviet regime. In the perspective of past revolutions this marked
the point where the national convulsion of revolutionary emotion was subsiding in
favor of growing demands for normal living. Revolutionary emotion among large
numbers of people in Russia had sustained for a time the illusion that the imme-
diate socialistic transformation of the country was still possible, whether or not
strong authority and stringent controls were necessary to accomplish this. By early
1921, however, it was clear to Lenin and the more practical-minded Communists
that power and program could not both be held to at the same time; again, as with
the world revolution in 1918, one of these desiderata would have to be sacrificed,
and again it was the program. Lenin, thanks to his compelling leadership and the
strength of the party organization, was able to command the Communists to go
into retreat, postpone their socialistic objectives, and come to terms with the reali-
ties of an underdeveloped country. In effect, he carried out his own "Thermidorean
reaction" (by analogy with the fall of the Jacobins in France in 1794), and by
adapting his party's policies from the stage of violent revolutionary emotion to the
stage of post-revolutionary convalescence he was able to keep power.

This change was not effected, however, without serious difficulties within the
ranks of the Communist Party. The Utopians demanded that the party hew to the
strictly idealist course, and began to attack Lenin for betraying the workers. Lenin,
for his part, was determined to claim full Marxist justification for his compromis-
ing policy, and as was his custom, to condemn as un-Marxist anyone who took
issue with him. At the Tenth Party Congress in March, 1921, Lenin used his con-
trol of the party organization to have the leftists condemned as a "petty-bourgeois"
deviation, and to ban any recurrence of factional criticism.

It is interesting to note that the political and social situation in Russia after the
introduction of the NEP in 1921 comes remarkably close to Lenin's old notion of
the "democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry," with a self-styled
party of the workers holding power but adapting its policies to the capitalistic ne-
cessities of industrial development. This arrangement, as we have seen, contradicts
the basic Marxian proposition regarding the dependence of the political "super-
structure" on the economic "base." The only way to salvage the Marxian analysis is
to dismiss the "proletarian" label and regard the Communist politico-economic
structure as an expression of industrialism in its developmental phase—not the
successor to capitalism but a parallel alternative.

The transition to the New Economic Policy meant a major change as regards
the vitality of Marxist theory among the Communists. Prior to this time they could
still imagine that a lucky conjunction of circumstances in Russia was enabling them
to proceed with the Marxian plan of proletarian dictatorship. After the "Thermi-
dor" of 1921, when revolutionary hopes had to be suspended, the basic perspective
was one of adaptation to the wrong conditions. The function of Marxist doctrine
then had to shift from direct inspiration to the justification of a regime which no
longer fit the requirements of the theory. In the language of Karl Mannheim,
Marxism was changed from a "utopia" to an "ideology," from an inspirational illu-
sion to a rationalization of actuality* The defense of the "ideology" demanded
stringent suppression of anyone who would again take the doctrine seriously as a
"utopia" and hold it up as a challenge to the status quo; hence the necessity of

*See Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (New York, Harcourt, Brace, n.d.), pp. I92ff.
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rooting out the left-wing Communists and making the party line—the official inter-
pretation of doctrine—an obligatory canon of faith. Ae have here, in the picture of
the revolutionary party trying to explain away its conversion to a post-revolutionary
role, the key to the mentality of total thought-control which was soon to become
a permanent feature of the Communist system.

Although the Communist Party leaders claimed exclusive doctrinal sanction for
their compromises of 1921, they remained for the time being aware that their poli-
cies were indeed expedients that did not point directly toward the ultimate socialis-
tic goal. Concessions in the capitalistic or bureaucratic direction were recognized
as such; they were simply regarded as practical necessities for the preservation of
the power of the Communist Party until the industrial development of the country
had proceeded to the point where the fully socialist ideal could be put into effect.
The real fallacy here from the Marxist standpoint lay in the notion that there was
value in the retention of power per se regardless of the social base with which the
authorities had to operate. The concessions which the Communists had to make at
the expense of their program bear out clearly the conditions which social circum-
stances can impose on a government. Furthermore, thanks to their habit of justify-
ing each practical expedient in terms of basic Marxist doctrine, the Communists
began to lose any clear notion of what the ultimate goal was, as opposed to the pat-
tern of immediate expedients. As is so often the case in human affairs, it was the
practical steps rather than the original intention or blueprint that determined the
outcome: the means became ends in themselves.

Socialism in One Country

During the factional controversies in the Communist Party after Lenin's demise
the most bitter debate raged around the theoretical implications of the anomaly of
the self-styled proletarian socialist state in Russia. The Trotskyists, who had been
forced out of their positions of influence in 1921-23, sought arguments to use
against Stalin and the other more direct followers of Lenin who were endeavoring
to follow the NEP compromise of economic leniency plus firm party control. It
was easy for Trotsky and the Left Opposition to find lapses by the leadership from
the strict proletarian path, and they stressed these with warnings that the isolation
of the revolution in a backward country made it very difficult to sustain a socialist
policy without great care and effort. They began to suggest that Stalin's leadership
was the embodiment of a "Thermidorean reaction," yielding to the desires of the
petty-bourgeois majority of the country.

Stalin's defense against this line of reasoning represents a major change in the
intellectual status and political function of Communist doctrine, though its mean-
ing has usually been misunderstood. To meet the challenge of the opposition Stalin
looked to the scriptures for assurance that he could not possibly be in error and
particularly that national backwardness was not a crippling embarrassment. He
found what he sought in a statement made by Lenin in 1915, to the effect that the
country first going over to socialism would stand alone and fight the others until
the revolution spread. Taking this remark out of context, Stalin applied it to Russia
and appealed to it as the authority for his contention that the socialist regime could
stand alone in Russia whether or not it was sustained by international revolution.
At the same time the party propaganda machine whipped up a storm over Trotsky's
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theory of permanent revolution, on the grounds of its pessimistic "lack of faith" in
Russia's own revolutionary potential. Neither faction, it must be understood, re-
jected the world revolution as a Communist desideratum, while on the other hand
neither was prepared to take great risks to bring it about. The issue in this respect
was only over the implications for Russia of a delay in the world revolution:
Trotsky said they were dangerous and required careful scrutiny of the existing lead-
ership, and Stalin denied this.

The major significance of "socialism in one country" lay not with the Commu-
nist International, for which it made no difference, nor with the factional struggle
among the Russian Communists, which was decided by organizational pressure,
but with the meaning and role of Communist ideology as a whole. While it is
pointless to debate whether Marxian socialism was really feasible in Russia (the
whole experience of modern industrialism makes it appear more and more Uto-
pian), Stalin's manner of asserting the possibility of socialism is highly significant.
He did not inquire empirically as to how the conditions of Russian life might be
shaped in order to promote the ideal. (Bukharin did attempt this in some of his
statements about the anticapitalist bent of the peasantry around the world.) Stalin
preferred the scholastic method of turning to the scriptures for an authoritative
statement that would give doctrinal sanction for what he was determined to do any-
way. He did not base his action on an honest effort to understand and follow the
doctrine as such; as his opposition critics irrefutably pointed out, he had distorted
Lenin's meaning completely. Lenin had in mind the most advanced country, and
had no intention of asserting the immediate possibility of socialism in an under-
developed country. Stalin's maneuver was a purely casuistical trick, indicative of the
determination which he and his like-minded associates felt to maintain absolute
doctrinal justification of their rule. The new theory was a major step in the manipu-
lation of doctrine to make it accord with action that was decided on pragmatically.

The immediate consequence of the doctrinal twisting represented by "socialism
in one country" was the suppression of all criticism, political or otherwise, aimed at
the leadership or its rationalizations. From the standpoint of any serious regard for
the doctrine itself it was easy to expose the maneuvers of the party leadership, as
the Trotskyist opposition clearly demonstrated. In fact the ideological embarrass-
ment which the Trotskyists posed was a major reason why Stalin and Bukharin
were led to the decision to expel them from the party and silence them altogether.
Thenceforth, to uphold their suppression of criticism, the Soviet leaders had to as-
sert the absolute right of the party to pass definitive judgment on any question
whatsoever. In this manner the compulsive pursuit of self-justification led to the es-
tablishment of totalitarian thought-control soon after Stalin achieved personal rule
in 1929.

The Industrialization Program and the Easternization of
Communism

Simultaneously with the Stalin-Trotsky political struggle and the development of
Communist dogmatism, the Russian leaders were beginning to face the implica-
tions of the actual conditions under which they ruled, i.e., the economic problems
of an underdeveloped country. The problems were serious and acute, and the dif-
ferences of opinion which they evoked added fuel to the flames of factional con-
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troversy. As it happened, however, it was the accidents of factional politics rather
than any particularly convincing analysis that governed the response to the indus-
trialization problem which Russia made under Stalin's direction.

After the introduction of the NEP, as we have seen, both the Stalin-Bukharin
faction and the Trotsky faction were nervously concerned about the weakness of
Russian society as the base for the dictatorship of the proletariat. The dominant
group took the position of caution, relying on tight party controls together with a
conciliatory policy toward the peasants to keep the Communists in power during
the expected long period of gradual development of state-owned industry. This was
the program for which "socialism in one country" was required as the doctrinal
justification. On the other hand, Trotsky and his supporters, much less patient,
were calling by 1923 for concerted economic planning and industrial development
by the state, in order to rectify as quickly as possible the economic backwardness
which, according to the earlier orthodoxy, made socialism in Russia a very insecure
proposition. The Trotskyist position, however, made no more sense from the
strictly Marxian point of view than did "socialism in one country"; in suggesting
that the "workers' state" could rapidly create its own economic base of large-scale
industry the Trotskyists turned Marx's conception of the relation of economics and
politics completely upside down.

While the Trotskyist demand for deliberate, intensive industrialization defied
the traditional preconceptions of Marxism, it was nonetheless of major significance
for the future development of the Communist movement. Implied in the Trotsky
approach was a fundamentally new conception of the historical role of the socialist
organization of society. From the beginning of the socialist movement in the early
nineteenth century socialist thinkers and parties had been almost exclusively con-
cerned with the redistribution of existing wealth, the reapportionment on some
more equitable basis of the proceeds from society's productive capacity. The pro-
ductive capacity itself was taken for granted, either as a static quantity or (as Marx
approached it) as the creature of capitalism prior to the establishment of socialism.
The Trotskyists' great innovation was to apply the socialist system of a state-
operated economy to the task of developing productive capacity. All previous
schools of socialist thought, including Marx's and Lenin's, represented forms of
what we might call "distributive" socialism. Trotsky's was the first school of "pro-
ductive" socialism—the essentially un-Marxist idea that the socialist state could and
should be used to promote industrialization and overcome the poverty of low
productivity.

Ironically, the actual shift in the Communist movement from the distributive to
the productive orientation was not accomplished by Trotsky but by his principal
enemy. Until 1927, the party leadership headed by Stalin and Bukharin had stead-
fastly resisted Trotsky's demand for rapid, planned, tax-supported industrial devel-
opment, in favor of gradual development financed mainly out of the profits made
by Soviet industry while catering to the needs of the consuming public. By the end
of 1927, however, when the factional struggle within the Communist Party had
reached its climax with the expulsion of Trotsky and Zinoviev and their followers
from the party's ranks, the party leadership had itself begun to move toward a
somewhat more aggressive economic policy. Then, rapidly playing his hand with
remarkable political finesse, Stalin commenced in 1928 to maneuver against his
erstwhile colleagues in the party leadership, Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky. Know-
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ing that these men were committed to economic caution, Stalin abruptly took over
the Trotskyist approach to industrialization and with it the plan of wholesale col-
lectivization of the peasants (a step necessary to squeeze from them the unre-
compensed surplus necessary to support the industrialization effort). Carefully rep-
resenting his ideas as the continuation of established party policies, Stalin was able
to take the protests made by Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky as the pretext for having
them condemned as a "right deviation" secretly favoring capitalism. With this
Right Opposition group out of the way in 1929, Stalin found himself all-powerful
but also all-responsible, and committed to an irrationally extreme program of in-
tensive industrial development. He apparently saw no alternative except to forge
ahead under the scarcely Marxian slogan, "There are no fortresses which Bolsheviks
cannot storm."

With the industrialization program launched by Stalin, paid for by national belt-
tightening and enforced by totalitarian police controls, Soviet Russia had entered
into the new productive form of socialism. This was socialism not of the overripe
industrial society but of a partially backward and preindustrial country, not the
successor to capitalism but the alternative to it for accumulating the industrial
plant to bring the country to a modern level of economic development. Soviet so-
cialism served not to solve the problems of industrial life, but to accentuate them
and to carry them afield into virgin territory.

The Soviet economic example has proved highly infectious, because it is such a
logical and effective approach to the problem of developing a backward country.
Even among non-Communist circles in Asia and Africa the notion of using the au-
thority of the state to accelerate economic development has proved to one degree
or another irresistible since World War II. Under Stalin's leadership, Communism
was converted from an essentially Western response to Western problems of indus-
trial life under capitalism, to an essentially Eastern response of applying despotic
state authority to the pursuit of rapid industrial development and equality with the
West. By viewing Russia in the early part of this century as a hybrid society, part
Western and part Eastern, partially industrialized yet substantially backward, we
may understand why this transitional role of converting a Western revolutionary
movement into an Eastern one fell to her. The product of this Russian alchemy was
a unique system of oriental state capitalism.

Stalin and the Virtue of Necessity

The new productive emphasis on economic development had profound implica-
tions for other aspects of the Communist movement in Russia. It became necessary
to make a wide variety of policy adjustments, converting the Western postcapitalist
socialist ideal to the Eastern state-capitalist pattern. The many such adjustments al-
ready made, ostensibly as temporary concessions, had to be accepted as permanent.

Under Stalin's leadership the Communist Party adapted itself to the harsh reali-
ties of industrialization and of the industrial way of life—realities which made the
social ideals professed by every Marxist up to 1917 completely Utopian. Contrary
to Marx's egalitarian, anarchistic expectations, industrial society does not permit a
diminution of hierarchical authority to the advantage of the democratic collective—
it puts all the greater premium on the hierarchical division of labor and responsibil-
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ity and on maintaining complex organizations in which everyone observes instruc-
tions with unflagging discipline. It was apparent by the 1930's that the real task for
Russia was not the introduction of collectivist equality but the training of respon-
sible leaders and responsible subordinates, to convert lackadaisical peasants into
disciplined troops in an industrial army. The real Russian innovation was a new or-
ganizational basis for industrial development—the postcapitalistic institutions of
the "managerial" society.

Discipline and authority in political and economic life, hateful as they had been
from the standpoint of the Russian revolutionaries of 1917, had been substantially
restored by the end of the Civil War period. Stalin's innovation was to declare them
to be in effect on a practically permanent basis as positive aspects of the socialist
ideal, and he further laid it down as the official line that socialism had never meant
anything else. Similarly with the ideal of equality, which to some extent had con-
tinued to be observed up until 1929, Stalin declared it to be un-Marxist and un-
Leninist, and justified inequality of economic rewards as a natural aspect of Soviet
socialism. Between 1931 and 1937, for reasons of political practicality or personal
preference, Stalin proceeded to reverse the party line on a wide range of policy
matters, ranging from education and art to religion and the family. In every case
the earlier revolutionary attitude was condemned as a "petty-bourgeois" deviation
from Marxism, and what the outside world regarded as the conservative norm be-
came the standard of official Communist belief and practice (except for religion,
which enjoys toleration but is still officially disparaged). Together with these ad-
justments Stalin overhauled the basic political theory of Marxism by asserting the
long-term positive role of the state in overcoming economic obstacles and develop-
ing the socialist society, instead of withering away. Stalin simply made his theory
conform to what he had actually been doing, with the characteristic twist that the
new version was alleged to have been the only correct interpretation of Marxism all
along.

Stalin's transformation of the aims and practices of Communism was directly re-
sponsible for fundamental changes in the realm of Communist thinking, not only
with respect to what was thought but with respect to the basic function of doctrine
in the Communist system. The Communists faced circumstances where either the
theoretical prerequisites of the old ideal were lacking (the weakness of the Russian
industrial base), or where it became evident that those presumed preconditions
were themselves not conducive to the ideal (the bureaucratic requirements of in-
dustry itself). Under Lenin the party made expedient adaptations to these circum-
stances, while still imagining that these were temporary maneuvers. Machinery of
control was meanwhile set up over the channels of thought and communication,
and was used to justify the necessity of the expedients. Stalin's changes were to
pursue such expedients more freely, intensify the controls over public communica-
tion, and then to proclaim that his policies were not temporarily necessary devia-
tions but the direct implementation of the revolutionary program. Instead of
guiding Soviet practice, the goals of Communism were redefined to conform with
the trend that expedient practice had taken.

Paradoxically, as doctrine ceased to operate as a basic motive and guide, the
stress laid by the Soviet regime on rigorous orthodoxy became all the greater. This
has made it difficult for outside observers to appreciate how little Marxist theory
really shapes Communist behavior. Its function is to provide the sense of revolu-
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tionary legitimacy which the Communist leaders since Lenin have always insisted
on maintaining, and also to serve as the vehicle for party control over every aspect
of life. The thoroughgoing control which requires this orthodoxy is in turn neces-
sitated by the difficulty of bridging the vast gulf between theory and practice and
suppressing the innumerable opportunities for criticizing the doctrinal manipula-
tions in which the Communist regime has indulged. The Soviet leaders have long
been committed to a self-enforcing false image of their system. In all probability
they believe in this image, in a narrow-minded and defensive way, and will endeavor
to sustain it at any cost, even though the real standards in their action are those of
free-wheeling practicality rather than loyalty to the spirit of any theory. Commu-
nism has become wedded to a psychology of compulsively self-justifying opportun-
ism, so dogmatically unscrupulous that it is not even faithful to its own principles.

The real meaning of Communism is to be found in the pattern of evolution
through expedients, in the course of which the movement was changed to deal
with its circumstances. During the first two decades of the Soviet regime Commu-
nism was systematically Easternized. It was converted into a system for solving the
Eastern problems of rapid modernization and national self-assertion against the
West, through the method of terror and compulsion wielded by an autocratic gov-
ernment. Subsequent replacement of leading personalities has made no fundamen-
tal difference in the system.

Postscript: 1983

Communism as it is depicted in this revised edition is still the political move-
ment descended from the revolutionary ideas and actions of Lenin. In the last two
or three decades, however, it has become vastly more complex and varied, with the
development outside Russia of numerous independent forms of Communism,
whether successful or abortive. At the same time, within the Soviet Union a remark-
able degree of stability was maintained during the era of Leonid Brezhnev, distin-
guished by a paucity of new ideas, theories, or initiatives. The documentary selec-
tions for these years reflect the Soviet regime's preoccupation with administrative
problems, thrown into relief in the privately circulated critiques by dissident writ-
ers. Despite the rhetoric about "building communism," official Russia has lost any
vision of a new future apart from quantitative improvement in the statistical
indicators.

The Soviet Union under Brezhnev continued its long-standing habit of justify-
ing itself in Marxist terms even though it could not be meaningfully described by
Marxism. The system and its official thinking became more rigid than ever, in con-
trast to the brief period of impulsive experimentation between Stalin's death and
the fall of Khrushchev. Doctrinal statements continued to have a primarily manipu-
latory and legitimizing significance, and offered no prospect of a relaxation of the
ideological rigidity and official unanimity exhibited ever since Stalin's day. For
some Soviet dissenters, notably the historian Roy Medvedev, Marxism has been the
point of departure for a penetrating critique of Soviet reality, but the dynamic de-
velopment of Communism as a political program has been confined for the last
quarter century to parties and governments outside the Soviet Union.

The essence of the Soviet political and social system has not changed since
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Stalin, though terror was moderated and economic conditions improved Khrush-
chev's years in power were, in retrospect, only a temporary interlude, an aberration
of abortive reform in the history of the Stalinist system of totalitarian rule. Power
remains centralized and arbitrary; dissent is crushed and initiative is stifled; society
is managed through the interpenetrating bureaucratic hierarchies of the party and
the state; the "New Class" of officials has become an old class of self-perpetuating
privilege.

Toward the end of the Brezhnev era the liabilities of the old system were becom-
ing obvious. The command economy could not adjust to the complexities of high-
technology industrialism nor could it transcend the age-old limitations of sub-arctic
agriculture. Economic growth, military power and consumer satisfaction became
impossible to reconcile simultaneously. At the same time the hold of ideology over
the average citizen, not to mention the technical specialist, became steadily weaker.
With the passage of power from Brezhnev to Yuri Andropov and from the Stalinist
to the post-Stalinist generation, the question on all sides is whether the Soviet re-
gime will try to maintain the status quo that satisfies no one, or finally launch into
some kind of radical new departure and open a new chapter in the history of
Communism.

Postscript: 1992

The events in the Communist world between 1985 and 1991 came as a com-
plete surprise, as shocking to the adherents of the old Communist regimes as they
were welcome to most subjects of those regimes along with most outsiders. Con-
sidering the apparent strength and tenacity of the totalitarian system in the USSR
and Eastern Europe up to the advent of Mikhail Gorbachev, its sudden collapse be-
tween 1989 and 1991 seems to defy explanation. Yet much of what the Commu-
nist regimes had revealed about themselves in the events of the preceding period
and in the documents of that era already showed how hidebound and ineffective
they had become despite their claims of creating a new socialist society.

By 1985, as the record shows, the gap between the actual practices of Commu-
nism as a militarized bureaucracy, and the theoretical pretensions of communism
as a future ideal, had become completely unbridgeable. The ideological legitima-
tion of Marxism-Leninism that still monopolized official discourse had lost all
credibility, even among most of those who mouthed it. The Communist economy
could not keep up with all its targets in military strength, industrial investment,
and consumer benefits, or motivate the energy of its people and release their crea-
tive talents. It fell steadily behind the West in the development and application of
high technology in most areas. As a new generation moved into leadership posi-
tions in place of the aging and dying Stalinists, it was clear that the future rested
not with the status quo but with fundamental reform.

Reform, hailed as "perestroika"—restructuring—began under Gorbachev in the
direction already pointed out by Andropov, namely more discipline, more incen-
tives, the battle against corruption and alcoholism—in short, tightening up the old
system. Within a year Gorbachev realized that he had to break with the old system
and turn loose the force of free inquiry and criticism—hence his doctrine oiglas-
nost and his invitation to the critical reconsideration of Soviet history with all its
falsifications and pretenses. In effect Gorbachev found himself working his way
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back through the history of Russian Communism, first repudiating the totalitarian
system and policies of Stalinism that had been in place since 1929, and then ques-
tioning the revolutionary dictatorship of Leninism—though he never gave up what
he called the "socialist choice" of October 1917.

As Gorbachev called into question the foundations of the Soviet system he
roused more and more resistance among his Communist colleagues and the bu-
reaucracy. In response he had to carry reform even deeper to undermine their
threat to his own power, first by attempting to democratize the Communist Party
and shake up its leadership, then by trying to shift effective power from the party
to the government and by democratizing the foundations of the latter through
progressively freer elections. In the process, the documents of Soviet Communism
in its death throes finally became more genuinely reflective of their authors' aims
and of the reality around them.

The question is often debated as to whether Gorbachev's program was a "revo-
lution," as he claimed, or only an attempt to reform an essentially irreparable sys-
tem. In fact it was a process whereby reforms cumulatively got out of hand and
turned into revolutionary change, permitting total freedom of thought and press,
allowing the national minorities of the USSR to assert virtual independence, and
prompting the precipitous decline of an already stagnating economic system. These
were the circumstances that led the Communist conservatives to attempt a palace
coup in August 1991 with the aims of ending Gorbachev's zigzagging and of re-
storing order, discipline, and the unity of the USSR.

The coup and its failure were just enough- to destroy the last remnants of psy-
chological authority enjoyed by the Communist Party. Boris Yeltsin as president of
the Russian Republic, and his counterparts in the other Soviet republics—ex-
Communists, almost all—were able to suppress the official Communist Party with
ridiculous ease, and then to wave the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics out of ex-
istence in favor of a tenuous "Commonwealth of Independent States." These stun-
ning developments, lending new significance to the warning signs of the "era of
stagnation," revealed what a hollow, irrelevant shell Communist Party rule and
Marxist-Leninist ideology had become.

The collapse of the CPSU and the USSR following the August Putsch com-
pleted the life cycle of the phenomenon known as Communism, as far as the land
of its origin was concerned. The era of perestroika turned out to have far more rad-
ical consequences than anyone expected; it became the final chapter of a subject
that has now in its entirety become history. But this history retains its relevance as
much as ever, not only as the background that post-Communist societies must live
with even as they try to escape it, but also as the record of a tragic revolutionary
experience that inevitably went wrong and destroyed its own ideals.
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CHAPTER ONE

Leninism and the Bolshevik
Party, to 1917

The background of the Communist movement was dominated by one
powerful figure, Lenin. The disciplined organization, the revolutionary mission,
and stern enforcement of Lenin's version of doctrinal orthodoxy were all firmly es-
tablished in the Bolshevik faction of the Russian Social-Democratic Party long be-
fore 1917. The reactions of other Marxists testify eloquently to the unique impress
which Lenin's personality made in the movement. When revolution came in 1917,
Lenin was prepared to strike for power and hold it at any cost.

Lenin as a Marxist

As early as 1894, when he was twenty-four, Lenin (born Vladimir Ilich Ulyanov) had
become a revolutionary agitator and a convinced Marxist. He exhibited his new faith
and his polemical talents in a diatribe of that year against the peasant-oriented socialism
of the Populists led by N. K. Mikhailovsky.

. . . Now—since the appearance of Capital—the materialist conception of his-
tory is no longer a hypothesis, but a scientifically demonstrated proposition. And
until some other attempt is made to give a scientific explanation of the functioning
and development of any form of society—form of society, mind you, and not the
mode of life of any country or people, or even class, etc.—another attempt which
would be just as capable as materialism of introducing order into the "pertinent
facts" and of presenting a living picture of a definite formation and at the same
time of explaining it in a strictly scientific way, until then the materialist conception
of history will be synonymous with social science. Materialism is not "primarily a
scientific conception of history," as Mr. Mikhailovsky thinks, but the only scientific
conception of history. . . .

. . . Russian Marxists . . . began precisely with a criticism of the subjective
methods of earlier socialists. Not satisfied with merely stating the fact that exploi-
tation exists and condemning it, they desired to explain it. Realizing that the whole
post-Reform* history of Russia consisted in the impoverishment of the mass and
the enrichment of a minority, observing the colossal expropriation of the small
producers side by side with universal technical progress, noting that these opposite
tendencies arose and became intensified wherever, and to the extent that, commod-
ity production developed and became consolidated, they could not but conclude

FROM: Lenin, "What the 'Friends of the People' Are and How They Fight the Social-
Democrats" (April, 1894; in V. I. Lenin, Selected Works, Moscow, Foreign Languages Publishing
House, 1950-52, Vol. I, book i, pp. 110, 165-66).

*I.e., since the emancipation of the serfs in 1861—Ed.
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that they were confronted with a bourgeois (capitalist) organization of social
economy, which necessarily gave rise to the expropriation and oppression of the
masses. Their practical program was quite directly determined by this conviction;
this program was, to join the struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie,
the struggle of the propertyless classes against the propertied, which constitutes
the principal content of economic reality in Russia, from the most out-of-the-way
village to the most up-to-date and perfected factory. How were they to join it? The
answer was again suggested by real life. Capitalism had brought the principal
branches of industry to the stage of large-scale machine industry; by thus socializ-
ing production, it had created the material conditions for a new system and had at
the same time created a new social force—the class of factory workers, the urban
proletariat. Subjected to the same bourgeois exploitation—for such, in its eco-
nomic essence, is the exploitation to which the whole toiling population of Russia
is subjected—this class, however, has been placed in a special, favourable position
as far as its emancipation is concerned; it has no longer any ties with the old so-
ciety, which is wholly based on exploitation; the very conditions of its labour and
circumstances of life organize it, compel it to think and enable it to step into the
arena of the political struggle. It was only natural that the Social Democrats should
direct all their attention to, and base all their hopes on, this class, that they should
make the development of its class consciousness their program, that they should
direct all their activities towards helping it to rise and wage a direct political strug-
gle against the present regime and towards drawing the whole Russian proletariat
into this struggle. . . .

The Foundation of the Russian Marxist Party

While Marxism had been winning adherents among the Russian revolutionary intel-
ligentsia for more than a decade previously, an avowedly Marxist party was not orga-
nized until 1898. In that year a "congress" of nine men met at Minsk to proclaim the
establishment of the Russian Social-Democratic Workers' Party. The manifesto issued in
the name of the congress after the police broke it up was drawn up by the economist
Peter Struve, a member of the moderate "legal Marxist" group who soon afterward left
the Marxist movement altogether. The manifesto is indicative of the way Marxism was
applied to Russian conditions, and of the special role for the proletariat which the Rus-
sian Marxists envisaged.

. . . Fifty years ago the invigorating storm of the Revolution of 1848 burst over
Europe.

For the first time the modern working class appeared on the scene as a major
historical force. With its forces the bourgeoisie succeeded in removing many anti-
quated feudal-monarchial systems. But the bourgeoisie quickly perceived in its new
ally its most hostile foe, and betrayed both it and itself and the cause of freedom
into the hands of reaction. However, it was already late: the working class, pacified
for the time being, after ten or fifteen years appeared again on the stage of history

FROM: Manifesto of the Russian Social-Democratic Workers' Party, issued by the First Con-
gress of the party, Minsk, March, 1898 (in The Communist Party of the Soviet Union in the Resolu-
tions and Decisions of its Congresses, Conferences, and Plenums of the Central Committee [hereafter
referred to as "CPSU in Resolutions"], 7th ed., Moscow, 1954, Vol. 1, pp. 11- 14; editor's
translation).
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with redoubled force, with matured consciousness, as a full-grown fighter for its
own liberation.

All this time Russia apparently remained aside from the main road of the histor-
ical movement. The class struggle was not apparent there, but it was there, and the
main thing was that it was steadily growing and maturing. The Russian govern-
ment, with laudable zeal, itself planted the seeds of class struggle by cheating the
peasants, patronizing the landlords, fattening up the big capitalists at the expense
of the toiling population. But the bourgeois-capitalist order is unthinkable without
a proletariat or working class. The latter is born together with capitalism, grows
together with it, gets stronger, and in proportion to its growth is thrown more and
more into conflict with the bourgeoisie.

The Russian factory worker, serf or free, has always carried on a hidden or open
struggle with his exploiters. In proportion to the development of capitalism, the
proportions of this struggle have grown, they have embraced more and more layers
of the working class population. The awakening of the class self-consciousness of
the Russian proletariat and the growth of the spontaneous workers' movement
have coincided with the conclusive development of international Social Democracy
as the bearer of the class struggle and the class ideal of the conscious workers of
the whole world. . . . Vainly the government imagines that by concessions it can
calm the workers. Everywhere the working class is becoming more demanding, the
more they give it. It will be the same with the Russian proletariat. They have given
in to it up to now only when it demands, and in the future will give it only what it

And what does the Russian working class not need? It is completely deprived of
what its foreign comrades freely and quietly enjoy: participation in the administra-
tion of the state, freedom of speech and of the press, freedom of organization and
assembly—in a word, all those instruments and means with which the West-
European and American proletariat improves its position and at the same time
struggles for its final liberation, against private property and capitalism—for social-
ism. Political freedom is necessary for the Russian proletariat like fresh air is neces-
sary for healthy breathing. It is the basic condition for its free development and the
successful struggle for partial improvements and final liberation.

But the Russian proletariat can only win the political freedom which it needs by
itself.

The farther east one goes in Europe, the more the bourgeoisie becomes in the
political respect weaker, more cowardly, and meaner, and the larger are the cultural
and political tasks which fall to the share of the proletariat. On its broad shoulders
the Russian working class must bear and will bear the cause of the fight for politi-
cal freedom. This is essential, but it is only the first step toward the realization of
the great historical mission of the proletariat—towards the creation of that social
order in which the exploitation of man by man will have no place. The Russian pro-
letariat will throw off its burden of autocracy so that with all the more energy it
will continue the struggle against capitalism and the bourgeoisie until the complete
victory of socialism. . . .

As a socialist movement and inclination, the Russian Social-Democratic Party
continues the cause and the traditions of all the preceding revolutionary move-
ments in Russia; taking as the principal immediate task of the party the goal of
conquering political freedom, Social Democracy moves toward the goal which has
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already been marked out by the glorious activists of the old "People's Will." But
the means and the path which Social Democracy chooses are different. The choice
of them is determined by its conscious desire to be and remain a class movement of
the organized working masses. It is firmly convinced that "the liberation of the
working class can only be its own business," and it will undeviatingly make all its
action conform to this fundamental basis of international Social Democracy.

Long live Russia, long live international Social Democracy!

Lenin's Theory of the Party

Leaving Russia in 1900, Lenin went to Geneva to join Plekhanov's circle of older
Russian Marxists in publishing a paper for the new Social-Democratic party—Mm,
"The Spark." In the course of this work he formulated what in retrospect proved to be
the fundamental ideas underlying the Communist movement—his theory of the tightly
organized and disciplined party of "professional revolutionaries." This idea Lenin first
developed in "What Is to Be Done?," a lengthy polemic against the "Economists"—
those Marxists who preferred to stress the economic struggle of the workers rather
than a separate revolutionary movement. The publication of "What Is to Be Done?" in
1902 marks the true beginning of Leninism as a distinctive political current.

. . . It is no secret that two trends have taken shape in the present-day interna-
tional Social-Democracy. The fight between these trends now flares up in a bright
flame, and now dies down and smoulders under the ashes of imposing "truce reso-
lutions." What this "new" trend, which adopts a "critical" attitude towards "obso-
lete dogmatic" Marxism, represents has with sufficient precision been stated by
Bernstein, and demonstrated by Millerand.*

Social-Democracy must change from a party of the social revolution into a dem-
ocratic party of social reforms. Bernstein has surrounded this political demand with
a whole battery of symmetrically arranged "new" arguments and reasonings. The
possibility of putting Socialism on a scientific basis and of proving from the point
of view of the materialist conception of history that it is necessary and inevitable
was denied, as was also the growing impoverishment, proletarianization, and the in-
tensification of capitalist contradictions. The very conception, "ultimate aim" was
declared to be unsound, and the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat was ab-
solutely rejected. It was denied that there is any counterdistinction in principle be-
tween liberalism and Socialism. The theory of the class struggle was rejected on the
grounds that it could not be applied to a strictly democratic society, governed ac-
cording to the will of the majority, etc.

Thus, the demand for a resolute turn from revolutionary Social Democracy to
bourgeois Social-reformism was accompanied by a no less resolute turn towards
bourgeois criticism of all the fundamental ideas of Marxism. . . .

He who does not deliberately close his eyes cannot fail to see that the new "crit-
ical" trend in Socialism is nothing more nor less than a new variety of opportunism.

FROM: Lenin, "What Is to Be Done?" (1902, Selected Works, Vol. 1, book 1, pp. 207-208, 210,
227-28, 233-34, 242-44, 286-88, 322-25, 330, 336, 338-39, 347-48)-

*Eduard Bernstein: leader of the "revisionist" or avowedly nonrevolutionary tendency in the
German Social-Democratic Party; Alexandre Millerand: French socialist leader, the first to join a
"bourgeois" cabinet (later President of France)—Ed.
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And if we judge people not by the brilliant uniforms they don, not by the high-
sounding appellations they give themselves, but by their actions, and by what they
actually advocate, it will be clear that "freedom of criticism" means freedom for an
opportunistic trend in Social-Democracy, the freedom to convert Social-Democracy
into a democratic party of reform, the freedom to introduce bourgeois ideas and
bourgeois elements into Socialism. . . .

Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary movement. This
thought cannot be insisted upon too strongly at a time when the fashionable
preaching of opportunism goes hand in hand with an infatuation for the narrowest
forms of practical activity. . . . Our Party is only in process of formation, its fea-
tures are only just becoming outlined, and it is yet far from having settled accounts
with other trends of revolutionary thought, which threaten to divert the movement
from the correct path. . . . The national tasks of Russian Social-Democracy are
such as have never confronted any other socialist party in the world. . . . The role
of vanguard fighter can be fulfilled only by a party that is guided by the most advanced
theory. . . .

. . . The strikes of the nineties represented the class struggle in embryo, but
only in embryo. Taken by themselves, these strikes were simply trade union strug-
gles, but not yet Social-Democratic struggles. They testified to the awakening an-
tagonisms between workers and employers, but the workers were not, and could
not be, conscious of the irreconcilable antagonism of their interests to the whole of
the modern political and social system, i.e., theirs was not yet Social-Democratic
consciousness. In this sense, the strikes of the nineties in spite of the enormous
progress they represented as compared with the "riots," remained a purely spon-
taneous movement.

We have said that there could not yet be Social-Democratic consciousness among
the workers. It could only be brought to them from without. The history of all
countries shows that the working class, exclusively by its own effort, is able to de-
velop only trade union consciousness, i.e., the conviction that it is necessary to
combine in unions, fight the employers and strive to compel the government to
pass necessary labour legislation, etc. The theory of Socialism, however, grew out
of the philosophic, historical and economic theories that were elaborated by the
educated representatives of the propertied classes, the intellectuals. According to
their social status, the founders of modern scientific Socialism, Marx and Engels,
themselves belonged to the bourgeois intelligentsia. In the very same way, in Rus-
sia, the theoretical doctrine of Social-Democracy arose quite independently of the
spontaneous growth of the working-class movement, it arose as a natural and inev-
itable outcome of the development of ideas among the revolutionary socialist intel-
ligentsia. At the time of which we are speaking, i.e., the middle of the nineties, this
doctrine not only represented the completely formulated program of the Emanci-
pation of Labour group, but had already won over to its side the majority of the
revolutionary youth in Russia.

Hence, we had both the spontaneous awakening of the masses of the workers,
the awakening to conscious life and conscious struggle, and a revolutionary youth,
armed with the Social-Democratic theory, eager to come into contact with the
workers. In this connection it is particularly important to state the oft-forgotten
(and comparatively little-known) fact that the early Social-Democrats of that period
zealously carried on economic agitation (being guided in this by the really useful in-
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structions contained in the pamphlet On Agitation that was still in manuscript), but
they did not regard this as their sole task. On the contrary, right from the very begin-
ning they advanced the widest historical tasks of Russian Social-Democracy in
general, and the task of overthrowing the autocracy in particular. . . . The adher-
ents of the "pure" working-class movement, the worshippers of the closest "or-
ganic" . . . contacts with the proletarian struggle, the opponents of any non-worker
intelligentsia (even if it be a socialist intelligentsia) are compelled, in order to de-
fend their positions, to resort to the arguments of the bourgeois "pure" trade union-
ists. . . . This shows . . . that all worship of the spontaneity of the working-class
movement, all belittling of the role of "the conscious element," of the role of
Social-Democracy, means, quite irrespective of whether the belittler wants to or not,
strengthening the influence of the bourgeois ideology over the workers. All those who talk
about "overrating the importance of ideology," about exaggerating the role of the
conscious element, etc., imagine that the pure working-class movement can work
out, and will work out, an independent ideology for itself, if only the workers
"wrest their fate from the hands of the leaders." But this is a profound mistake. . . .

Since there can be no talk of an independent ideology being developed by the
masses of the workers themselves in the process of their movement the only choice
is: either the bourgeois or the socialists ideology. There is no middle course (for
humanity has not created a "third" ideology, and, moreover, in a society torn by
class antagonisms there can never be a non-class or above-class ideology). Hence,
to belittle the socialist ideology in any way, to turn away from it in the slightest degree
means to strengthen bourgeois ideology. There is a lot of talk about spontaneity,
but the spontaneous development of the working-class movement leads to its be-
coming subordinated to the bourgeois ideology, leads to its developing according to
the program of the Credo* for the spontaneous working-class movement is trade
unionism, and trade unionism means the ideological enslavement of the workers by
the bourgeoisie. Hence, our task, the task of Social-Democracy, is to combat sponta-
neity, to divert the working-class movement from this spontaneous, trade-unionist
striving to come under the wing of the bourgeoisie, and to bring it under the wing
of revolutionary Social-Democracy. The phrase employed by the authors of the
"economic" letter in the Iskra, No. 12, about the efforts of the most inspired ideol-
ogists not being able to divert the working-class movement from the path that is
determined by the interaction of the material elements and the material environ-
ment, is absolutely tantamount therefore to the abandonment of Socialism. . . .

We have seen that the conduct of the broadest political agitation, and conse-
quently the organization of comprehensive political exposures, is an absolutely nec-
essary, and the most urgently necessary, task of activity, that is, if that activity is to be
truly Social-Democratic. . . . However much we may try to "lend the economic
struggle itself a political character" we shall never be able to develop the political
consciousness of the workers (to the level of Social-Democratic political con-
sciousness) by keeping within the framework of the economic struggle, for that

framework is too narrow. . . .
Class political consciousness can be brought to the workers only from without,

that is, only from outside of the economic struggle, from outside of the sphere of
relations between workers and employers. The sphere from which alone it is possi-
ble to obtain this knowledge is the sphere of relationships between all the classes

*The Credo: a statement of the views of the "Economists," 1899—Ed.
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and strata and the state and the government, the sphere of the interrelations be-
tween all the classes. For that reason, the reply to the question: what must be done
in order to bring political knowledge to the workers? cannot be merely the one
which, in the majority of cases, the practical [party] workers, especially those who
are inclined towards Economism, mostly content themselves with, i.e., "go among
the workers." To bring political knowledge to the workers the Social-Democrats
must^o among all classes of the population, must dispatch units of their army in all
directions. . . .

. . . The political struggle of Social-Democracy is far more extensive and com-
plex than the economic struggle of the workers against the employers and the gov-
ernment. Similarly (and indeed for that reason), the organization of a revolutionary
Social-Democratic party must inevitably be of a different kind than the organiza-
tions of the workers designed for this struggle. A workers' organization must in
the first place be a trade organization; secondly, it must be as broad as possible;
and thirdly, it must be as little clandestine as possible (here, and further on, of
course, I have only autocratic Russia in mind). On the other hand, the organiza-
tions of revolutionaries must consist first, foremost and mainly of people who
make revolutionary activity their profession (that is why I speak of organizations of
revolutionaries, meaning revolutionary Social-Democrats). In view of this common
feature of the members of such an organization, all distinctions as between workers
and intellectuals, and certainly distinctions of trade and profession, must be utterly
obliterated. Such an organization must of necessity be not too extensive and as se-
cret as possible. . . .

The workers' organizations for the economic struggle should be trade union
organizations. Every Social-Democratic worker should as far as possible assist and
actively work in these organizations. That is true. But it is not at all to our interest
to demand that only Social-Democrats should be eligible for membership in the
"trade" unions: that would only narrow down our influence over the masses. Let
every worker who understands the need to unite for the struggle against the em-
ployers and the government join the trade unions. The very aim of the trade unions
would be unattainable if they failed to unite all who have attained at least this ele-
mentary degree of understanding, and if they were not very wide organizations.
And the wider these organizations are, the wider our influence over them will be—
an influence due not only to the "spontaneous" development of the economic
struggle but also to the direct and conscious effort of the socialist trade union
members to influence their comrades. . . .

. . . A small, compact core of the most reliable, experienced and hardened
workers, with responsible representatives in the principal districts and connected
by all the rules of strict secrecy with the organization of revolutionaries, can, with
the widest support of the masses and without any formal organization, perform all
the functions of a trade union organization, and perform them, moreover, in a
manner desirable to Social-Democracy. Only in this way can we secure the consolida-
tion and development of a Social-Democratic trade union movement, in spite of all
the gendarmes.

. . . I assert: 1) that no revolutionary movement can endure without a stable
organization of leaders that maintains continuity; 2) that the wider the masses
spontaneously drawn into the struggle, forming the basis of the movement and
participating in it, the more urgent the need of such an organization, and the more
solid this organization must be (for it is much easier for demagogues to sidetrack
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the more backward sections of the masses); 3) that such an organization must con-
sist chiefly of people professionally engaged in revolutionary activity; 4) that in an
autocratic state, the more we confine the membership of such an organization to
people who are professionally engaged in revolutionary activity and to have been
professionally trained in the art of combatting the political police, the more diffi-
cult will it be to wipe out such an organization, and 5) the greater will be the
number of people of the working class and of the other classes of society who will
be able to join the movement and perform active work in it.

. . . The centralization of the most secret functions in an organization of revo-
lutionaries will not diminish, but rather increase the extent and quality of the activ-
ity of a large number of other organizations which are intended for a broad public
and are therefore as loose and as non-secret as possible, such as workers' trade
unions, workers' self-education circles and circles for reading illegal literature, so-
cialist and also democratic circles among all other sections of the population, etc.,
etc. We must have such circles, trade unions and organizations everywhere in as
large a number as possible and with the widest variety of functions; but it would be
absurd and dangerous to confuse them with the organization of revolutionaries, to
obliterate the border line between them, to dim still more the masses' already in-
credibly hazy appreciation of the fact that in order to "serve" the mass movement
we must have people who will devote themselves exclusively to Social-Democratic
activities, and that such people must train themselves patiently and steadfastly to be
professional revolutionaries.

Yes, this appreciation has become incredibly dim. Our chief sin with regard to
organization is that by our amateurishness we have lowered the prestige of revolutionaries
in Russia. A person who is flabby and shaky in questions of theory, who has a nar-
row outlook, who pleads the spontaneity of the masses as an excuse for his own
sluggishness, who resembles a trade union secretary more than a people's tribune,
who is unable to conceive of a broad and bold plan that would command the re-
spect even of opponents, and who is inexperienced and clumsy in his own profes-
sional art—the art of combating the political police—why, such a man is not a
revolutionary but a wretched amateur!

Let no active worker take offence at these frank remarks, for as far as insuffi-
cient training is concerned, I apply them first and foremost to myself. I used to
work in a circle that set itself very wide, all-embracing tasks; and all of us, members
of that circle, suffered painfully, acutely from the realization that we were proving
ourselves to be amateurs at a moment in history when we might have been able to
say, paraphrasing a well-known epigram: "Give us an organization of revolution-
aries, and we shall overturn Russia!" And the more I recall the burning sense of
shame I then experienced, the more bitter are my feelings towards those pseudo-
Social-Democrats whose teachings "bring disgrace on the calling of a revolution-
ary," who fail to understand that our task is not to champion the degrading of the
revolutionary to the level of an amateur, but to raise the amateurs to the level of
revolutionaries. . . .

. . . The history of the revolutionary movement is so little known among us
that the name "Narodnaya Volya"* is used to denote any idea of a militant central-

*"Narodnaya Volya": The "People's Will," the terrorist organization which assassinated Tsar
Alexander II in 18 81. Its ancestor was the "Land and Liberty" party (Zemlia i Volia), which split in
1879 into the "People's Will" and the "Black Repartition" (Cherny Peredel) party of those who fa-
vored mass agitation—Ed.
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ized organization which declares determined war upon tsarism. But the magnifi-
cent organization that the revolutionaries had in the seventies, and which should
serve us as a model, was not established by the Narodnaya Volya-ites, but by the
Zemlya i Volya-ites^ who split up into the Cherny Peredel and Narodnaya Volya.
Consequently, to regard a militant revolutionary organization as something specif-
ically Narodnaya Volya-ite is absurd both historically and logically, because no revo-
lutionary tendency, if it seriously thinks of fighting, can dispense with such an
organization. The mistake the Narodnaya Volya-ites committed was not that they
strove to enlist in their organization all the discontented, and to direct this organi-
zation to decisive battle against the autocracy; on the contrary, that was their great
historical merit. Their mistake was that they relied on a theory which in substance
was not a revolutionary theory at all, and they either did not know how, or were
unable, inseparably to link up their movement with the class struggle within devel-
oping capitalist society. And only a gross failure to understand Marxism (or an
"understanding" of it in the spirit of Struve-ism) could prompt the opinion that the
rise of a mass, spontaneous working-class movement relieves us of the duty of creat-
ing as good an organization of revolutionaries as the Zemlya i Volya had, and even
an incomparably better one. On the contrary, this movement imposes this duty upon
us, because the spontaneous struggle of the proletariat will not become its genuine
"class struggle" until this struggle is led by a strong organization of revolu-
tionaries. . . .

Lenin on the Party Split

The first true congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Workers' Party was the Sec-
ond. It convened in Brussels in the summer of 1903, but was forced by the interference
of the Belgian authorities to move to London, where the proceedings were concluded.
The Second Congress was the occasion for bitter wrangling among the representatives
of various Russian Marxist factions, and ended in a deep cleavage brought about by
Lenin—his personality, his drive for power in the movement, and his "hard" philosophy
of the disciplined party organization. At the close of the congress Lenin commanded a
temporary majority for his faction and seized upon the label "Bolshevik" (from the
Russian bolshinstvo—majority), while his opponents (led by Y. O. Martov) who inclined
to the "soft" or more democratic position became known as the "Mensheviks" or mi-
nority. The terms stuck despite the fact that for most of the time between 1903 and
1917 the Bolsheviks were the numerically weaker group.

Following the Second Congress Lenin prepared a polemical account of the issues, in
which he argued that the weaknesses shown by the "intellectuals" at the congress
proved the need for the kind of organization which he advocated.

. . . It is quite natural . . . that the work of the Iskra and the entire work of
organizing the Party, the entire work of actually restoring the Party, could not be re-
garded as finished until the whole Party had adopted and officially registered cer-
tain definite ideas of organization. This task was to be performed by the rules of
organization of the Party.

The principal ideas which the Iskra strove to make the basis of the Party's organ-
ization amounted essentially to the following two: first, the idea of centralism,

FROM: Lenin, "One Step Forward, Two Steps Back" (May, 1904; Selected Works, Vol. I, book 1,
pp.452, 454-56, 468, 613-16, 618-20, 644-45).
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which defined in principle the method of deciding all particular and detail ques-
tions of organization; second, the special function of an organ, a newspaper, for
ideological leadership, an idea which took into account the temporary and special
requirements of the Russian Social-Democratic working-class movement amidst
conditions of political slavery, on the understanding that the initial base of opera-
tions for the revolutionary assault would be set up abroad. . . .

There is no idea in Martov's draft but only empty phrases. It goes without saying
that Party members must work under the control and direction of the organs of the
Party; it cannot be otherwise, and it is talked about only by those who love to talk in
order to say nothing, who love to flood "rules" with huge quantities of verbal
water and bureaucratic formulas (i.e., formulas that are useless for the matter in
hand and supposed to be useful for display). . . .

. . . Comrade Martov's three years' Iskra training has not imbued him with dis-
dain for the anarchist phrasemongering by which the unstable mentality of the in-
tellectual is capable of justifying the violation of rules adopted by common
consent. . . . When I say that the Party should be a sum (and not a mere arithme-
tical sum, but a complex) of organizations^ does that mean that I "confuse" the con-
cepts Party and organization? Of course not. I thereby express clearly and precisely
my wish, my demand, that the Party, as the vanguard of the class, should be as or-
ganized as possible, that the Party should admit to its ranks only such elements as
lend themselves to at least a minimum of organization. My opponent, on the contrary,
wants to lump together organized elements and unorganized elements in the Party,
those who submit to direction and those who do not, the advanced and the incor-
rigibly backward—for the corrigibly backward may join the organization. . . .

. . . Unity on questions of program and tactics is an essential but by no means
a sufficient condition for Party unity and for the centralization of Party work
(good God, what rudimentary things one has to keep repeating nowadays, when all
concepts have been confused!). The centralization of Party work requires, in addi-
tion, unity of organization, which, in a party that has grown to be anything more
than a mere family circle, is inconceivable without formal rules, without the subor-
dination of the minority to the majority, of the part to the whole. . . .

. . . The point at issue is whether our ideological struggle is to have forms of a
higher type to clothe it, forms of Party organization binding on all, or the forms of
the old disunity and the old circles. . . . The proletariat is trained by its whole life
for organization far more radically than many an intellectual prig. Having gained
some understanding of our program and our tactics, the proletariat will not start
justifying backwardness in organization by arguing that the form is less important
than the content. It is not the proletariat, but certain intellectuals in our Party who
lack self-training in the spirit of organization and discipline, in the spirit of hostility
and contempt for anarchist phrasemongering. . . . The proletarian who has be-
come a conscious Social-Democrat and feels that he is a member of the Party will
reject khvostism ["tail-endism," i.e., following the masses] in matters of organization
with the same contempt as he rejected khvostism in matters of tactics.

. . . The factory, which seems only a bogey to some, represents that highest
form of capitalist cooperation which has united and disciplined the proletariat,
taught it to organize, and placed it at the head of all the other sections of the toil-
ing and exploited population. And it is precisely Marxism, the ideology of the pro-
letariat trained by capitalism, that has taught and is teaching unstable intellectuals



Leninism and the Bolshevik Party, to igiy 13

to distinguish between the factory as a means of exploitation (discipline based on
fear of starvation) and the factory as a means of organization (discipline based on
collective work united by the conditions of a technically highly-developed form of
production). The discipline and organization which come so hard to the bourgeois
intellectual are especially easily acquired by the proletariat just because of this fac-
tory "schooling." Mortal fear of this school and utter failure to understand its im-
portance as an organizing factor are characteristic of the ways of thinking which
reflect the petty-bourgeois mode of life and which give rise to that species of anar-
chism which the German Social-Democrats call Edel-anarchismus, i.e., the anar-
chism of the "noble" gentleman, or aristocratic anarchism, as I would call it. This
aristocratic anarchism is particularly characteristic of the Russian nihilist. He thinks
of the Party organization as a monstrous "factory"; he regards the subordination of
the part to the whole and of the minority to the majority as "serfdom" (see Axel-
rod's* articles); division of labour under the direction of a centre evokes from him
a tragicomical outcry against people being transformed into "wheels and cogs" (to
turn editors into contributors being considered a particularly atrocious species of
such transformation); mention of the organizational rules of the Party calls forth a
contemptuous grimace and the disdainful remark (intended for the "formalists")
that one could very well dispense with rules altogether. . . .

. . . Aristocratic anarchism cannot understand that formal rules are needed pre-
cisely in order to replace the narrow circle ties by the broad Party tie. It was unnec-
essary and impossible to give formal shape to the internal ties of a circle or the ties
between circles, for these ties rested on friendship or on a "confidence" for which
no reason or motive had to be given. The Party tie cannot and must not rest on
either of these; it must be founded on formal, "bureaucratically" worded rules (bu-
reaucratic from the standpoint of the undisciplined intellectual), strict adherence to
which can alone safeguard us from the wilfulness and caprices characteristic of the
circles, from the circle methods of scrapping that goes by the name of the free
"process" of the ideological struggle. . . .

One step forward, two steps back—It happens in the lives of individuals, and it
happens in the history of nations and in the development of parties. It would be the
greatest criminal cowardice to doubt even for a moment the inevitable and com-
plete triumph of the principles of revolutionary Social-Democracy, of proletarian
organization and Party discipline. We have already won a great deal, and we must
go on fighting, without being discouraged by reverses, fighting steadfastly, scorn-
ing the philistine methods of circle scrapping, doing our very utmost to preserve
the single Party tie among all the Russian Social-Democrats which has been estab-
lished at the cost of so much effort, and striving by dint of stubborn and systematic
work to make all Party members, and the workers in particular, fully and intelli-
gently acquainted with the duties of Party members, with the struggle at the
Second Party Congress, with all the causes and all the stages of our disagreements,
and with the utter disastrousness of opportunism, which, in the sphere of organi-
zation, as in the sphere of our program and our tactics, helplessly surrenders to the
bourgeois psychology, uncritically adopts the point of view of bourgeois democ-
racy, and blunts the weapon of the class struggle of the proletariat.

In its struggle for power the proletariat has no other weapon but organization.

*P. B. Axelrod: a Menshevik leader who stressed democratic party organization—Ed.
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Disunited by the rule of anarchic competition in the bourgeois world, ground
down by forced labour for capital, constantly thrust back to the "lower depths" of
utter destitution, savagery and degeneration, the proletariat can become, and inev-
itably will become, an invincible force only when its ideological unification by the
principles of Marxism is consolidated by the material unity of an organization
which will weld millions of toilers into an army of the working class. Neither the
decrepit rule of Russian tsardom, nor the senile rule of international capital will be
able to withstand this army. Its ranks will become more and more serried, in spite
of all zigzags and backward steps, in spite of the opportunist phrasemongering of
the Girondists of present-day Social-Democracy, in spite of the smug praise of the
antiquated circle spirit, and in spite of the tinsel and fuss of intellectual anarchism.

Marxist Reactions to Lenin—Rosa Luxemburg

Rosa Luxemburg, born of a Jewish family in Russian Poland in 1870, became one of
the most articulate representatives of idealistic radicalism in the Russian Marxist
movement. After 1900, having acquired German nationality through marriage, she ex-
erted her revolutionary efforts primarily in the German Social-Democratic Party, and
helped found the Spartacus League which became the nucleus of the German Commu-
nist Party in 1919. She did not cease to concern herself with the revolutionary move-
ment in Russia, and published a penetrating attack on Lenin's concept of the centralized
party. Her position is significant as a Marxist stand equally as revolutionary as Lenin's,
but emphatically repudiating his faith in discipline.

. . . The present book of Comrade Lenin, one of the prominent leaders and
debaters of Iskra in its campaign preliminary to the Russian Party Congress
(N. Lenin: "One Step Forward, Two Steps Backward," Geneva, 1904), is the sys-
tematic exposition of the views of the ultra-centralist wing of the party. The con-
ception which has here found expression in penetrating and exhaustive form is that
of a thorough-going centralism of which the vital principle is, on the one hand, the
sharp separation of the organized bodies of outspoken and active revolutionists
from the unorganized though revolutionary active masses surrounding them, and
on the other hand, strict discipline and direct, decisive and determining interven-
tion of the central authorities in all expressions of life in the party's local organiza-
tions. It suffices to note, for example, that the central committee, according to this
conception, is authorized to organize all subcommittees of the party, hence also
has power to determine the personal composition of every single local organiza-
tion, from Geneva and Liege to Tomsk and Irkutsk, to give it a set of self-made lo-
cal statutes, to completely dissolve it by a decree and create it anew, and finally in
this manner to influence the composition of the highest party authority, the Party
Congress. According to this, the central committee appears as the real active nu-
cleus of the party, and all other organizations merely as its executive organs. . . .

But to desire, as Lenin does, to deck out a party leadership with such absolute
powers of a negative character would be only to multiply artificially and in a most
dangerous measure the conservatism which is a necessary outgrowth of every such
leadership. Just as the Social-Democratic tactic was formed, not by a central com-

FROM: Luxemburg, Leninism or Marxism (1904; English translation, Glasgow, Anti-Parliamentary
Communist Federation, 1935, pp. 6-7, 15, 17-20, 22-23).
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mittee but by the whole party or, more correctly stated, by the whole movement, so
the separate organizations of the party plainly require such elbow-room as alone
enables complete utilization of all means offered by the situation of the movement,
as well as the unfolding of revolutionary initiative. The ultra-centralism advocated
by Lenin, however, appears to us as something which, in its whole essence, is not
informed with the positive and creative spirit, but with the sterile spirit of the
night-watchman. His thought is patterned mainly upon the control of party activity
and not upon its promotion, upon narrowing and not upon unfolding, upon the
hemming and not upon the drawing together of the movement. . . .

. . . Social-Democratic centralization cannot be based on blind obedience, on
mechanical subordination of the party fighters to their central authority; and, fur-
thermore, . . . no absolute partition can be erected between the nucleus of the
class-conscious proletariat already organized into fixed party cadres and the sur-
rounding element engaged in the class struggle but still in process of class enlight-
enment. The setting up of the central organization on these two principles—on the
blind subordination of all party organizations, with their activity, down to the least
detail, under a central authority which alone thinks, acts and decides for all, and on
a sharp separation of the organized nucleus of the party from the surrounding revo-
lutionary milieu, as championed by Lenin—appears to us for that reason as a me-
chanical carrying-over of the organizational principles of the Blanquist movement
of conspiratorial circles onto the social-democratic movement of the working
masses. . . .

. . . It is not by adding on to the discipline impressed upon it by the capitalist
State—with the mere transfer of the baton from the hand of the bourgeoisie into
that of a social-democratic central committee—but by the breaking up and uproot-
ing of the slavish spirit of discipline, that the proletariat can be prepared for the
new discipline, the voluntary self-discipline of the Social Democracy. . . .

Even from the standpoint of the fears entertained by Lenin, that is, the dangerous
influence of the intellectuals upon the proletarian movement, his own conception of
organization constitutes the greatest danger for the Russian Social Democracy.

As a matter of fact, there is nothing which so easily and so surely hands over a
still youthful labour movement to the private ambitions of the intellectuals as forc-
ing the movement into the strait jacket of a bureaucratic centralism, which debases
the fighting workers into a pliable tool in the hands of a "committee." And, in-
versely, nothing so surely preserves the labour movement from all opportunistic
abuses on the part of an ambitious intelligentsia as the revolutionary self-activation
of the working masses, the intensification of their feeling of political respon-
sibility. . . .

In this frightened effort of a part of the Russian Social Democracy to preserve
from false steps the aspiring labour movement of Russia, through the guardianship
of an omniscient and omnipresent central committee, we seem to see also the same
subjectivism involved by which socialist thought in Russia has frequently been im-
posed upon in the past. . . .

. . . Now, however, the ego of the Russian revolutionary quickly stands on its
head and declares itself once more to be an almighty ruler of history—this time, in
the direction of the Social-Democratic working masses. In so doing, the bold acro-
bat overlooks the fact that the only subject to which this role has now fallen is the
mass-ego of the working class, which everywhere insists on venturing to make its
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own mistakes and learning historical dialectic for itself. And by way of conclusion,
let us say openly just to ourselves: Mistakes which a truly revolutionary labour
movement commits are, in historical perspective, immeasurably more fruitful and
valuable than the infallibility of the very best "central committee." . . .

Marxist Reactions to Lenin-Leon Trotsky

Though born only in 1879, Trotsky had gained a leading place among the Russian
Social-Democrats by the time of the Second Party Congress in 1903. Like Rosa Lux-
emburg, he represented ultra-radical sentiment that could not reconcile itself to Lenin's
stress on the party organization. Trotsky stayed with the Menshevik faction until he
joined Lenin in 1917. From that point on he accommodated himself in large measure to
Lenin's philosophy of party dictatorship, but his reservations came to the surface again
in the years after his fall from power. His comments on Lenin in 1904 were truly
prophetic.

. . . We wish that our comrades would not overlook the difference of principle
between the two methods of work. . . . This difference, if we reduce it to its basis
of principle, has decisive significance in determining the character of all the work of
our party. In the one case we have the contriving of ideas for the proletariat, the
political substitution for the proletariat; in the other, political education of the prole-
tariat, its political mobilization. . . .

The system of political substitution, point for point like the "Economists'"sys-
tem of simplification, proceeds—consciously or unconsciously—from a false "so-
phisticated" understanding of the relation between the objective interests of the
proletariat and its consciousness. . . .

In contrast to the "economists," the "politicians" take as their point of departure
the objective class interests of the proletariat, established by the method of Marxism.
But with the same fear that the "economists" have they turn away from the "dis-
tance" which lies between the objective and subjective interests of the class whom in
principle they "represent." . . . Thus, if the "economists" do not lead the proletariat
because they are dragged behind it, the "politicians" do not lead the proletariat be-
cause they themselves carry out its obligations. If the "economists" have saved them-
selves from the immensity of the task by assigning themselves a modest role—to
march at the tail end of history—the "politicians" resolve the question by trying to
transform history into their own tail. . . .

Poorly or well (more poorly) we are revolutionizing the masses, arousing in
them the simplest political instincts. But to the extent that this involves compli-
cated tasks—the transformation of these "instincts" into the conscious striving for
the political self-determination of the working class—we resort in the broadest way
to abbreviated and simplified methods of "contriving" and "substitution."

In the internal politics of the party these methods lead, as we shall yet see, to
this: the party organization is substituted for the party, the Central Committee is
substituted for the party organization, and finally a "dictator" is substituted for the
Central Committee. . . .

According to Lenin's new philosophy . . . it is enough for the proletarian to go

FROM: Trotsky, Nashi politicheskie zadachi (Our Political Tasks), Geneva, Russian Social-
Democratic Workers1 Party, 1904, pp. 50, 52, 54, 73-75, 105; editor's translation.
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through the "school of the factory" in order to give lessons in political discipline to
the intelligentsia, which has meanwhile been playing the leading role in the party.
According to this new philosophy, anyone who does not imagine the ideal party "as
a vast factory," who thinks on the contrary that such a picture is "monstrous," any-
one who does not believe in the unlimited power of a machine for political educa-
tion, "immediately exhibits the psychology of the bourgeois intellectual." . . .

Without fear of exhibiting the "psychology of the bourgeois intellectual," we as-
sert above all that the conditions which impel the proletariat to collectively agreed-
upon methods of struggle lie not in the factory but in the general social conditions
of the proletariat's existence. . . .

Of course, "production which is highly developed technologically" creates the
material for the political development and political discipline of the proletariat, just
as capitalism in general creates the preconditions of socialism. But just as it is un-
founded to identify socialism with capitalism, so is it wrong to identify the factory
discipline of the proletariat with revolutionary-political discipline.

The task of Social-Democracy consists of setting the proletariat against that dis-
cipline which replaces the work of human thought with the rhythm of physical
movement, and against this dead, killing discipline to weld the proletariat into one
militant army—all in step and shoulder to shoulder—united by a common political
consciousness and revolutionary enthusiasm. Such discipline the Russian proletariat
does not yet have; the factory and the machine do not provide it with this quality as
spontaneously as they dispense occupational diseases.

The barrack regime cannot be the regime of our party, as the factory cannot be
its model. . . .

The tasks of the new regime are so complicated that they cannot be solved in any
way other than by competition between various methods of economic and political
construction, by way of long "disputes," by way of systematic struggle—not only of
the socialist world against the capitalist one, but also between various tendencies
within socialism, tendencies which will inevitably appear as soon as the dictatorship
of the proletariat throws up dozens, hundreds of new, hitherto unsolved problems.
And no "strong, authoritative organization" can suppress these tendencies and dis-
agreements in order to hasten and simplify the process, for it is all too clear that a
proletariat capable of dictatorship over society will not tolerate dictatorship over
itself.

Organization of the Bolshevik Faction

In the months following the Second Congress of the Social-Democratic Party Lenin
lost his slim majority and proceeded to organize an insurgent group in opposition to
the dominant "Menshevik" leadership. A group of twenty-two Bolsheviks (counting
Lenin himself) met in Geneva in August, 1904, to endorse the idea of the highly disci-
plined party and to urge the reorganization of the whole Social-Democratic movement
on Leninist lines.

FROM: Resolution of the "Twenty-two Like-minded Members of the RSDWP Who Take the
Point of View of the Majority at the Second Party Congress" (August, 1904; CPSU in Resolu-
tions, I, pp. 60-63, 65; editor's translation).
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Recently a private meeting was held of twenty-two like-minded members of the
RSDWP who take the point of view of the majority at the Second Party Congress;
this conference considered the question of our party crisis and the means of emerg-
ing from it, and decided to turn to all Russian Social Democrats with the following
proclamation:

Comrades! The severe crisis of party life is becoming more and more involved,
and its end is not in sight. Confusion is growing, creating still newer conflicts, and
the positive work of the party all along the line is strained by it to the utmost.The
forces of the party, which is still young and not successfully stiffened, are fruitlessly
wasted to a threatening extent.

Meanwhile, the historical moment presents to the party demands which are vaster
than ever before. The revolutionary alertness of the working class is growing, the
ferment is increasing, and in the other strata of society, war and crisis, hunger and
unemployment are with elemental inevitability undermining the roots of the autoc-
racy. The shameful end of a shameful war is already not far off: and it unavoidably
multiplies revolutionary alertness ten-fold, unavoidably drives the working class face
to face with its enemies and demands from Social Democracy colossal work, a ter-
rific intensification of effort, in order to organize the final decisive struggle with
the autocracy.

Can our party satisfy these demands in the condition in which it now finds itself?
Any conscientious man must without hesitation answer no!

The unity of the party has been deeply undermined; the struggle inside has gone
beyond the bounds of any party spirit. Organizational discipline has been shaken to
its very foundation; the capacity of the party for harmonious unified action has
turned into a dream.

Nevertheless, we consider this illness of the party to be an illness of growth. We
see the basis of the crisis in the transition from the circle forms of the life of Social
Democracy to party forms; the essence of the internal struggle is in the conflict be-
tween the circle spirit and party spirit. Therefore, only by putting an end to this ill-
ness can our party really become a party.

Under the name of the "minority" in the party [the Mensheviks], heterogeneous
elements have gathered, which are linked by the conscious or unconscious effort to
retain circle relationships, preparty forms of organization! . . . Their allies are all
those elements which in theory or practice have fallen away from the principle of
strict Social-Democratism, for only the circle spirit could preserve the individuality
of ideas and the influence of these elements; while party spirit threatened to dis-
solve them or deprive them of any influence. . . . However, the chief cadres of the
opposition consisted in general of all those elements in our party which by prefer-
ence belong to the intelligentsia. In comparison with the proletariat, the intelli-
gentsia is always more individualistic, due to the basic conditions of its life and
work, which do not directly give it a broad unification of its forces or a direct edu-
cation in organized joint labor. Therefore, it is more difficult for intellectual ele-
ments to adapt to the discipline of party life, and those of them who are not in a
position to undertake this task naturally raise the banner of rebellion against the es-
sential organizational limitations, and elevate their elemental anarchy into a princi-
ple of struggle, incorrectly designating this anarchy as the striving for "autonomy,"
as the demand for "tolerance," etc.

The portion of the party which is abroad, where the circles are distinguished by
their relative longevity, where theoreticians of various shades form groupings, where
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the intelligentsia definitely predominates—this portion of the party had to be the
most inclined to the point of view of the "minority." Therefore, it quickly became an
actual majority there. On the other hand, Russia, where the voice of the organized
proletarians is heard more loudly, where in more vital and closer intercourse with
them, the party intelligentsia is educated in a more proletarian spirit, where the
gravity of the immediate struggle more strongly compels people to feel the necessity
of the organized unity of work—Russia has come out determinedly against the circle
spirit, against anarchist disorganizing tendencies. She has definitely expressed this
attitude toward them in a whole series of manifestations on the part of the commit-
tees and the other party organizations. . . .

The majority of the party, striving however it can to preserve its unity and orga-
nizational bond, has struggled only by loyal party means and has not once made
concessions for the sake of conciliation. The minority, carrying on the anarchistic
tendency, has not bothered about party peace and unity. It has made each concession
an instrument of further struggle. Of all the demands of the minority only one has
up to this time not been satisfied—the introduction of diversity into the Central
Committee of the party by way of co-opting members of the minority who are forc-
ibly bound to it—and the attacks by the minority have become more embittered than
ever. Having taken control of the Central Organ and the Party Council, the minor-
ity now does not desist from exploiting in its circle interests that very discipline
against which in essence it struggles. . . .

Coming forth with this program of struggle for the unity of the party, we invite
the representatives of all other shadings and all party organizations to express
themselves on the question of their programs, in order to make it possible to pre-
pare for a congress, seriously and consistently, consciously and according to a plan.
A question of life, a question of honor and worth is being decided for the party:
does it exist as an ideological force and real force capable of rationally organizing
itself enough to come forth as the actual leader of the revolutionary workers'
movement of our country? In all its manner of action the minority abroad says no!
And it continues to act surely and determinedly in this sense, relying on the re-
moteness of Russia, on the frequent replacement of party workers there, on the ir-
replaceability of its leaders, its literary figures. A party is being born to us, we say,
seeing the growth of the political consciousness of the progressive workers, seeing
the active initiative of the committees in the general life of the party. A party is be-
ing born to us, our young forces are multiplying, and they are able to replace and
outlive the old literary collegia which are losing the confidence of the party; we are
more and more getting to be revolutionaries who value the sustained direction of
party life more than any circle of former leaders. A party is being born to us, and
no tricks or delays will hold back its decisive and final judgment.

From these forces of our party we draw the assurance of victory.
Comrades! Print and distribute this proclamation.

Lenin on the Revolution of 1905

During the revolutionary disturbances of 1905 in Russia, Lenin claimed a major role
for the workers' party, despite the Marxist consensus that Russia was ready only for the

FROM: Lenin, "Two Tactics of Social Democracy in the Democratic Revolution" (July, 1905;
Selected Works, Vol. I, book 2, pp. 48-51, 86-90, 104-5, IO7> H2)-
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"bourgeois-democratic" revolution. He solved the problem by denying the revolution-
ary capabilities of the bourgeoisie and insisting that the workers' party, so-called, would
have to push the "bourgeois" revolution through to the end. The party would gather
the land-hungry peasants under its wing, establish the "revolutionary democratic dicta-
torship of the proletariat and peasantry," and hold power until the opportunity arrived
to implement the program of socialism.

This type of reasoning has underlain Communist aspirations to power not only in
Russia but in the underdeveloped East in general: they insisted on a leading role for the
"proletarian" party no matter what social conditions must be faced or what strange al-
liances must be made.

. . . It is entirely absurd to think that a bourgeois revolution does not express
the interests of the proletariat at all. This absurd idea boils down either to the
hoary Narodnik [Populist] theory that a bourgeois revolution runs counter to the
interests of the proletariat, and that therefore we do not need bourgeois political
liberty; or to anarchism, which rejects all participation of the proletariat in bour-
geois politics, in a bourgeois revolution and in bourgeois parliamentarism. From
the standpoint of theory, this idea disregards the elementary propositions of Marx-
ism concerning the inevitability of capitalist development where commodity pro-
duction exists. Marxism teaches that a society which is based on commodity
production, and which has commercial intercourse with civilized capitalist nations,
at a certain stage of its development, itself inevitably takes the road of capitalism.
Marxism has irrevocably broken with the ravings of the Narodniks and the anar-
chists to the effect that Russia, for instance, can avoid capitalist development, jump
out of capitalism, or skip over it and proceed along some path other than the path
of the class struggle on the basis and within the framework of this same capitalism.

All these principles of Marxism have been proved and explained over and over
again in minute detail in general and with regard to Russia in particular. And from
these principles it follows that the idea of seeking salvation for the working class in
anything save the further development of capitalism is reactionary. In countries like
Russia, the working class suffers not so much from capitalism as from the insuffi-
cient development of capitalism. The working class is therefore decidedly interested in
the broadest, freest and most rapid development of capitalism. The removal of all
the remnants of the old order which are hampering the broad, free and rapid de-
velopment of capitalism is of decided advantage to the working class. The bour-
geois revolution is precisely a revolution that most resolutely sweeps away the
survivals of the past, the remnants of serfdom (which include not only autocracy
but monarchy as well) and most fully guarantees the broadest, freest and most
rapid development of capitalism.

That is why a bourgeois revolution is in the highest degree advantageous to the pro-
letariat. A bourgeois revolution is absolutely necessary in the interests of the proletar-
iat. The more complete and determined, the more consistent the bourgeois
revolution, the more assured will be the proletarian struggle against the bourgeoi-
sie for Socialism. Only those who are ignorant of the rudiments of scientific Social-
ism can regard this conclusion as new or strange, paradoxical. . . .

On the other hand, it is more advantageous for the working class if the neces-
sary changes in the direction of bourgeois democracy take place by way of revolu-
tion and not by way of reform; for the way of reform is the way of delay, of
procrastination, of the painfully slow decomposition of the putrid parts of the na-
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tional organism. It is the proletariat and the peasantry that suffer first of all and
most of all from their putrefaction. The revolutionary way is the way of quick am-
putation, which is the least painful to the proletariat, the way of the direct removal
of the decomposing parts, the way of fewest concessions to and least consideration
for the monarchy and the disgusting, vile, rotten and contaminating institutions
which go with it. . . .

Marxism teaches the proletarian not to keep aloof from the bourgeois revolu-
tion, not to be indifferent to it, not to allow the leadership of the revolution to be
assumed by the bourgeoisie but, on the contrary, to take a most energetic part in it,
to fight most resolutely for consistent proletarian democracy, for carrying the revo-
lution to its conclusion. We cannot jump out of the bourgeois-democratic bound-
aries of the Russian revolution, but we can vastly extend these boundaries, and
within these boundaries we can and must fight for the interests of the proletariat,
for its immediate needs and for the conditions that will make it possible to prepare
its forces for the future complete victory. . . .

The basic idea here is the one that the Vperiod* has repeatedly formulated, stat-
ing that we must not be afraid of a complete victory for Social-Democracy in a dem-
ocratic revolution, i.e., of a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry, for such a victory will enable us to rouse Europe, and the social-
ist proletariat of Europe, after throwing off the yoke of the bourgeoisie, will in its
turn help us to accomplish the socialist revolution. . . .

The Vperiod quite definitely stated wherein lies the real "possibility of holding
power"—namely, in the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry, in their joint mass strength, which is capable of outweighing all
the forces of counterrevolution, in the inevitable concurrence of their interests in
democratic changes. . . . If in our fight for a republic and democracy we could not
rely upon the peasantry as well as on the proletariat, the prospect of our "holding
power" would be hopeless. But if it is not hopeless, if a "decisive victory of the rev-
olution over tsarism" opens up such a possibility, then we must point to it, we
must actively call for its transformation into reality and issue practical slogans not
only for the contingency of the revolution being carried into Europe, but 2X^0 for the
purpose of carrying it there. . . . Beyond the bounds of democracy there can be no
question of the proletariat and the peasant bourgeoisie having a single will. Class
struggle between them is inevitable; but it is in a democratic republic that this
struggle will be the most thorough-going and widespread struggle of the people for
Socialism. Like everything else in the world, the revolutionary-democratic dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry has a past and a future. Its past is autoc-
racy, serfdom, monarchy and privilege. In the struggle against this past, in the
struggle against counterrevolution, a "single will" of the proletariat and the peasan-
try is possible, for here there is unity of interests.

Its future is the struggle against private property, the struggle of the wage
worker against the employer, the struggle for Socialism. Here singleness of will is
impossible. Here our path lies not from autocracy to a republic but from a petty-
bourgeois democratic republic to Socialism. . . .

A Social-Democrat must never for a moment forget that the proletariat will in-
evitably have to wage the class struggle for Socialism even against the most demo-

*"Forward": Lenin's paper, 1904-5—Ed.
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cratic and republican bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie. This is beyond doubt.
Hence the absolute necessity of a separate, independent, strictly class party of
Social-Democracy. Hence the temporary nature of our tactics of "striking jointly"
with the bourgeoisie and the duty of keeping a strict watch "over our ally, as over
an enemy," etc. All this is also beyond the slightest doubt. But it would be ridicu-
lous and reactionary to deduce from this that we must forget, ignore or neglect
these tasks which, although transient and temporary, are vital at the present time.
The fight against the autocracy is a temporary and transient task of the Socialists,
but to ignore or neglect this task in any way would be tantamount to betraying So-
cialism and rendering a service to reaction. The revolutionary-democratic dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry is unquestionably only a transient,
temporary aim of the Socialists, but to ignore this aim in the period of a demo-
cratic revolution would be downright reactionary. . . .

. . . We Marxists all know . . . that the bourgeoisie is inconsistent, self-seek-
ing and cowardly in its support of the revolution. The bourgeoisie, in the mass,
will inevitably turn towards counterrevolution, towards the autocracy, against the
revolution and against the people, immediately its narrow, selfish interests are met,
immediately it "recoils" from consistent democracy {and it is already recoiling from
it!). There remains the "people," that is, the proletariat and the peasantry: the pro-
letariat alone can be relied on to march to the end, for it is going far beyond the
democratic revolution. That is why the proletariat fights in the front ranks for a re-
public and contemptuously rejects silly and unworthy advice to take care not to
frighten away the bourgeoisie. The peasantry includes a great number of semiprole-
tarian as well as petty-bourgeois elements. This causes it also to be unstable and
compels the proletariat to unite in a strictly class party. But the instability of the
peasantry differs radically from the instability of the bourgeoisie, for at the present
time the peasantry is interested not so much in the absolute preservation of private
property as in the confiscation of the landed estates, one of the principal forms of
private property. While this does not make the peasantry become socialist or cease
to be petty-bourgeois, it is capable of becoming a wholehearted and most radical
adherent of the democratic revolution. . . .

. . . The Russian revolution will begin to assume its real sweep, will really as-
sume the widest revolutionary sweep possible in the epoch of bourgeois-democratic
revolution, only when the bourgeoisie recoils from it and when the masses of the
peasantry come out as active revolutionaries side by side with the proletariat. In
order that it may be consistently carried to its conclusion, our democratic revolu-
tion must rely on such forces as are capable of paralyzing the inevitable inconsis-
tency of the bourgeoisie (i.e., capable precisely of "causing it to recoil from the
revolution," which the Caucasian adherents of Iskra fear so much because of their
lack of judgment).

The proletariat must carry to completion the democratic revolution, by allying to itself
the mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the resistance of the autocracy and to
paralyze the instability of the bourgeoisie. The proletariat must accomplish the socialist rev-
olution, by allying to itself the mass of the semiproletarian elements of the population in
order to crush by force the resistance of the bourgeoisie and to paralyze the instability of the
peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie. . . .

Major questions in the life of nations are settled only by force. The reactionary
classes themselves are usually the first to resort to violence, to civil war; they are the



Leninism and the Bolshevik Party, to ig 17 23

first to "place the bayonet on the agenda," as the Russian autocracy has been doing
systematically and undeviatingly everywhere ever since January 9*. And since such a
situation has arisen, since the bayonet has really become the main point on the po-
litical agenda, since insurrection has proved to be imperative and urgent—constitu-
tional illusions and school exercises in parliamentarism become only a screen for the
bourgeois betrayal of the revolution, a screen to conceal the fact that the bourgeoisie
is "recoiling" from the revolution. It is therefore the slogan of dictatorship that the
genuinely revolutionary class must advance. . . .

Trotsky on "Permanent Revolution"

Trotsky's response to the revolution of 1905 and the problem of the workers' role in
Russia was to predict a new upheaval in which the proletariat would temporarily find it-
self in power. World revolution would then rescue the Russian socialists. Herein lay
Trotsky's notion of continuous or "permanent" revolution, which reconciled the back-
ward character of Russia with the Marxists' desire to play a revolutionary role themselves.

. . . The Russian working class of 1906 differs entirely from the Vienna working
class of 1848. The best proof of it is the all-Russian practice of the Councils of
Workmen's Deputies (Soviets). Those are no organizations of conspirators prepared
beforehand to step forward in times of unrest and to seize command over the work-
ing class. They are organs consciously created by the masses themselves to coordin-
ate their revolutionary struggle. The Soviets, elected by and responsible to the
masses, are thoroughly democratic institutions following the most determined class
policy in the spirit of revolutionary Socialism. . . .

Within the limits of a revolution at the beginning of the twentieth century,
which is also a bourgeois revolution in its immediate objective aims, there looms
up a prospect of an inevitable, or at least possible, supremacy of the working class
in the near future. . . .

• To imagine a revolutionary democratic government without representatives of
labor is to see the absurdity of such a situation. A refusal of labor to participate in a
revolutionary government would make the very existence of that government im-
possible, and would be tantamount to a betrayal of the cause of the revolution. A
participation of labor in a revolutionary government, however, is admissible, both
from the viewpoint of objective probability and subjective desirability, only in the
role of a leading dominant power. Of course, you can call such a government "dicta-
torship of the proletariat and peasantry," "dictatorship of the proletariat, the peas-
antry, and the intelligentsia," or "a revolutionary government of the workingmen
and the lower middle class." This question will still remain: Who has the hegemony
in the government and through it in the country? When we speak of a labor govern-
m e n t we m e a n t h a t t h e hegemony belongs to the w o r k i n g class. . . .

Our attitude towards the idea of a "dictatorship of the proletariat and the peas-

* January 9, 1905: "Bloody Sunday," when troops fired on demonstrators in St. Petersburg—
Ed.

FROM: Trotsky, Results and Prospects (1906; translated as Our Revolution by M. J. Olgin, New
York, Holt, 1918, pp. 80, 92, 95-96, 100-03, 109-10, 132, 136-37, 142-44; reprinted by
permission of the publisher).
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antry" is now quite clear. It is not a question whether we think it "admissible" or
not, whether we "wish" or we "do not wish" this form of political cooperation. In
our opinion, it simply cannot be realized, at least in its direct meaning. Such a
cooperation presupposes that either the peasantry has identified itself with one of
the existing bourgeois parties, or it has formed a powerful party of its own.
Neither is possible, as we have tried to point out. . . .

The proletariat can get into power only at a moment of national upheaval, of
sweeping national enthusiasm. The proletariat assumes power as a revolutionary
representative of the people, as a recognized leader in the fight against absolutism
and barbaric feudalism. Having assumed power, however, the proletariat will open
a new era, an era of positive legislation, of revolutionary politics, and this is the
point where its political supremacy as an avowed spokesman of the nation may be-
come endangered.

The first measures of the proletariat—the cleansing of the Augean stables of the
old regime and the driving away of their inhabitants—will find active support of
the entire nation whatever the liberal castraters may tell us of the power of some
prejudices among the masses. The work of political cleansing will be accompanied
by democratic reorganization of all social and political relations. The labor gov-
ernment, impelled by immediate needs and requirements, will have to look into all
kinds of relations and activities among the people. It will have to throw out of the
army and the administration all those who had stained their hands with the blood
of the people; it will have to disband all the regiments that had polluted themselves
with crimes against the people. This work will have to be done immediately, long
before the establishment of an elective responsible administration and before the
organization of a popular militia. This, however, will be only a beginning. Labor
democracy will soon be confronted by the problems of a normal workday, the
agrarian relations and unemployment. The legislative solution of those problems
will show the class character of the labor government. It will tend to weaken the rev-
olutionary bond between the proletariat and the nation; it will give the economic
differentiation among the peasants a political expression. Antagonism between the
component parts of the nation will grow step by step as the policies of the labor
government become more outspoken, lose their general democratic character and
b e c o m e class policies. . . .

Social-Democracy can never assume power under a double obligation: to put the
entire minimum program into operation for the sake of the proletariat, and to keep
strictly within the limits of this program, for the sake of the bourgeoisie. Such a
double obligation could never be fulfilled. Participating in the government, not as
powerless hostages, but as a leading force, the representatives of labor eo ipso break
the line between the minimum and maximum program. Collectivism becomes the order
of the day. At which point the proletariat will be stopped on its march in this direc-
tion, depends upon the constellation of forces, not upon the original purpose of
the proletarian party. . . .

Political supremacy of the proletariat is incompatible with its economic slavery. What-
ever may be the banner under which the proletariat will find itself in possession of
power, it will be compelled to enter the road of Socialism. It is the greatest Utopia
to think that the proletariat, brought to the top by the mechanics of a bourgeois
revolution, would be able, even if it wanted, to limit its mission by creating a re-
publican democratic environment for the social supremacy of the bourgeoisie. Polit-
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ical dominance of the proletariat, even if it were temporary, would extremely
weaken the resistance of capital which is always in need of state aid, and would give
momentous opportunities to the economic struggle of the proletariat. . . .

How far, however, can the Socialist policy of the working class advance in the
economic environment of Russia? One thing we can say with perfect assurance: it
will meet political obstacles long before it will be checked by the technical back-
wardness of the country. Without direct political aid from the European proletariat the
working class of Russia will not be able to retain its power and to turn its temporary su-
premacy into a permanent Socialist dictatorship. We cannot doubt this for a moment.
On the other hand, there is no doubt that a Socialist revolution in the West would al-
low us to turn the temporary supremacy of the working class directly into a Socialist dic-
tatorship. . . .

The influence of the Russian revolution on the proletariat of Europe is immense.
Not only does it destroy the Petersburg absolutism, that main power of European
reaction; it also imbues the minds and the souls of the European proletariat with
revolutionary daring. . . .

. . . The colossal influence of the Russian revolution manifests itself in killing
party routine, in destroying Socialist conservatism, in making a clean contest of
proletarian forces against capitalist reaction a question of the day. . . .

The Russian proletariat in power, even if this were only the result of a passing
combination of forces in the Russian bourgeois revolution, would meet organized
opposition on the part of the world's reaaion, and readiness for organized support
on the part of the world's proletariat. Left to its own resources, the Russian work-
ing class must necessarily be crushed the moment it loses the aid of the peasants.
Nothing remains for it but to link the fate of its political supremacy and the fate of
the Russian revolution with the fate of a Socialist revolution in Europe. All that
momentous authority and political power which is given to the proletariat by a
combination of forces in the Russian bourgeois revolution, it will thrust on the
scale of class struggle in the entire capitalistic world. Equipped with governmental
power, having a counterrevolution behind his back, having the European reaction
in front of him, the Russian workingman will issue to all his brothers the world
over his old battle-cry which will now become the call for the last attack: Proletar-
ians of all the world, unite!

Lenin on Democratic Centralism

Following the revolution of 1905 the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks repeatedly tried to
restore the unity of the Social-Democratic Party Lenin was criticized for indiscipline,
and replied with a defense of the rights of minorities within the system of "democratic
centralism." This formula became the official doctrine of the Communist organization,
though freedom of factions disappeared very quickly after the revolution.

The authors of the resolution are completely wrong in their understanding of
the relation between free criticism within the party and the party's unity of action.
Criticism within the limits of the foundations of the party program must be com-

FROM: Lenin, "Freedom of Criticism and Unity of Action" (June, 1906; Sochineniya [Works],
2nd ed., Moscow, Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, 1928, IX: 274-75; editor's translation).
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pletely free . . . not only at party meetings, but also at broader ones. To suppress
such criticism or such "agitation" (for criticism cannot be separated from agita-
tion) is impossible.The political action of the party must be united. No "appeals"
are permissible which violate the unity of actions which have already been decided
upon, neither at open meetings, nor at party meetings, nor in the party press.

Obviously the Central Committee has defined the freedom of criticism inaccu-
rately and too narrowly, and the unity of action—inaccurately and too broadly. . . .

The Central Committee's resolution is incorrect in substance and contradicts the
statutes of the party. The principle of democratic centralism and autonomy of local
institutions means specifically freedom of criticism, complete and everywhere, as
long as this does not disrupt the unity of action already decided upon—and the in-
tolerability of any criticism undermining or obstructing the unity of action decided
on by the party.

We consider it a great mistake on the part of the Central Committee to issue a
resolution on this important question without any preliminary consideration of it
by the party press and the party organizations; such consideration would have
helped it avoid the mistakes indicated by us. . . .

Bogdanov5 s Philosophical Revision of Marxism

Lenin's outstanding lieutenant in the early years of the Bolshevik faction was
Alexander A. Bogdanov—physician, economist, philosopher, sociologist, science-fiction
writer, and exponent of romantic revolutionary extremism. After 1905, Bogdanov be-
came the leader of the left-wing purists among the Bolsheviks who refused to make use
of the Duma, the parliamentary body of limited power established in 1906. At the same
time he attempted an original philosophical extension of Marxism by applying the phi-
losophy of "empirio-criticism" of the Austrian physicist Ernst Mach and the German
philosopher Richard Avenarius. This was of immediate significance because it provoked
Lenin's ire and a drastic shake-up in the Bolshevik ranks to enforce Lenin's standards of
ideological discipline. It also had implications for Stalinism because of its suggestion
that truth is conditioned by classes and the class struggle.

. . . The task of cognition, according to the views of Mach and Avenarius, con-
sists of systematizing the content of experience, since experience is both the natural
basis and the natural boundary of cognition. In its own objective significance this
systematization is a powerful living adaptation, an instrument for preserving life and
its development. . . .

But cognition in this picture is not merely adaptation in general; it is also social
adaptation. The social genesis of cognition, its dependence on social experience,
the principled difference of value in the thinking of different people, and its con-
stant social interaction, clearly emerge and are consciously underscored by both
thinkers. . . .

Where Mach sketches out the connection of cognition with the social process of
labor, the correspondence of his views with the ideas of Marx occasionally becomes
quite astonishing. . . .

FROM: Bogdanov, Empiriomonism (St. Petersburg, Dorovatovsky and Charushnikov, Book I,
2nd ed., 1905, pp. 9, 10, 25, 36, 40-41, and Book III, 1906, pp. iv-v, ix, xxiii-xxv, xxxiii, 83-84,
139-42, 149-50, 152, 159; editor's translation).
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We arrive at this conclusion: the characteristics of "objectivity" in general cannot
have as their basis individual experience. . . . The basis of "objectivity" must lie in
the sphere of collective experience. . . .

The agreement in collective experience which is expressed in this "objectivity"
can only appear as the result of the progressive concordance of the experience of
different people as they express themselves to each other. The objectivity of the
physical bodies which we encounter in our experience is established in the last
analysis on the basis of mutual verification and the concordance in what different
people express. In general the physical world is this: socially agreed-upon, socially
harmonized, in a word, socially organized experience. . . .

Laws do not belong at all to the sphere of immediate experience; laws are the
result of conscious reworking of experience; they are not facts in themselves, but
are created by thought, as a means of organizing experience, of harmoniously
bringing it into agreement as an ordered unity. Laws are abstract cognition, and
physical laws possess physical qualities just as little as psychological laws possess
psychic qualities. . . . The antithesis between the physical and psychic aspects of
experience reduces to the distinction between socially organized and individually
organized experience. . . .

. . . The social materialism of Marx presented demands to my world view
which the old materialism could not satisfy. . . . It was necesary to know one's
knowledge, to explain one's world view, and according to the idea of Marxism this
could and had to be done on the basis of research on its social genesis. It was ob-
vious that the basic concepts of the old materialism—both "matter" and "immuta-
ble laws"—were worked out in the course of the social development of mankind,
and inasmuch as they were "ideological forms," it was necessary to find their
"material base." But since the "material base" has the property of changing as so-
ciety develops, it becomes clear that any given ideological form can have only a his-
torically transitory meaning, not an objectively supra-historical meaning, that it can
be a "truth of the time" ("objective" truth, but only within the limits of a given
epoch)—but in no case can it be a "truth for all time" ("objective" in the absolute
meaning of the word). . . . For me Marxism includes the denial of the uncondi-
tional objectivity of any truth whatsoever, the denial of every eternal truth. . . .

Truth is an ideological form—the organizing form of human experience; and if
we know this without doubt, and know that the material basis of ideology changes,
that the content of experience expands—do we have any right whatsoever to assert
that this given ideological form will never be transformed by the development of its
social basis, that this given form of experience will not be burst apart by its growing
contents? Consistent Marxism does not allow such dogmatic and static notions. . . .

Marxist philosophy must above all be one of natural science. Of course, natural
science is the ideology of the productive forces of society, because it serves as the basis for
technical experience and the technical sciences; in concordance with the basic idea
of historical materialism, the productive forces of society represent the base of its
development in general. But it is also clear that Marxist philosophy must reflect the
social form of the productive forces, relying obviously on the "social" sciences
proper. . . .

Ideological forms are the organizational adaptation of social life, and in the last
analysis (directly or indirectly), of the technical process. Therefore the development
of ideology is determined by necessities in the organizational adaptations of the so-
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cial process and by the material present for them. The viability of ideological forms
depends, consequently, on the harmony and order with which they really organize
the social content of labor. . . .

The world of experience has been crystallized and continues to be crystallized
out of chaos. The force which determines the forms of this crystallization is the in-
tercourse of people. Outside of these forms there is really no experience, because a
disorganized mass of occurrences is not experience. Thus, experience is social in its
very basis, and its progress is the social psychological process of organizing it. The indi-
vidual psychical organizing process is completely adapted to this. If, for the empiri-
ocriticist, the experience of all humans is of equal value, which I have earlier
designated as the familiar cognitive "democracy," then for the empiriomonist this
experience is rather the result of the collective organizing work of all people—a
sort of cognitive "socialism." . . .

Summarizing the connection and dependence between "ideology" and technol-
ogy in the process of social development, we arrive at the following formulations:

1. The technical process is the area of the direct struggle of society with nature,
ideology is the area of the organizing forms of social life. In the last analysis the
technical process represents just that content which is organized by the ideological
forms.

2. Corresponding to this relationship, the technical process represents the basic
and ideology the derivative area of social life and social development. From the
standpoint of energetics, ideology is conditioned by the technical process in the
sense that it arises and develops according to that preponderance of assimilation
over disassimilation which is characteristic of it. On the qualitative side the material
of ideological forms also has its beginning in the technical area.

3. The development of technical forms is accomplished under the direct action
of both "extra-social" selection (influences on the part of external nature) and so-
cial selection. The development of ideology is directly subordinated to social selec-
tion alone.

4. The point of departure of any social development lies in the technical pro-
cess. The basic line of development goes from the technical forms through the
lower organizing forms of ideology to the higher. Corresponding to this, there
proceeds in the same direction an increase in the conservatism of social forms.

5. The derivative line of social development, directed from the higher organiz-
ing forms toward the lower and from ideology toward technology, is always just
the continuation and reflection of the basic line. Not only does it never change the
relatively greater magnitude of the conservatism of the higher forms of ideology; it
actually rests on this conservatism as its necessary condition.

6. Thus the dynamic conditions of social development and degradation, the mo-
tive forces of these processes, lie in the technical process; in ideology lie the static
conditions, the limiting, regulating, and form-giving forces. . . .

We summarize the main conclusions concerning the group and class differentia-
tion of society:

1. Both group and class divisions in society are the result of the quantitative and
qualitative progress of technology. "Social groups" arise on the basis of specializa-
tion; classes, on the basis of the progressive isolation of the organizer and execu-
tive functions in society. Group and class dissociation essentially amounts to vitally
important distinctions in the direction of social selection.
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2. Social groups and classes acquire the definite and firm qualities of social
complexes when they are provided with definitely distinct ideologies, which condi-
tion the firmly distinct direction of social selection within these collectivities. . . .

5. The ideology worked out by the organizer part of society retains full vital
significance for both parts of society as long as the content which it organizes re-
mains really common to them. When this condition is violated . . . the ideological
dissociation of classes begins; the ideology of the upper class comes into contradic-
tion with the actual experience and urges of the lower, and this contradiction is
then further intensified.

6. The organizer function of the "upper" class allows it to organize the life of
the "lower" class by means of norms which do not correspond with the conditions
of life of the latter. For the class subordinated to them, such norms acquire the
significance of external forces, like the forces of extra-social nature—hostile forces
to which one has to adapt. Such a primary and basic class contradiction is the start-
ing point for the development of any class struggle. . . .

8. . . . The organizer class, progressively removing itself from the technical-
production process, in the course of time loses its real organizer function, changes
into a parasite class, inevitably degenerates, and at the same time loses its social
strength. . . .

10. The capitalistic type of class development . . . leads to the progressive
transformation of the mass of individual working operatives into a solid collectiv-
ity, adapted to the organizer role on a scale which expands without limit. The rapid
technical progress which is characteristic of this type of development stimulates the
rapid development of opposed class ideologies and the class struggle. This culmi-
nates in the downfall of the former organizer class and society's transition from
class development through contradictions, to integral-harmonious development.
Extrasocial and social spontaneity are both overcome by the planfully organized
force of humanity, and its power over nature grows without limit. . . .

In a class society any world view is either the ideology of one definite class or a
definite combination of different class ideologies. Even the most individual of them
can only be a particular combination of elements of collective, class thinking. For
the individual is created and defined by the social milieu—in a class society, by the
class milieu.

Such being the case, the ideology of the technical process is inevitably the ideol-
ogy of the class which stands in the closest relationship to the technical process,
i.e., the class of "producers" in the broad sense of the word. . . . In the social-labor
experience of the worker in machine production there exists material with basic vi-
tal significance both for the recognition in principle of the homogeneity of the
"psychic" and the "physical," and for the tendency cognitively to subordinate the
"psychic" to the collectively elaborated forms of the cognition of the "physical."
The philosophy which organizes this material into pure finished forms and makes
these forms general must be regarded as the ideology of a given class—of course,
just to the extent that it really accomplishes this and does not add alien tendencies
which contradict the tendencies of the proletariat. . . .

We have arrived at this characterization of the philosophical world view we are
considering: the cognitive ideology of the technical process, proletarian in its ten-
dencies, which in its general scheme reproduces the basic features of the structure
of contemporary society. . . .
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Lenin's Philosophical Orthodoxy

Lenin wrote his main philosophical work, Materialism and Empirio-criticism, as a po-
lemical reply to Bogdanov. Here Lenin revealed his intolerance of any critical attitude
toward what he regarded as the absolute truth laid down by Marx and Engels. His
dogmatic assertion of an oversimplified nineteeth-century materialism remained the of-
ficial philosophy for the entire Communist movement throughout its history.

A number of writers, would-be Marxists, have this year undertaken a veritable
campaign against the philosophy of Marxism. . . .

All these people could not have been ignorant of the fact that Marx and Engels
scores of times termed their philosophical views dialectical materialism. Yet all
these people, who, despite the sharp divergence of their political views, are united
in their hostility toward dialectical materialism, at the same time claim to be Marx-
ists in philosophy! Engels' dialectics is "mysticism," says Berman. Engels' views
have become "antiquated," remarks Bazarov casually, as though it were a self-
evident fact. Materialism thus appears to be refuted by our bold warriors, who
proudly allude to the "modern theory of knowledge," "recent philosophy" (or "re-
cent positivism"), the "philosophy of modern natural science," or even the "philos-
ophy of natural science of the twentieth century." Supported by all these supposedly
recent doctrines, our destroyers of dialectical materialism proceed fearlessly to
downright fideism (in the case of Lunacharsky it is most evident, but by no means
in his case alone!). Yet when it comes to an explicit definition of their attitude to-
wards Marx and Engels, all their courage and all their respect for their own convic-
tions at once disappear. In deed—a complete renunciation of dialectical materialism,
i.e., of Marxism; in word—endless subterfuges, attempts to evade the essence of
the question, to cover their retreat, to put some materialist or other in place of
materialism in general, and a determined refusal to make a direct analysis of the in-
numerable materialist declarations of Marx and Engels. . . .

Materialism, in full agreement with natural science, takes matter as primary and
regards consciousness, thought, and sensation as secondary, because in its well-
defined form sensation is associated only with the higher forms of matter (organic
matter), while "in the foundation of the structure of matter" one can only surmise
the existence of a faculty akin to sensation. Such, for example, is the supposition of
the well-known German scientist Ernst Haeckel, the English biologist Lloyd Mor-
gan, and others. . . . Machism holds to the opposite, the idealist point of view, and
at once lands into an absurdity: since, in the first place, sensation is taken as pri-
mary, in spite of the fact that it is associated only with definite processes in matter
organised in a definite way; and, since, in the second place, the basic premise that
bodies are complexes of sensations is violated by the assumption of the existence of
other living beings in general, of other "complexes" beside the given great I. . . .

Bogdanov's denial of objective truth is agnosticism and subjectivism. . . . Nat-
ural science leaves no room for doubt that its assertion that the earth existed prior
to man is a truth. This is entirely compatible with the materialist theory of knowl-
edge: the existence of the thing reflected independent of the reflector (the inde-

FROM: Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism—Critical Comments on a Reactionary Philosophy
(1908; English translation, New York, International Publishers, 1927, pp. 9-10, 38, 121, 127-29,
335-38, 370-71; reprinted by permission of the publisher).
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pendence of the external world from the mind) is a fundamental tenet of material-
ism. The assertion made by science that the earth existed prior to man is an
objective truth. This proposition of natural science is incompatible with the philos-
ophy of the Machians and with their doctrine of truth: if truth is an organising
form of human experience, then the assertion of the earth's existence outside human
experience cannot be true. . . .

. . . The Machians are subjectivists and agnostics, for they do not sufficiently
trust the evidence of our sense-organs and are inconsistent in their sensationalism.
They do not recognise objective reality, independent of man, as the source of our
sensations. They do not regard sensations as the true copy of this objective reality,
thereby directly conflicting with natural science and throwing the door open for
fideism. On the contrary, for the materialist the world is richer, livelier, more var-
ied than it actually seems, for with each step in the development of science new as-
pects are discovered. For the materialist, sensations are images of the ultimate and
sole objective reality, ultimate not in the sense that it has already been explored to
the end, but in the sense that there is not and cannot be any other. This view irre-
vocably closes the door not only to every species of fideism, but also to that profes-
sorial scholasticism which, while not regarding objective reality as the source of
our sensations, "deduces" the concept of the objective by means of such artificial
verbal constructions as universal significance, socially-organised, and so on and so
forth, and which is unable, and frequently unwilling, to separate objective truth
from belief in sprites and hobgoblins. . . .

Matter is a philosophical category designating the objective reality which is
given to man by his sensations, and which is copied, photographed and reflected by
our sensations, while existing independently of them. Therefore, to say that such a
concept can become "antiquated" is childish talk, a senseless repetition of the argu-
ments of fashionable reactionary philosophy. . . .

Bogdanov's attempt imperceptibly to correct and develop Marx in the "spirit of
his principles" is an obvious distortion of these materialist principles in the spirit of
idealism. It would be ludicrous to deny it. . . . The immanentists, the empirio-
criticists and the empiriomonists all argue over particulars, over details, over the
formulation of idealism, whereas we from the very outset reject all the principles of
their philosophy common to this trinity. Let Bogdanov, accepting in the best sense
and with the best of intentions all the conclusions of Marx, preach the "identity" of
social being and social consciousness; we shall say: Bogdanov minus "empirio-
monism" (or rather, minus Machism) is a Marxist. For this theory of the identity of
social being and social consciousness is sheer nonsense and an absolutely reactionary
theory. If certain people reconcile it with Marxism, with Marxist behavior, we must
admit that these people are better than their theory, but we cannot justify outra-
geous theoretical distortions of Marxism. . . .

Materialism in general recognises objectively real being (matter) as independent
of the consciousness, sensation, experience, etc., of humanity. Historical material-
ism recognises social being as independent of the social consciousness of humanity.
In both cases consciousness is only the reflection of being, at best an approximately
true (adequate, perfectly exact) reflection of it. From this Marxian philosophy,
which is cast from a single piece of steel, you cannot eliminate one basic premise,
one essential part, without departing from objective truth, without falling a prey to
a bourgeois-reactionary falsehood. . . .
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First and foremost, the theoretical foundations of this philosophy [empirio-
criticism] must be compared with those of dialectical materialism. Such a compar-
ison . . . reveals, along the whole line of epistemological problems, the thoroughly
reactionary character of empirio-criticism, which uses new artifices, terms and sub-
tleties to disguise the old errors of idealism and agnosticism. Only utter ignorance of
the nature of philosophical materialism generally and of the nature of Marx's and
Engels' dialectical method can lead one to speak of a "union" of empirio-criticism
and Marxism.

Secondly, the place of empirio-criticism, as one very small school of specialists in
philosophy, in relation to the other modern schools of philosophy, must be deter-
mined. Both Mach and Avenarius started with Kant and, leaving him, proceeded not
towards materialism, but in the opposite direction, towards Hume and Berkeley.
Imagining that he was "purifying experience" generally, Avenarius was in fact only
purifying agnosticism of Kantianism. The whole school of Mach and Avenarius is
more and more definitely moving towards idealism, hand in hand with one of the
most reactionary of the idealist schools, viz., the so-called immanentists.

Thirdly, the indubitable connection between Machism and one school in one
branch of modern science must be borne in mind. The vast majority of scientists,
both generally and in this special branch of science in question, viz., physics, are
invariably on the side of materialism. A minority of new theories brought about by
the great discoveries of recent years, influenced by the crisis in the new physics,
which has very clearly revealed the relativity of our knowledge, have, owing to their
ignorance of dialectics, slipped into idealism by way of relativism. The physical
idealism in vogue today is as reactionary and transitory an infatuation as the fash-
ionably physiological idealism of the recent past.

Fourthly, behind the epistemological scholasticism of empirio-criticism it is im-
possible not to see the struggle of parties in philosophy, a struggle which in the
last analysis reflects the tendencies and ideology of the antagonistic classes in mod-
ern society. Recent philosophy is as partisan as was philosophy two thousand years
ago. The contending parties are essentially, although it is concealed by a pseudo-
erudite quackery of new terms or by a feeble-minded non-partisanship, materialism
and idealism. The latter is merely a subtle, refined form of fideism, which stands
fully armed, commands vast organisations and steadily continues to exercise influ-
ence on the masses, turning the slightest vacillation in philosophical thought to its
own advantage. The objective, class role played by empirio-criticism entirely con-
sists in rendering faithful service to the fideists in their struggle against materialism
in general and historical materialism in particular. . . .

The Purge of the Bolshevik Left Wing

The differences between Lenin and the Bogdanov group of revolutionary romantics
came to a head in 1909. Lenin condemned the latter—the "otzovists" [Russian for "re-
callists"] who wanted to recall the Bolshevik deputies in the Duma, and the "ultimat-
ists" who demanded that the deputies take a more radical stand—both for their
philosophical vagaries which he rejected as "idealism," and for the Utopian purism of
their refusal to take tactical advantage of the Duma. The real issue was Lenin's control

FROM: The Conference of the Expanded Editorial Board of The Proletarian, Paris, June 21-30,
1909 (CPSU in Resolutions, I, 214-15, 220-21; editor's translation).
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of the faction and the enforcement of his brand of Marxist orthodoxy. He demon-
strated his grip on the Bolshevik faction at a meeting in Paris of the editors of the Bol-
sheviks' factional paper, which had become the headquarters of the faction. Bogdanov
and his followers were expelled from the Bolshevik faction, though they remained
within the Social-Democratic fold.

a) Communique on the Conference

. . . The Conference declared in its resolutions that in the Bolshevik faction a
tendency has been observed which in its definite tactical physiognomy contradicts
Bolshevism. Bolshevism is represented for us by the Bolshevik faction of the party.
A faction is not a party. A party can include a whole scale of shadings, in which the
extremes may even sharply contradict each other. In the German party, together
with the clearly revolutionary wing of Kautsky,* we see the arch-revisionist wing of
Bernstein. This is not a faction. Within a party a faction is a group of like-minded
people formed above all for the purpose of influencing the party in a definite direc-
tion, for the purpose of introducing its principles in as clear a form as possible into
the party. For this real unity of thought is essential. . . .

b) Resolution on Otzovism and Ultimatism

. . . In the course of the bourgeois-democratic revolution our party has been
joined by a series of elements which were not purely attracted by its proletarian
program, but which preferred its clear and energetic struggle for democracy and
which adopted the revolutionary-democratic slogans of the proletarian party apart
from its connection with the objective of the struggle of the socialist proletariat.

Such elements, insufficiently permeated with the proletarian point of view, ap-
peared even in the ranks of our Bolshevik faction. Hard times cause these elements
to reveal more and more their inadequate Social-Democratic endurance, and com-
ing into sharper and sharper contradiction with the foundations of revolutionary
Social-Democratic tactics, they have created in the past year a tendency to try to
form a theory of otzovism and ultimatism, which actually has led in principle only
to an increasingly false picture of Social-Democratic parliamentarianism and Social-
Democratic work in the Duma.

These attempts to create from the otzovist inclination a whole system of otzovist
policy lead to a theory which essentially reflects the ideology of political indiffer-
entism on the one hand and anarchistic roaming on the other. With all its revolu-
tionary phraseology the theory of otzovism and ultimatism is in fact to a significant
degree the reverse side of constitutional illusions which are connected with hopes
that the State Duma itself can satisfy this or that substantial demand of the people,
and in essence this replaces the proletarian ideology with petty-bourgeois ten-
dencies. . . .

By their attempts to convert individual applications of the boycott of representa-
tive institutions at this or that moment of the revolution, into the line that the boy-
cott is the distinguishing sign of the tactics of Bolshevism even in the period of
counterrevolution, ultimatism and otzovism show that these tendencies are in es-

*Karl Kautsky: leading theorist in the German Social-Democratic Party; later drew Lenin's ire
when he opposed violent means of revolution and criticized the Soviet dictatorship—Ed.
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sence the reverse side of Menshevism, which undertakes wholesale participation in
all representative institutions, independently of the given stage of development of
the revolution, independently of the presence or absence of a revolutionary upsurge.

All the attempts made by otzovism and ultimatism up to now to give theory a
foundation of principle inevitably lead them to the denial of the foundations of rev-
olutionary Marxism. The tactics which they have in mind lead to a complete break
with the tactics of the left wing of international Social Democracy as applied to
contemporary Russian conditions; they lead to anarchist deviations.

Otzovist-ultimatist agitation has already begun to cause undoubted harm to the
workers' movement and to Social-Democratic work. If continued further it can be-
come a threat to the unity of the party, for this agitation has already led to such
monstrous phenomena as the combination of otzovists and SR's* (in St. Peters-
burg) to carry our their refusal to help our party's representatives in the Duma,
and also to certain public appearances before workers, jointly with confirmed syn-
dicalists.

In view of all this the expanded editorial board of The Proletarian declares that
Bolshevism as a definite tendency within the RSDWP has nothing in common with
otzovism and ultimatism, and that the Bolshevik faction must conduct the most de-
termined struggle against these deviations from the path of revolutionary Marxism.

The Ultra-Left on Lenin's Compromises

After the split of 1909, Lenin's left-wing Bolshevik opponents organized a new
Social-Democratic faction, known as the "Forward" group from the name of their
newspaper. These extremists denounced Lenin for opportunism in much the same
terms that he applied to the Mensheviks, but also attacked his organizational central-
ism. The group never attracted much rank-and-file support, and most of them found
their way back to the Bolshevik ranks after the revolution.

a) Bogdanov, "Letter to All Comrades"

Where are we going? What is the historical fate of our generation—a new revo-
lutionary wave or an organic development? . . .

If we are holding a course toward 'organic development,' then revolutionary-
military questions and tasks simply do not exist for our generation, and the tradition
connected with them is a harmful survival from the past. . . . But we assert that the
long 'organic development' of Russia is only an Octobristt dream. . . .

[We must consider] sustaining the remaining militant elements in their party
spirit and discipline, and accordingly educating those working-class youths who
manifest an attraction in this direction; strengthening propaganda among the
troops, and, if possible, recreating the military organizations which have fallen
apart. . . .

*SR's: Socialist Revolutionary Party, which stressed peasant revolution—Ed.

FROM: Declarations of the "Vperiod" ("Forward") Group, 1910 (excerpts quoted in K. Os-
troukhova, "The 'Vperiod' Group," Proletarskaya Revoliutsiya [Proletarian Revolution], No. 1,
1925, pp. 200- 1; editor's translation).

tOctobrists: conservative party standing by the constitutional concessions of October,
1905—Ed.
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Some people among your representatives in the executive collegium—the Bol-
shevik Center—who live abroad, have come to the conclusion that we must radi-
cally change the previous Bolshevik evaluation of the present historical moment
and hold a course not toward a new revolutionary wave, but toward a long period
of peaceful, constitutional development. This brings them close to the right wing
of our party, the Menshevik comrades who always, independently of any evaluation
of the political situation, pull toward legal and constitutional forms of activity, to-
ward 'organic work' and 'organic development.' But this is what has led to dis-
agreements with those Bolsheviks who do not see in the reaction which they
observe sufficient grounds for such a change of front. . . .

Bolshevism continues to exist as before. It lives not in the circles abroad, not
among politically sick people who are repressed and beaten by the harsh reaction; it
lives in the steadfast and healthy proletarian movement, which organizes itself in-
stead of splitting itself up. . . .

Comrades, a glorious cause—political, cultural, social—stands before us. It
would be shameful for us if leaders who have outlived their times, overcome by ad-
versity, should prevent us from fulfilling it. But this is an impossible, absurd sugges-
tion. We will proceed on our way according to the old slogan—with our leaders, if
they wish; without them, if they do not wish; against them, if they oppose us. Our
cause is the cause of the collective, not of individual personalities. . . .

b) "Letter to Our Bolshevik Comrades"

. . . The Bolshevik Center has surrendered every Bolshevik position, one after
another. . . . Accountable management by material means has changed into the
uncontrolled freewheeling of irresponsible people; this group of people (the Bol-
shevik Center), which had already become ideologically Menshevik, has assumed
the right of disbanding the Bolshevik faction. . . .

The Bolshevik Center, now altered in its composition—the majority were able
to get rid of the "inconvenient" members who refused to abandon the position of
Bolshevism—is completely cut off from Russia, has essentially become a private
circle of former Bolsheviks, and has finally ceased to take account of the opinions
and inclinations of the organizations in Russia. . . .

Only the organizations themselves have the right to decide their fate. Only the
Russian Bolshevik comrades themselves, those worker socialists who struggle face
to face with the enemy, can and must tell the party whether its revolutionary cur-
rent has really died or whether in this period of blind reaction which is preparing a
new outburst of the popular struggle, it has become more essential for the prole-
tarian cause than ever before. . . .

We, the "Forward" group, suggest that the Russian Bolshevik comrades organize
in the immediate future Bolshevik conferences on as large a scale as possible, and at
them consider the questions of the fundamental vital interests of Bolshevism. As
opponents of the old factional forms, we will insist at these conferences on the re-
construction of the Bolshevik faction on new foundations so that its ideological
solidarity will be achieved not through formal centralization, but through the living
ideological link, and so that these ideological centers which are created for this will
be under real control by the local organizations. This will prevent the possibility of
such a political degeneration of the "higher-ups," of such abuses and corruption as
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we have witnessed. The ideological current must direct its leaders and representa-
tives. Only the decision of the local Bolshevik organizations can be considered the
real decision of a question. . . .

Stalin on National Self-Determination

In 1912 the Georgian revolutionary Joseph Dzhugashvili (alias Stalin) was co-opted into the
Bolshevik leadership as the party's expert on national minorities. In his one sojourn abroad, in
Vienna, Stalin wrote a series of articles setting forth the internationalist orthodoxy.

A nation is a historically constituted, stable community of people, formed on the basis of
a common language, territory, economic life, and psychological make-up manifested in a
common culture. . . .

. . . The national struggle under the conditions of rising capitalism is a struggle
of the bourgeois classes among themselves. Sometimes the bourgeoisie succeeds in
drawing the proletariat into the national movement, and then the national struggle
externally assumes a "nation-wide" character. But this is so only externally. In its es-
sence it is always a bourgeois struggle, one that is to the advantage and profit
mainly of the bourgeoisie.

But it does not by any means follow that the proletariat should not put up a
fight against the policy of national oppression.

Restriction of freedom of movement, disfranchisement, repression of language,
closing of schools, and other forms of persecution affect the workers no less, if not
more, than the bourgeoisie. Such a state of affairs can only serve to retard the free
development of the intellectual forces of the proletariat of subject nations. One
cannot speak seriously of a full development of the intellectual faculties of the Tatar
or Jewish worker if he is not allowed to use his native language at meetings and
lectures, and if his schools are closed down.

But the policy of nationalist persecution is dangerous to the cause of the prole-
tariat also on another account. It diverts the attention of large strata from social
questions, questions of the class struggle, to national questions, questions "com-
mon" to the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. And this creates a favourable soil for
lying propaganda about "harmony of interest," for glossing over the class interests
of the proletariat and for the intellectual enslavement of the workers. . . .

. . . The workers are interested in the complete amalgamation of all their
fellow-workers into a single international army, in their speedy and final emancipa-
tion from intellectual bondage to the bourgeoisie, and in the full and free devel-
opment of the intellectual forces of their brothers, whatever nation they may
belong to.

The workers therefore combat and will continue to combat the policy of na-
tional oppression in all its forms, from the most subtle to the most crude, as well
as the policy of inciting nations against each other in all its forms.

Social-Democracy in all countries therefore proclaims the right of nations to
self-determination.

FROM: Stalin, "The National Question and Social Democracy," Prosveshchenie, nos. 3-5, 1913
(English translation, "Marxism and the National Question," in J. V. Stalin, Works, Moscow, For-
eign Languages Publishing House, 1953, II: 307, 319-321, 374-377, 380-381).
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The right of self-determination means that only the nation itself has the right to
determine its destiny, that no one has the right forcibly to interfere in the life of the
nation, to destroy its schools and other institutions, to violate its habits and customs,
to repress its language, or curtail its rights. . . .

. . . What must be our attitude towards nations which for one reason or
another will prefer to remain within the framework of the whole?

We have seen that cultural-national autonomy is unsuitable. . . .
What, then, is the way out?
The only correct solution is regional autonomy, autonomy for such crystallized

units as Poland, Lithuania, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, etc.
The advantage of regional autonomy consists, first of all, in the fact that it does

not deal with a fiction bereft of territory, but with a definite population inhabiting
a definite territory. Next, it does not divide people according to nations, it does not
strengthen national barriers; on the contrary, it breaks down these barriers and
unites the population in such a manner as to open the way for division of a
different kind, division according to classes. Finally, it makes it possible to utilize
the natural wealth of the region and to develop its productive forces in the best
possible way without awaiting the decisions of a common centre—functions which
are not inherent features of cultural-national autonomy.

Thus, regional autonomy is an essential element in the solution of the national
question. . . .

. . . Equal rights of nations in all forms (language, schools, etc) is an essential element
in the solution of the national question. Consequently, a state law based on com-
plete democratization of the country is required, prohibiting all national privileges
without exception and every kind of disability or restriction on the rights of na-
tional minorities.

That, and that alone, is the real, not a paper guarantee of the rights of a
minority.

One may or may not dispute the existence of a logical connection between or-
ganizational federalism and cultural-national autonomy. But one cannot dispute the
fact that the latter creates an atmosphere favouring unlimited federalism, develop-
ing into complete rupture, into separatism. . . .

We know where the demarcation of workers according to nationalities leads to.
The disintegration of a united workers' party, the splitting of trade unions accord-
ing to nationalities, aggravation of national friction, national strike-breaking, com-
plete demoralization within the ranks of Social-Democracy—such are the results of
organizational federalism. . . .

The path of "compromise" must therefore be discarded as Utopian and harmful.
One thing or the other: either the federalism of the Bund/ in which case the

Russian Social-Democratic Party must re-form itself on a basis of "demarcation" of
the workers according to nationalities; or an international type of organization, in
which case the Bund must reform itself on a basis of territorial autonomy after the
pattern of the Caucasian, Lettish and Polish Social-Democracies, and thus make
possible the direct union of the Jewish workers with the workers of the other na-
tionalities of Russia.

There is no middle course: principles triumph, they do not "compromise."

*Bund: the pro-Menshevik Jewish workers movement.
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Thus, the principle of international solidarity of the workers is an essential element in
the solution of the national question.

Lenin on the Uneven Prospects of Revolution

Finding asylum in Switzerland after the outbreak of the First World War, Lenin criti-
cized the idea of an international socialist federation, and argued that the first socialist
countries would probably have to fight those which clung to capitalism. This idea was
of major significance in the 1920's as the starting point for Stalin's theory of "socialism
in one country." »

. . . A United States of the World (not of Europe alone) is the state form of the
union and freedom of nations which we associate with Socialism—until the com-
plete victory of communism brings about the total disappearance of the state, in-
cluding the democratic state. As a separate slogan, however, the slogan of a United
States of the World would hardly be a correct one, first, because it merges with So-
cialism; second, because it may be wrongly interpreted to mean that the victory of
Socialism in a single country is impossible; and it may also create misconceptions
as to the relations of such a country to the others.

Uneven economic and political development is an absolute law of capitalism.
Hence, the victory of Socialism is possible first in several or even in one capitalist
country, taken singly. The victorious proletariat of that country, having expropri-
ated the capitalists and organized its own socialist production, would stand up
against the rest of the world, the capitalist world, attracting to its cause the op-
pressed classes of other countries, raising revolts in those countries against the cap-
italists, and in the event of necessity coming out even with armed force against the
exploiting classes and their states. The political form of society in which the prole-
tariat is victorious by overthrowing the bourgeoisie, will be a democratic republic,
which will more and more centralize the forces of the proletariat of the given na-
tion, or nations, in the struggle against the states that have not yet gone over to
Socialism. The abolition of classes is impossible without the dictatorship of the
oppressed class, the proletariat. The free union of nations in Socialism is impossi-
ble without a more or less prolonged and stubborn struggle of the socialist repub-
lics against the backward states.

It is for these reasons and after repeated debates at the conference of the sec-
tions of the KS.D.L.P. abroad, and after the conference, that the editors of the
Central Organ have come to the conclusions that the United States of Europe slo-
gan is incorrect.

Bukharin on the Imperialist State

Nikolai Bukharin as a young Bolshevik theorist often criticized Lenin from the left
until he became more conservative as a responsible Soviet leader after 1921. During the

FROM: Lenin, "The United States of Europe Slogan" (August, 1915; Selected Works, Vol. I, book
2, pp. 416-17).

FROM: Bukharin, "On The Theory of the Imperialist State" (1916; published in Revoliutsiya
prava [The Revolution of Law], Collection I, Moscow, Communist Academy, 1925, pp. 7-8,
13-16, 21, 23, 26, 27, 29-32; editor's translation).
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First World War Bukharin led a "left-Bolshevik" subfaction and wrote of the necessity for
the total revolutionary destruction of the existing state, to forestall the rise of a Leviathan
of "state capitalism." Without realizing it, Bukharin prophesied the whole modern
phenomenon of totalitarianism.

1. The General Theory of the State

. . . From the point of view of Marxism the state is nothing but the most general
organization of the dominant classes, the basic junction of which is to maintain and extend
the exploitation of the suppressed classes. . . . Insofar as there is an organization of state
power set up according to a plan and consciously regulated (and this appears only at
a certain stage in the development of the state), to that extent one can speak of the
posing of goals, but these goals are defined by the interests of the dominant classes
and only by them. This is not in the least contradicted by the circumstance that the
state performs and has performed a whole series of functions for the common good.
The latter merely provides the necessary condition, the conditio sine qua non, for the
existence of the state power. The state's "activities for the common good" are thus
the conditions for maximally protracted and maximally successful exploitation of the en-
slaved classes in contemporary society, above all the proletariat. . . .

In this connection it is possible to distinguish two types of relationships: either
the state organization is the direct organization of exploitation—in which case the
state stands forth as the union of the capitalists, having its own enterprises (e,g.,
railroads, monopoly production of certain products, etc.); or the state organization
participates in an indirect manner in the process of exploitation, as a service mecha-
nism to sustain and extend the most profitable conditions for the process of exploi-
tation. In the first case—insofar as we are speaking of productive labor—the state
absorbs the surplus value which is created in the sphere of its direct activity; in the
second—it appropriates part of the surplus value which is produced in the
branches of production that lie outside the sphere of direct state control, by means
of taxes, etc. Usually the state extracts not only a part of the surplus value, but also
a certain part of wages (and where other categories of "labor income" exist, part of
the latter as well). In concrete actuality both these types exist simultaneously, al-
though their proportions are subject to change and depend on the stage of histori-
cal development which has been attained.

The support and extension of the process of exploitation proceed in two direc-
tions: externally, i.e., outside the boundaries of the state's territory, and internally,
i.e., within these boundaries. The foreign policy of the state organization expresses
its struggle to share the surplus value which is produced on a world-wide scale (in-
sofar as there is a non-capitalist world, the struggle for the surplus product), the
struggle which is enacted between the various politically organized groups of the
dominant classes.

The internal policy of the state organization reflects the struggle of the domi-
nant classes for a share of the value (i.e., product) created by way of the systematic
suppression of all attempts at liberation on the part of the suppressed classes. . . .

2. The Imperialist State and Finance Capitalism

Even the most superficial glance at social-economic life shows us the colossal
growth of the economic significance of the state. This is reflected above all in the
growth of the state budget. The complicated apparatus of the contemporary state
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organization requires enormous expenses, which increase with astonishing swift-
ness. . . .

A vast role in such an increase of the budget is undoubtedly played by milita-
rism, one of the aspects of imperialist politics, which jn turn stems necessarily from
the structure of finance capitalism. But not only militarism in the narrow sense of
the word. The cause of this is the growing interference of the state power in all
branches of social life, beginning with the sphere of production and ending with
the higher forms of ideological creation. If the pre-imperialist period—the period
of liberalism, which was the political expression of industrial capitalism—was char-
acterized by the noninterference of the state power, and the formula laissez-faire
was a symbol of the faith of the ruling circles of the bourgeoisie, who all permitted
the "free play of economic forces," our time is characterized by a directly opposite
tendency, which has as its logical conclusion state capitalism, sucking everything
into the area of state regulation. . . .

The state power thus sucks in almost all branches of production; it not only preserves the
general conditions of the process of exploitation; the state becomes more and more a direct
exploiter, which organizes and directs production as a collective, composite capitalist.
. . . The anarchistic commodity market is to a significant degree replaced by the
organized distribution of the product, in which the supreme authority is again the
state power. . . .

. . . In war socialism* class contradictions are not only not eliminated, but are
brought to their maximum intensity. In the ideal type of the imperialist state the
process of exploitation is not obscured by any secondary forms; the mask of a su-
praclass institution which treats everyone equally is thrown off from the state. This
fact is a basic fact, and it completely refutes the argumentation of the renegades
[i.e., the pro-war Social Democrats]. For socialism is the regulation of production
directed by society, not by the state (state socialism is like soft-boiled boots); it is the
annihilation of class contradictions, not their intensification. The regulation of
production by itself does not mean socialism at all; it exists in any sort of economy,
in any slave-owning group with a natural economy. What awaits us in the imme-
diate future is in fact state capitalism. . . .

3. The Organizational Process,
State Power, and the Working Class . . .

The necessities of imperialist development compel bourgeois society to mobilize
all its forces, to become organized on the broadest scale: the state draws into itself
the whole series of bourgeois organizations.

Here war gives an enormous impetus. Philosophy and medicine, religion and
ethics, chemistry and bacteriology all are "mobilized" and "militarized" just like
industry and finance. The whole grand-scale technical, economic, and ideological
machine operates more planfully as soon as the conscious organized adaptation to
the "whole" has appeared—i.e., when the state in one way or another has drawn
these innumerable groups into its all-over organization. . . .

The general scheme of the state's development is as follows: At first the state is
the only organization of the dominant class. Then other organizations arise, whose
numbers are especially increased in the epoch of finance capitalism. The state is

*"Kriegssozialismus"—the highly mobilized German economy in World War I—Ed.
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transformed from the only organization of the dominant class into one of its or-
ganizations which exist simultaneously—an organization which is distinguished by
its most general character. Finally the third stage arrives, when the state absorbs these
organizations and again becomes the only over-all organization of the dominant class,
with a technical division of labor inside it; the formerly independent organizational
groupings are transformed into divisions of a gigantic state mechanism, which de-
scends with crushing force upon the obvious and internal enemy. Thus arises the
final type of the contemporary imperialist bandit state, the iron organization which
with its grasping, prehensile paws seizes the living body of society. It is a new
Leviathan, in the face of which the fantasy of Thomas Hobbes seems like child's
play. And all the more "non estpotestas super terram quae comparetur ei" ("there is no
power on earth which can compare with it").*

We must now raise the fully natural question of the role of the workers, of pro-
letarian organizations.

Theoretically there can be two possibilities here: Either the workers' organizations,
like all the organizations of the bourgeoisie, will grow into the statewide organization and
be transformed into a simple appendage of the state apparatus, or they will outgrow the
framework of the state and burst it from within, as they organize their own state power
(the dictatorship). . . .

The immediate development of state organisms—as long as the socialist over-
turn does not occur—is possible only in the form of militaristic state capitalism.
Centralization becomes barrack centralization; the intensification of the most hate-
ful militarism among the upper groups, of bestial drilling of the proletariat, of
bloody repressions, is inevitable. On the other hand, as we have already noted
above, any move by the proletariat is inevitably transformed under these circum-
stances into a move against the state power. Hence the definite tactical demand—
Social-Democracy must vigorously underscore its hostility in principle to the state
power.

. . . To support the contemporary state means to support militarism. The his-
torical task of the day is not to worry about the further development of the forces
of production (they are quite sufficient for the realization of socialism), but the
preparation of a general attack on the ruling bandits. In the growing revolutionary
struggle the proletariat destroys the state organization of the bourgeoisie. . . .

* Epigraph to "The Leviathan" [author's note].



CHAPTER TWO

The Bolshevik Revolution,
1917-1921

The Russian Revolution was not a simple matter of the conspiratorial
seizure of power, but one of the most complex events in all history. As in the En-
glish and French revolutions, the unexpected collapse of the monarchy's authority
initiated a sequence of political convulsions, as power passed through a succession
of leading groups, with growing extremism and violence. Stable rule by the Com-
munists (as the Bolsheviks renamed themselves in 1918) was not consolidated until
19 21, by which time they had lost much of their revolutionary utopianism.

During the years of the revolution the Communist Party was by no means a
single-minded force, though Lenin always exerted commanding influence. At every
stage in the revolution dissident groups arose among the Communists to object to
Lenin's course of action—some who found it too rash, others who protested its
expedient compromises. The revolutionary period reveals the wide range of politi-
cal and social alternatives which the general standpoint of radical Russian Marxism
allowed.

The years 1917-1921, during which the Communists seized power, endured
factional controversy, and fought their way to victory in a bitter civil war, were the
critical, formative period of the Soviet regime and of the Communist movement as
a whole. Communism was specifically the child of the Russian Revolution, and its
basic character—the exclusive dictatorship of a bureaucratic party in a bureaucratic
state—stemmed directly from the way in which the conditions of that era selected
among the political alternatives offered by the revolutionary movement.

Lenin's Return to Russia

When Tsar Nicholas II fell in February, 1971 (March, by the Western Gregorian cal-
endar), Lenin and the Bolsheviks were taken by surprise. The moderate and hopefully
democratic Provisional Government which was established under Prince Lvov seemed
to refute Lenin's contention that the Russian middle class could not rule. Most of the
Bolsheviks in Russia, including Stalin, were inclined to accept the Provisional Govern-
ment for the time being, on condition that it work for an end to the war. When Lenin
reached Russia in April after his famous "sealed car" trip across Germany, he promptly
denounced his Bolshevik colleagues for failing to take a sufficiently revolutionary stand.

1. In our attitude towards the war, which also under the new government of Lvov
and Co. unquestionably remains on Russia's part a predatory imperialist war owing

FROM: Lenin, "On the Tasks of the Proletariat in the Present Revolution" (the "April Theses,"
April 7 [20], 1917;* Selected Works, Vol. II, book 2 , pp. 13-17).

* Russian dates are old style, with new style in brackets, up to the calendar reform effective Feb-
ruary I [20], 1918; all new style thereafter—Ed.
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to the capitalist nature of that government, not the slightest concession to "revolu-
tionary defencism" is permissible.

The class-conscious proletariat can give its consent to a revolutionary war,
which would really justify revolutionary defencism, only on condition: a) that the
power pass to the proletariat and the poor sections of the peasantry bordering on
the proletariat; b) that all annexations be renounced in actual fact and not in word;
c) that a complete break be effected in actual fact with all capitalist interests.

In view of the undoubted honesty of the broad strata of the mass believers in rev-
olutionary defencism, who accept the war as a necessity only, and not as a means of
conquest, in view of the fact that they are being deceived by the bourgeoisie, it is
necessary with particular thoroughness, persistence and patience to explain their
error to them, to explain the inseparable connection existing between capital and
the imperialist war, and to prove that without overthrowing capital it is impossible to
end the war by a truly democratic peace, a peace not imposed by violence.

The most widespread propaganda of this view in the army on active service must
be organized.

Fraternization.
2. The specific feature of the present situation in Russia is that it represents a

transition from the first stage of the revolution—which, owing to the insufficient
class consciousness and organization of the proletariat, placed the power in the
hands of the bourgeoisie—to the second stage, which must place the power in the
hands of the proletariat and the poorest strata of the peasantry.

This transition is characterized, on the one hand, by a maximum of legally rec-
ognized rights (Russia is now the freest of all the belligerent countries in the
world); on the other, by the absence of violence in relation to the masses, and, fi-
nally, by the unreasoning confidence of the masses in the government of capitalists,
the worst enemies of peace and Socialism.

This peculiar situation demands of us an ability to adapt ourselves to the special
conditions of Party work among unprecedentedly large masses of proletarians who
have just awakened to political life.

3. No support for the Provisional Government; the utter falsity of all its promises
should be explained, particularly those relating to the renunciation of annexations.
Exposure in place of the impermissible illusion-breeding "demand" that this gov-
ernment, a government of capitalists, should cease to be an imperialist government.

4. Recognition of the fact that in most of the Soviets of Workers' Deputies our
Party is in a minority, and so far in a small minority, as against a bloc of all the petty-
bourgeois opportunist elements, who have yielded to the influence of the bour-
geoisie and convey its influence to the proletariat, from the Popular Socialists and
the Socialist-Revolutionaries down to the Organization Committee (Chkheidze,
Tsereteli, etc.), Steklov,* etc., etc.

It must be explained to the masses that the Soviets of Workers' Deputies are the
only possible form of the revolutionary government, and that therefore our task is, as
long as this government yields to the influence of the bourgeoisie, to present a pa-
tient, systematic, and persistent explanation of the errors of their tactics, an expla-
nation especially adapted to the practical needs of the masses.

As long as we are in the minority we carry on the work of criticizing and expos-
ing errors and at the same time we preach the necessity of transferring the entire

*Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov: Menshevik leaders in the Petrograd Soviet—Ed.
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power of state to the Soviets of Workers' Deputies, so that the masses may by expe-
rience overcome their mistakes.

5. Not a parliamentary republic—to return to a parliamentary republic from the
Soviets of Workers' Deputies would be a retrograde step—but a republic of Soviets
of Workers', Agricultural Labourers' and Peasants' Deputies throughout the coun-
try, from top to bottom.

Abolition of the police, the army and the bureaucracy.*
The salaries of all officials, all of whom are to be elected and to be subject to re-

call at any time, not to exceed the average wage of a competent worker.
6. In the agrarian program the most important part to be assigned to the Soviets

of Agricultural Labourers' Deputies.
Confiscation of all landed estates.
Nationalization of all lands in the country, the disposal of the land to be put in

the charge of the local Soviets of Agricultural Labourers' and Peasants' Deputies.
The organization of separate Soviets of Deputies of Poor Peasants. The creation of
model farms on each of the large estates (varying from 100 to 300 dessiatinst, in
accordance with local and other conditions, by decisions of the local institutions)
under the control of the Soviets of Agricultural Labourers' Deputies and for the
public account.

7. The immediate amalgamation of all banks in the country into a single national
bank, and the institution of control over it by the Soviets of Workers' Deputies.

8. It isn't our immediate task to "introduce" Socialism, but only to bring social
production and distribution of products at once under the control of the Soviets of
Workers' Deputies.

9. Party tasks:
a) Immediate convocation of a Party congress;
b) Alteration of the Party program, mainly:

1) On the question of imperialism and the imperialist war;
2) On our attitude towards the state and our demand for a "commune

state" (i.e., a state of which the Paris Commune was the prototype);
3) Amendment of our antiquated minimum program.

c) Change of the Party's name. Instead of "Social-Democracy," whose offi-
cial leaders throughout the world have betrayed Socialism and deserted to
the bourgeoisie (the "defencists" and the vacillating "Kautskyites"), we
must call ourselves a Communist Party.

10. A new International.
We must take the initiative in creating a revolutionary International, an Interna-

tional against the social-chauvinists and against the "Centre.". . .

Lenin on the Soviets

Simultaneously with the establishment of the Provisional Government, the leaders of
the Russian socialist parties—Mensheviks, Bolsheviks, and Socialist-Revolutionaries

*I.e., the standing army to be replaced by the arming of the whole people.

tDessiatina: old Russian unit of land, approx. 2.7 acres—Ed.

FROM: Lenin, "On the Dual Power" (April 9 [22], 1917; Selected Works, Vol. II, book 1, pp.
20-23).
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("SR's")—organized the so-called "soviets (Russian for "councils") of workers' and
soldiers' deputies." The Soviets, set up in every major city on the model of similar bod-
ies that existed during the Revolution of 1905, began to exert a strong though informal
political influence—hence Lenin's expression of "dual power" shared by the more mod-
erate Provisional Government and the more radical Soviets. Lenin saw in the Soviets the
ideal organs of revolution; it remained only for his Bolsheviks to win paramount influ-
ence in them, which they did on the eve of their seizure of power.

The basic question in any revolution is that of state power. Unless this question
is understood, there can be no conscious participation in the revolution, not to
speak of guidance of the revolution.

The highly remarkable specific feature of our revolution is that it has brought
about a dual power. This fact must be grasped first and foremost: unless it is under-
stood, we cannot advance. We must know how to supplement and amend old
"formulas," for example, of Bolshevism, for as it has transpired, they were correct
on the whole, but their concrete realization has turned out to be different. Nobody
previously thought, or could have thought, of a dual power.

In what does this dual power consist? In the fact that side by side with the Pro-
visional Government, the government of the bourgeoisie, there has arisen another
government, weak and incipient as yet, but undoubtedly an actually existing and
growing government—the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies.

What is the class composition of this other government? It consists of the pro-
letariat and the peasantry (clad in soldier's uniforms). What is the political nature
of this government? It is a revolutionary dictatorship, i.e., a power directly based
on revolutionary seizure, on the direct initiative of the masses from below, and not
on a law enacted by a centralized state power. It is a power entirely different from
that generally existing in the parliamentary bourgeois-democratic republics of the
usual type still prevailing in the advanced countries of Europe and America. This
circumstance is often forgotten, often not reflected on, yet it is the crux of the mat-
ter. This power is of the same type as the Paris Commune of 1871. The fundamental
characteristics of this type are: 1) the source of power is not a law previously dis-
cussed and enacted by parliament, but the direct initiative of the people's masses
from below, in their localities—direct "seizure" to use a current expression; 2) the
replacement of the police and the army, which are institutions separated from the
people and set against the people, by the direct arming of the whole people; order
in the state under such a power is maintained by the workers and peasants them-
selves, by the armed people themselves; 3) officialdom, the bureaucracy are either
similarly replaced by the direct rule of the people themselves or at least placed
under special control; they not only become elected officials, but are also subject to
recall at the first demand of the people; they are reduced to the position of simple
agents; from a privileged stratum holding "jobs" remunerated on a high, bourgeois
scale, they become workers of a special "branch," whose remuneration does not ex-
ceed the ordinary pay of a competent worker.

This, and this alone, constitutes the essence of the Paris Commune as a special
type of state. This essence has been forgotten or perverted by the Plekhanovs (out-
and-out chauvinists who have betrayed Marxism), the Kautskys (the men of the
"Centre," i.e., those who vacillate between chauvinism and Marxism), and generally
by all those Social-Democrats, Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc., etc., who now hold
sway.



46 The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1921

They are trying to get away with phrases, evasions, subterfuges; they congratu-
late each other a thousand times upon the revolution, but they refuse to ponder over
what the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies are. They refuse to recognize
the obvious truth that inasmuch as these Soviets exist, inasmuch as they are a
power, we have in Russia a state of the type of the Paris Commune.

I have underscored the words "inasmuch as," for it is only an incipient power.
By direct agreement with the bourgeois Provisional Government and by a series of
actual concessions, it has itself surrendered and is surrendering its positions to the
bourgeoisie.

Why? Is it because Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov, and Co. are making a "mis-
take"? Nonsense. Only a philistine can think so—not a Marxist. The reason is insuf-
ficient class-consciousness and organization of the proletarians and peasants. The
"mistake" of the leaders I have named lies in their petty-bourgeois position, in the
fact that instead of enlightening the minds of the workers, they are befogging them;
instead of dispersing petty-bourgeois illusions, they are instilling them; instead of
freeing the masses from bourgeois influence, they are strengthening that influence.

It should be clear from this why our comrades too commit so many mistakes
when putting the question "simply": should the Provisional Government be over-
thrown immediately?

My answer is: 1) it should be overthrown, for it is an oligarchic, bourgeois, and
not a people's government, and is unable to provide peace, or bread, or full free-
dom; 2) it cannot be overthrown just now, for it is being maintained by a direct
and indirect, a formal and actual agreement with the Soviets of Workers' Deputies,
and primarily with the chief soviet, the Petrograd Soviet; 3) generally, it cannot be
"overthrown" in the ordinary way, for it rests on the "support given to the bour-
geoisie by the second government—the Soviet of Workers' Deputies, and that gov-
ernment is the only possible revolutionary government, which directly expresses
the mind and will of the majority of the workers and peasants. Humanity has not
yet evolved and we do not as yet know a type of government superior to and better
than the Soviets of Workers', Agricultural Labourers', Peasants' and Soldiers'
Deputies.

In order to become a power the class-conscious workers must win the majority
to their side. As long as no violence is used against the masses there is no other road
to power. We are not Blanquists,* we do not stand for the seizure of power by a
minority. We are Marxists, we stand for proletarian class struggle against petty-
bourgeois intoxication, against chauvinism-defencism, phrasemongering and de-
pendence on the bourgoisie.

Let us create a proletarian Communist Party; its elements have already been
created by the best adherents of Bolshevism; let us rally our ranks for proletarian
class work; then, from among the proletarians, from among the poor peasants, ever
greater numbers will range themselves on our side. For actual experience will from
day to day shatter the petty-bourgeois illusions of the "Social-Democrats"—the
Chkheidzes, Tseretelis, Steklovs et al.—of the "Socialist-Revolutionaries," petty
bourgeois of a still purer water, and so on and so forth.

The bourgeoisie stands for the undivided power of the bourgeoisie.

*Blanquists: adherents of the conspiratorial doctrine of the French revolutionary L. A.
Blanqui—Ed.
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The class-conscious workers stand for the undivided power of the Soviets of
Workers', Agricultural Labourers5, Peasants5 and Soldiers5 Deputies—for undivided
power made possible not by dubious ventures, but by the enlightenment of the
proletarian minds, by their emancipation from the influence of the bourgeoisie.

The petty bourgeoisie—"Social Democrats,55 Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc., etc.—
vacillates and hinders this enlightenment and emancipation.

Such is the actual, the class alignment of forces that determines our tasks.

Lenin's Vision of the Revolutionary State

After the abortive uprising of the "July Days,55 Alexander Kerensky became head of
the Provisional Government and tried to outlaw the Bolsheviks. Lenin had to flee to
Finland and there composed what is usually taken to be his main contribution to politi-
cal theory, a commentary on the political program of Marx and Engels which he pub-
lished under the title State and Revolution. The essence of the argument, in which Lenin
was strongly influenced by Bukharin5s ideas, was that the "bourgeois55 state had to be
completely destroyed and replaced by an entirely new revolutionary state on the model
of the Paris Commune of 1871 (which the Soviets were to provide in Russia). The new
state would exclude all bureaucracy and inequality, and eventually "wither away55 after
the resistance of the old propertied classes was overcome.

Although this view of the revolutionary process was then fully incorporated into of-
ficial Communist theory, it is obvious that it had very little relationship to Soviet prac-
tice after the revolution. How seriously Lenin took the vision when he was writing is
difficult to say, but it should be noted that the anti-authoritarian emphasis expressed
here offers a sharp contrast to his more characteristic disciplinarian bent both before
and after 1917. On the other hand, many of Lenin's supporters, particularly in the left
wing of the party, took the anti-authoritarian ideal very seriously indeed; they eventually
had to be curbed or purged.

. . . The state is the product and the manifestation of the irreconcilability of class
antagonisms. The state arises when, where and to the extent that class antagonisms
objectively cannot be reconciled. And, conversely, the existence of the state proves
that the class antagonisms are irreconcilable.

. . . The teaching of Marx and Engels concerning the inevitability of a violent
revolution refers to the bourgeois state. The latter cannot be superseded by the
proletarian state (the dictatorship of the proletariat) through the process of "with-
ering away,55 but, as a general rule, only through a violent revolution. The pane-
gyric Engels sang in its honour, and which fully corresponds to Marx5s repeated
declarations (recall the concluding passages of The Poverty of Philosophy and the
Communist Manifesto, with their proud and open proclamation of the inevitability
of a violent revolution; recall what Marx wrote nearly thirty years later, in criticiz-
ing the Gotha Program of 1875, when he mercilessly castigated the opportunist
character of that program)—this panegyric is by no means a mere "impulse,55 a
mere declamation or a polemical sally. The necessity of systematically imbuing the
masses with this and precisely this view of violent revolution lies at the root of all
the teachings of Marx and Engels. The betrayal of their teaching by the now pre-

FROM: Lenin, "The State and Revolution" (August-September, 1917; Selected Works, Vol. II,
book 1, pp. 204, 219-20, 223-24, 243-44, 291-94, 297-98, 304-06, 313-14).
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dominant social-chauvinist and Kautskyite trends is expressed in striking relief by
the neglect of such propaganda and agitation by both these trends.

The supersession of the bourgeois state by the proletarian state is impossible
without a violent revolution. The abolition of the proletarian state, i.e., of the state
in general, is impossible except through the process of "withering away.". . .

The overthrow of bourgeois rule can be accomplished only by the proletariat, as
the particular class whose economic conditions of existence prepare it for this task
and provide it with the possibility and the power to perform it. While the bour-
geoisie breaks up and disintegrates the peasantry and all the petty-bourgeois strata,
it welds together, unites and organizes the proletariat. Only the proletariat—by
virtue of the economic role it plays in large-scale production—is capable of being
the leader of all the toiling and exploited masses, whom the bourgeoisie exploits,
oppresses and crushes often not less, but more, than it does the proletarians, but
who are incapable of waging an independent struggle for their emancipation.

The teaching on the class struggle, when applied by Marx to the question of the
state and of the socialist revolution, leads of necessity to the recognition of the polit-
ical rule of the proletariat, of its dictatorship, i.e., of power shared with none and
relying directly upon the armed force of the masses. The overthrow of the bour-
geoisie can be achieved only by the proletariat becoming transformed into the rul-
ing class, capable of crushing the inevitable and desperate resistance of the
bourgeoisie, and of organizing all the toiling and exploited masses for the new
economic order.

The proletariat needs state power, the centralized organization of force, the or-
ganization of violence, both to crush the resistance of the exploiters and to lead the
enormous mass of the population—the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, the
semiproletarians—in the work of organizing socialist economy.

By educating the workers' party, Marxism educates the vanguard of the proletar-
iat which is capable of assuming power and of leading the whole people to Socialism,
of directing and organizing the new order, of being the teacher, the guide, the
leader of all the toilers and exploited in the task of building up their social life
without the bourgeoisie and against the bourgeoisie. . . .

. . . Capitalist culture has created large-scale production, factories, railways, the
postal service, telephones, etc., and on this basis the great majority of the functions
of the old "state power" have become so simplified and can be reduced to such ex-
ceedingly simple operations of registration, filing and checking that they can be
easily performed by every literate person, can quite easily be performed for ordi-
nary, "workmen's wages," and that these functions can (and must) be stripped of
every shadow of privilege, of every semblance of "official grandeur."

All officials, without exception, elected and subject to recall at any time, their sal-
aries reduced to the level of ordinary, "workmen's wages"—these simple and "self-
evident" democratic measures, while completely uniting the interests of the workers
and the majority of the peasants, at the same time serve as a bridge leading from
capitalism to Socialism. These measures concern the reconstruction of the state, the
purely political reconstruction of society; but, of course, they acquire their full
meaning and significance only in connection with the "expropriation of the ex-
propriators" either being accomplished or in preparation, i.e., with the transforma-
tion of capitalist private ownership of the means of production into social
ownership. . . .
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. . . Forward development, i.e., towards communism, proceeds through the
dictatorship of the proletariat, and cannot do otherwise, for the resistance of the
capitalist exploiters cannot be broken by anyone else or in any other way.

And the dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e., the organization of the vanguard of
the oppressed as the ruling class for the purpose of suppressing the oppressors,
cannot result merely in an expansion of democracy. Simultaneously with an immense
expansion of democracy, which for the first time becomes democracy for the poor,
democracy for the people, and not democracy for the moneybags, the dictatorship
of the proletariat imposes a series of restrictions on the freedom of the oppressors,
the exploiters, the capitalists. We must suppress them in order to free humanity
from wage slavery, their resistance must be crushed by force; it is clear that where
there is suppression, where there is violence, there is no freedom and no de-
mocracy. . . .

Only in communist society, when the resistance of the capitalists has been com-
pletely crushed, when the capitalists have disappeared, when there are no classes
(i.e., when there is no difference between the members of society as regards their
relation to the social means of production), only then "the state . . . ceases to ex-
ist," and it "becomes possible to speak of freedom?^ Only then will there become possible
and be realized a truly complete democracy, democracy without any exceptions
whatever. And only then will democracy begin to wither away, owing to the simple
fact that, freed from capitalist slavery, from the untold horrors, savagery, absurdi-
ties and infamies of capitalist exploitation, people will gradually become accustomed
to observing the elementary rules of social intercourse that have been known for
centuries and repeated for thousands of years in all copybook maxims; they will be-
come accustomed to observing them without force, without compulsion, without
subordination, without the special apparatus for compulsion which is called the
state. . . .

. . . Only communism makes the state absolutely unnecessary, for there is no-
body to be suppressed—"nobody" in the sense of a class, in the sense of a systematic
struggle against a definite section of the population. We are not Utopians, and do
not in the least deny the possibility and inevitability of excesses on the part of indi-
vidual persons, or the need to suppress such excesses. But, in the first place, no spe-
cial machine, no special apparatus of suppression is needed for this; this will be
done by the armed people itself, as simply and as readily as any crowd of civilized
people, even in modern society, interferes to put a stop to a scuffle or to prevent a
woman from being assaulted And, secondly, we know that the fundamental social
cause of excesses, which consist in the violation of the rules of social intercourse, is
the exploitation of the masses, their want and their poverty. With the removal of
this chief cause, excesses will inevitably begin to "wither away." We do not know
how quickly and in what succession, but we know that they will wither away. With
their withering away the state will also wither away. . . .

. . . In the first phase of communist society (usually called Socialism) "bour-
geois right" is not abolished in its entirety, but only in part, only in proportion to
the economic revolution so far attained, i.e., only in respect of the means of pro-
duction. "Bourgeois right" recognizes them as the private property of individuals.
Socialism converts them into common property. To that extent—and to that extent
alone—"bourgeois right" disappears.

However, it continues to exist as far as its other part is concerned; it continues
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to exist in the capacity of regulator (determining factor) in the distribution of pro-
ducts and the allotment of labour among the members of society. The socialist
principle: "He who does not work, neither shall he eat," is already realized; the
other socialist principle: "An equal amount of products for an equal amount of la-
bour," is also already realized. But this is not yet communism, and it does not yet
abolish "bourgeois right," which gives no unequal individuals, in return for un-
equal (really unequal) amounts of labour, equal amounts of products.

This is a "defect," says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the first phase of commu-
nism; for if we are not to indulge in utopianism, we must not think that having
overthrown capitalism people will at once learn to work for society without any
standard ofriflht; and indeed the abolition of capitalism does not immediately create
the economic premises for such a change.

And there is no other standard than that of "bourgeois right." To this extent,
therefore, there still remains the need for a state, which, while safeguarding the
public ownership of the means of production, would safeguard equality in labour
and equality in the distribution of products.

The state withers away insofar as there are no longer any capitalists, any classes,
and, consequently, no class can be suppressed.

But the state has not yet completely withered away, since there still remains the
safeguarding of "bourgeois right," which sanctifies actual inequality. For the state
to wither away completely, complete communism is necessary. . . .

. . . The development of capitalism . . . itself creates the premises that enable
really "all" to take part in the administration of the state. Some of these premises
are: universal literacy, which has already been achieved in a number of the most ad-
vanced capitalist countries, then the "training and disciplining" of millions of
workers by the huge, complex, socialized apparatus of the postal service, railways,
big factories, large-scale commerce, banking, etc., etc.

Given these economic premises it is quite possible, after the overthrow of the cap-
italists and the bureaucrats, to proceed immediately, overnight, to supersede them
in the control of production and distribution, in the work of keeping account of la-
bour and products by the armed workers, by the whole of the armed population.
(The question of control and accounting should not be confused with the question
of the scientifically trained staff of engineers, agronomists and so on. These gen-
tlemen are working today in obedience to the wishes of the capitalists; they will
work even better tomorrow in obedience to the wishes of the armed workers.)

Accounting and control—that is the main thing required for "arranging" the
smooth working, the correct functioning of the first phase of communist society. All
citizens are transformed here into hired employees of the state, which consists of
the armed workers. All citizens become employees and workers of a single nation-
wide state "syndicate." All that is required is that they should work equally, do their
proper share of work, and get equally paid. The accounting and control necessary
for this have been simplified by capitalism to the extreme and reduced to the ex-
traordinary simple operations—which any literate person can perform—of super-
vising and recording, knowledge of the four rules of arithmetic, and issuing
appropriate receipts.

When the majority of the people begin independently and everywhere to keep
such accounts and maintain such control over the capitalists (now converted into
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employees) and over the intellectual gentry who preserve their capitalist habits, this
control will really become universal, general, popular; and there will be no way of
getting away from it, there will be "nowhere to go."

The whole of society will have become a single office and a single factory, with
equality of labour and equality of pay.

But this "factory" discipline, which the proletariat, after defeating the capitalists,
after overthrowing the exploiters, will extend to the whole of society is by no
means our ideal, or our ultimate goal. It is but a necessary step for the purpose of
thoroughly purging society of all the infamies and abominations of capitalist ex-
ploitation, and for further progress.

From the moment all members of society, or even only the vast majority, have
learned to administer the state themselves, have taken this work into their own
hands, have "set going" control over the insignificant minority of capitalists, over
the gentry who wish to preserve their capitalist habits and over the workers who
have been profoundly corrupted by capitalism—from this moment the need for
government of any kind begins to disappear altogether. The more complete the
democracy, the nearer the moment approaches when it becomes unnecessary. The
more democratic the "state" which consists of the armed workers, and which is "no
longer a state in the proper sense of the word," the more rapidly does every form of
state begin to wither away.

For when all have learned to administer and actually do independently adminis-
ter social production, independently keep accounts and exercise control over the
idlers, the gentlefolk, the swindlers and suchlike "guardians of capitalist tradi-
tions," the escape from this popular accounting and control will inevitably become
so incredibly difficult, such a rare exception, and will probably be accompanied by
such swift and severe punishment (for the armed workers are practical men and not
sentimental intellectuals, and they will scarcely allow anyone to trifle with them),
that the necessity of observing the simple, fundamental rules of human intercourse
will very soon become a habit.

And then the door will be wide open for the transition from the first phase of
communist society to its higher phase, and with it to the complete withering away
of the state. . . .

As far as the supposedly necessary "bureaucratic" organization is concerned,
there is no difference whatever between railways and any other enterprise in large-
scale machine industry, any factory, large store, or large-scale capitalist agricultural
enterprise. The technique of all such enterprises makes absolutely imperative the
strictest discipline, the utmost precision on the part of everyone in carrying out his
allotted task, for otherwise the whole enterprise may come to a stop, or machinery
or the finished product may be damaged. In all such enterprises the workers will,
of course, "elect delegates who will form a sort of parliament."

But the whole point is that this "sort of parliament" will not be a parliament in
the sense in which we understand bourgeois-parliamentary institutions. The whole
point is that this "sort of parliament" will not merely "draw up the working regula-
tions and supervise the management of the bureaucratic apparatus," as Kautsky,
whose ideas do not go beyond the bounds of bourgeois parliamentarism, imagines.
In socialist society the "sort of parliament" consisting of workers' deputies will, of
course, "draw up the working regulations and supervise the management" of the
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"apparatus"—but this apparatus will not be "bureaucratic." The workers, having
conquered political power, will smash the old bureaucratic apparatus, they will
shatter it to its very foundations, they will destroy it to the very roots; and they will
replace it by a new one, consisting of the very same workers and office employees,
against whose transformation into bureaucrats the measures will at once be taken
which were specified in detail by Marx and Engels: 1) not only election, but also
recall at any time; 2) pay not exceeding that of a workman; 3) immediate introduc-
tion of control and supervision by all, so that all shall become "bureaucrats" for a
time and that, therefore, nobody may be able to become a "bureaucrat." . . .

Lenin's Call for an Uprising

By September, 1917, it was clear that mass sentiment among the workers, soldiers
and peasants was shifting to the left. The Bolsheviks won control of the Petrograd and
Moscow Soviets. Lenin thereupon called upon the Bolshevik Party to prepare to over-
throw the Provisional Government by force.

. . . Marxists are accused of Blanquism for treating insurrection as an art! Can
there be a more flagrant perversion of the truth, when not a single Marxist will
deny that it was Marx who expressed himself on this score in the most definite,
precise and categorical manner, referring to insurrection precisely as an art, and
saying that it must be treated as an art, that one must win the first success and then
proceed from success to success, never ceasing the offensive against the enemy, tak-
ing advantage of his confusion, etc., etc.?

To be successful, insurrection must rely not upon conspiracy and not upon a
party, but upon the advanced class. That is the first point. Insurrection must rely
upon a revolutionary upsurge of the people. That is the second point. Insurrection
must rely upon such a crucial moment in the history of the growing revolution when
the activity of the advanced ranks of the people is at its height, and when the vacil-
lations in the ranks of the enemy and in the ranks of the weak, halfhearted and irreso-
lute friends of the revolution are strongest. That is the third point. And these three
conditions for raising the question of insurrection distinguish Marxism from
Blanquism.

But once these conditions are present, to refuse to treat insurrection as an art is
a betrayal of Marxism and a betrayal of the revolution. . . .

All the objective conditions for a successful insurrection exist. We have the ex-
ceptional advantage of a situation in which only our victory in the insurrection can
put an end to that most painful thing on earth, vacillation, which has worn the
people out; a situation in which only our victory in the insurrection can foil the
game of a separate peace directed against the revolution by publicly proposing a
fuller, juster and earlier peace, a peace that will benefit the revolution. . . .

We must draw up a brief declaration of the Bolsheviks, emphasizing in the most
trenchant manner the irrelevance of long speeches and of "speeches" in general, the
necessity for immediate action to save the revolution, the absolute necessity for a

FROM: Lenin, "Marxism and Insurrection: A Letter to the Central Committee of the R.S.D.W.P."
(Sept. 13-14 [26-27], I9I7' Sehrted Works, Vol. II, book 1, 167-68, 170-73).
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complete break with the bourgeoisie, for the removal of the whole present gov-
ernment, for a complete rupture with the Anglo-French imperialists, who are pre-
paring a "separate" partition of Russia, and for the immediate transfer of the whole
power to the revolutionary democracy headed by the revolutionary proletariat.

Our declaration must consist of the briefest and most trenchant formulation of
this conclusion in connection with the proposals of the program: peace for the
peoples, land for the peasants, confiscation of outrageous profits, and a check on
the outrageous sabotage of production by the capitalists.

The briefer and more trenchant the declaration the better. Only two other
highly important points must be clearly indicated in it, namely, that the people are
worn out by the vacillations, that they are tormented by the irresolution of the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks; and that we are definitely breaking with
these parties because they have betrayed the revolution.

And another thing. By immediately proposing a peace without annexations, by
immediately breaking with the Allied imperialists and with all imperialists, either
we shall at once obtain an armistice, or the entire revolutionary proletariat will rally
to the defence of the country, and a really just, really revolutionary war will then be
waged by the revolutionary democracy under the leadership of the proletariat.

Having read this declaration, and having appealed for decisions and not talk, for
action and not resolution-writing, we must dispatch our whole group to the factories
and the barracks. Their place is there, the pulse of life is there, the source of salva-
tion of the revolution is there, and there is the motive force of the Democratic
Conference.*

There, in ardent and impassioned speeches, we must explain our program and
put the alternative: either the Conference adopts it in its entirety, or else insurrec-
tion. There is no middle course. Delay is impossible. The revolution is perishing.

By putting the question thus, by concentrating our entire group in the factories
and barracks, we shall be able to determine the right moment for launching the
insurrection.

And in order to treat insurrection in a Marxist way, i.e., as an art, we must at the
same time, without losing a single moment, organize a headquarters staff oi"the in-
surgent detachments, distribute our forces, move the reliable regiments to the most
important points, surround the Alexandrinsky Theatre, occupy the Peter and Paul
Fortress, arrest the general staff and the government, and move against the cadets
and the Savage Division such detachments as will rather die than allow the enemy
to approach the centres of the city; we must mobilize the armed workers and call
them to fight the last desperate fight, occupy the telegraph and the telephone ex-
change at once, place our headquarters staff of the insurrection at the central tele-
phone exchange and connect it by telephone with all the factories, all the
regiments, all the points of armed fighting, etc.

Of course, this is all by way of example, only to illustrate the fact that at the
present moment it is impossible to remain loyal to Marxism, to remain loyal to the
revolution, without treating insurrection as an art.

* Democratic Conference: a semi-official meeting of various Russian political leaders, convoked
by the Provisional Government in September, 1917—Ed.
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The Declaration of Revolutionary Intent—Trotsky

The Bolsheviks' hope of seizing power was hardly secret; bold defiance of the Provi-
sional Government was one of their major propaganda appeals. Some three weeks be-
fore the insurrection they decided to stage a demonstrative walkout from the advisory
assembly known as the Council of the Republic or "Pre-Parliament." At this point,
Trotsky (a Bolshevik only since August, 1917, but already the party's most articulate
spokesman) denounced the Provisional Government for its alleged counterrevolution-
ary intentions and called on the masses to support the Bolsheviks.

. . . The bourgeois classes which are directing the policy of the Provisional
Government have set themselves the goal of undermining the Constituent Assembly.
This is now the basic task of the privileged elements, to which their whole policy,
domestic and foreign, is subordinated.

In the industrial, agrarian, and food-supply fields, the policy of the government
and the propertied classes aggravates the natural disruption engendered by the war.
The privileged classes, having provoked a peasant uprising, now move to suppress
it, and openly hold a course towards the "bony hand of famine," which is to
smother the revolution and above all the Constituent Assembly.

No less criminal is the foreign policy of the bourgeoisie and its government.
After forty months of war mortal danger threatens the capital. In answer to this

a plan is proposed to transfer the government to Moscow. The idea of surrender-
ing the revolutionary capital to the German troops does not evoke the least indig-
nation among the bourgeois classes; on the contrary, it is accepted by them as a
natural link in the general policy, which is to facilitate their counterrevolutionary
plot.

Instead of recognizing that the salvation of the country lies in the conclusion of
peace; instead of openly throwing out the proposal of immediate peace, over the
heads of all the imperialist governments and diplomatic offices, to all the exhausted
nations and in this way making further waging of the war actually impossible—the
Provisional Government, taking its cue from the Kadet* counterrevolutionaries
and the Allied imperialists, without meaning, without strength, without a plan,
toils along in the murderous harness of war, dooming to pointless destruction ever
new hundreds of thousands of soldiers and sailors, and preparing the surrender of
Petrograd and the smothering of the revolution. At a time when the soldier and sai-
lor Bolsheviks are perishing together with the other sailors and soldiers as a result
of others' mistakes and crimes, the so-called Supreme Commander-in-Chief con-
tinues to ruin the Bolshevik press. . . .

The leading parties of the Council of the Republic serve as a voluntary cover for
this whole policy.

We, the fraction of Bolshevik Social-Democrats, declare: with this government
of national betrayal and with this council that tolerates counterrevolution we have
nothing in common. We do not wish either directly or obliquely to conceal even

FROM: Trotsky, "Declaration of the Bolshevik Fraction to the Council of the Republic" ("Pre-
Parliament"), October 7 [20], 1917 (Trotsky, Sochineniya [Works], Moscow, State Press [1924],
Vol. Ill, book 1, pp. 321-23; editor's translation).

*"Kadets": the Constitutional Democratic Party, from its Russian initials—Ed.
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for a single day, that work, fatal to the people, which is being accomplished behind
the official curtain.

The revolution is in danger! At a time when the troops of [Kaiser] Wilhelm are
threatening Petrograd, the government of Kerensky-Konovalov* is preparing to
flee from Petrograd, in order to transform Moscow into a stronghold of counter-
revolution.

We appeal to the vigilance of the Moscow workers and soldiers!
Quitting the Council of the Republic, we appeal to the vigilance and courage of

the workers, soldiers and peasants of all Russia.
Petrograd is in danger! The revolution is in danger! The nation is in danger!
The government aggravates this danger. The ruling parties help it.
Only the people themselves can save themselves and the country. We turn to the

people.
All power to the Soviets!
All the land to the people!
Long live an immediate, honorable, democratic peace!
Long live the Constituent Assembly!

The Decision to Seize Power

On October 10 [23], 1917, Lenin came secretly to Petrograd to overcome hesitancies
among the Bolshevik leadership over his demand for armed insurrection. Against the
opposition of two of Lenin's longtime lieutenants, Zinoviev and Kamenev, the Central
Committee adopted Lenin's resolution which instructed the party organizations to pre-
pare for the seizure of power.

The Central Committee recognizes that the international position of the Rus-
sian revolution (the revolt in the German navy which is an extreme manifestation of
the growth throughout Europe of the world socialist revolution; the threat of
peace between the imperialists with the object of strangling the revolution in Rus-
sia) as well as the military situation (the indubitable decision of the Russian bour-
geoisie and Kerensky and Co. to surrender Petrograd to the Germans), and the fact
that the proletarian party has gained a majority in the Soviets—all this, taken in
conjunction with the peasant revolt and the swing of popular confidence towards
our Party (the elections in Moscow), and, finally, the obvious preparations being
made for a second Kornilov affairf (the withdrawal of troops from Petrograd, the
dispatch of Cossacks to Petrograd, the surrounding of Minsk by Cossacks, etc.)—
all this places the armed uprising on the order of the day.

Considering therefore that an armed uprising is inevitable, and that the time for
it is fully ripe, the Central Committee instructs all Party organizations to be
guided accordingly, and to discuss and decide all practical questions (the Congress

*Konovalov: a minister in Kerensky's government and acting premier at the time of the Bol-
shevik revolution—Ed.

FROM: Lenin, Resolution "On the Armed Uprising," adopted by the Central Committee of the
R.S.D.W.P., October 10 [23], 1917 {Selected Works, Vol. II, book 1, pp. 189-90).

tReference to the abortive right-wing coup attempted by the Chief of Staff General Lavr Kor-
nilov in August, 1917—Ed.
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of Soviets of the Northern Region, the withdrawal of troops from Petrograd, the
action of our people in Moscow and Minsk, etc.) from this point of view.

Bolshevik Opposition to the Insurrection

Fearful on Marxist grounds that the Bolsheviks did not have the mass support or the
international backing to assure them success, Zinoviev and Kamenev circulated a state-
ment endeavoring to dissuade the party from an uprising. Lenin denounced them for
"strike-breaking."

A tendency is accumulating and growing in workers' circles that sees the only
way out in immediately proclaiming an armed uprising. All due dates have now
converged, such that if one speaks of such an uprising, he has to set the time openly,
and in the next few days. In one form or another this question is already being dis-
cussed by the whole periodical press, and in workers' meetings, and it occupies the
minds of a considerable circle of party workers. We, in turn, consider it our duty
and our right to express ourselves on this question with full frankness.

We are most deeply convinced that to proclaim an armed uprising right now
means to gamble not only the fate of our party but the fate of the Russian and in-
ternational revolution as well.

There is no doubt that there occur such historical situations where the op-
pressed class has to recognize that it is better to go down to defeat than to sur-
render without a fight. Does the Russian working class now find itself in such a
situation? No, a thousand times no!!! . . .

As a result of the tremendous growth of the influence of our party in the cities
and especially in the army, such a situation has shaped up at the present time that it
is becoming a more and more impossible thing for the bourgeoisie to disrupt the
Constituent Assembly. Through the army, through the workers we hold a revolver
at the temple of the bourgeoisie: the bourgeoisie is put in such a position that if it
thought of making an attempt to disrupt the Constituent Assembly now, it would
again push the petty-bourgeois parties toward us, and the hammer of the revolver
would be released.

The chances of our party in the elections to the Constituent Assembly are excel-
lent. We believe that the talk that the influence of the Bolsheviks is beginning to
fall is emphatically without foundation. In the mouths of our political opponents
this assertion is simply a maneuver in a political game that counts precisely on evok-
ing a move by the Bolsheviks under conditions favorable to our enemies. The influ-
ence of the Bolsheviks is growing. Whole strata of the toiling population have just
begun to be caught up by it. With the correct tactics we can win a third or even
more of the seats in the Constituent Assembly. The position of the petty-bourgeois
parties in the Constituent Assembly cannot be entirely the same as it is right now.
Above all, their slogan, "For land, for freedom, wait for the Constituent Assem-
bly," will be dropped. And the intensification of poverty, hunger, and the peasant
movement will put more and more pressure on them and compel them to seek an

FROM: Zinoviev and Kamenev, Statement to the Principal Bolshevik Party Organizations, Oct.
11 [24], 1917, in V. I. Lenin, Sochineniya (Works), 2nd ed., Moscow & Leningrad, State Press,
1929, XXI: 495-97 (editor's translation).
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alliance with the proletarian party against the landlords and capitalists represented
by the Kadet Party. . . .

In Russia the majority of the workers and a significant part of the soldiers are
for us. But all the rest is questionable. We are all convinced, for instance, that if the
matter now reaches the point of the elections to the Constituent Assembly, the
peasants will vote in the majority for the S.-R's. What is this—an accident? The
mass of the soldiers supports us not because of the slogan of war, but because of
the slogan of peace. This is an extremely important circumstance, failing to consider
which we risk building all our calculations on sand. If we now take power alone and
confront (as a result of the whole world situation) the necessity of waging revolu-
tionary war, the mass of the soldiers will pour away from us. . . .

And here we approach the second assertion—that the international proletariat is
supposedly now already with us, in the majority. This unfortunately is not yet so.
The mutiny in the German navy has an immense symptomatic significance. The
harbingers of a serious movement are present in Italy. But from this it is still very
far to any amount of active support for the proletarian revolution in Russia, declar-
ing war on the whole bourgeois world. It is extremely bad to overestimate one's
forces. Undoubtedly much has been given to us and much will be asked of us. But
if we now stake the whole game on one card and suffer a defeat—we will deal a
cruel blow as well to the international proletarian revolution, which is growing
very slowly but nevertheless growing. In time the growth of the revolution in Eu-
rope would make it obligatory for us to take power in our hands immediately,
without any hesitation. In this consists the sole guarantee of the victoriousness of
an uprising of the proletariat in Russia. This will come, but it is not yet. . . .

Before history, before the international proletariat, before the Russian Revolu-
tion and the Russian working class we do not now have the right to stake the
whole future on the card of an armed uprising. It would be a mistake to think that
a move now similar to that of July 3 — 5 would in the event of failure lead only to
such consequences. Now the question is bigger. The question is decisive battle, and
defeat in this battle would be defeat for the revolution.

The Military-Revolutionary Committee

While no specific date or tactical plan for the uprising was adopted by the Bolshe-
viks, the Petrograd Soviet under Trotsky's leadership did vote on October 16 [29] to
create a "Military-Revolutionary Committee" responsible for liaison with revolutionary
army and navy units in Petrograd. The Committee first met on October 20 [November
2], and two days later challenged the authority of the Provisional Government over the
Petrograd garrison.

Bulletin of the Petrograd Military-Revolutionary Committee
(October 20 [November 2], 191"/)

In connection with the alarming political situation and to take the appropriate
measures in this regard for the defense of Petrograd against counter-revolutionary

FROM: Bulletins of the Military-Revolutionary Committee, October 20 and 22 [November 2
and 4], 1917, in G. N. Golikov et al., eds., Oktiabrskoe Vooruzhennoe Vosstanie v Petrograde [The Oc-
tober Armed Uprising in Petrograd] (Moscow, USSR Academy of Sciences, 1957, pp. 226, 234;
editor's translation).



58 The Bolshevik Revolution, ig 17-1921

moves and pogroms, the Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies has
mobilized all its forces.

Confirmed by a general meeting of the Soviet, the Military-Revolutionary
Committee got organized as of the 20th of this October and proceeded with the
most intensive activity, while maintaining contact with the Headquarters of the Pet-
rograd Military District.

In the make-up of the Military-Revolutionary Committee, besides members of
the Soviet and representatives of the garrison, representatives have been brought in
from the Central Committee of the Baltic Fleet, the Finland regional committee,
local government, the Factory and Mill Committees and the trade unions, the So-
viet of Peasants' Deputies, party military organizations, and others.

Uninterrupted guard duty by the members of the Military-Revolutionary Com-
mittee and the closest liaison with the district Soviets and military units of the gar-
rison of Petrograd and its environs were decided upon.

In the Military-Revolutionary Committee there is one representative from each
of the regimental committees to serve as liaison.

Every morning at the report desk reports are to be presented by the representa-
tives of the district and troop committees on the mood and state of affairs in each
locality.

October 20
The first session of the Military-Revolutionary Committee has taken place. A

report was presented by the organizing bureau on a series of basic tasks subject to
decision by the meetings, and on the establishment of liaison service with units
around the city and in the suburbs.

Also at a session of the bureau today a series of measures was adopted to guard
against possible excesses in connection with the scheduled Holy Procession of
Cossacks, and also for the defense of Petrograd.

Agitators have been dispatched around the city. Liaison with the brigade com-
mittees has been organized. A report on the state of affairs at Headquarters was
heard.

Commissars have been dispatched to the line units of the garrison, certain insti-
tutions and storehouses, for observation, guidance, and organization of the appro-
priate measures of defense.

The Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and Peasants' Deputies has issued an appeal
to the Cossacks explaining the political situation and the efforts of the counter-
revolution.

Proclamation of the Military-Revolutionary Committee
(October 22 [November 4], igiy)

At its meeting on the 21 st of October the revolutionary garrison of Petrograd
rallied around the Military-Revolutionary Committee of the Petrograd Soviet of
Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies as its leading organ.

In spite of this, on the night of October 21-22 the headquarters of the Petro-
grad Military District failed to recognize the Military-Revolutionary Committee
and refused to conduct its work in cooperation with the representatives of the sol-
diers' section of the Soviet.

By this act the headquarters breaks with the revolutionary garrison and the Pet-
rograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies.
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By breaking with the organized garrison of the capital, the headquarters is be-
coming a direct instrument of the counter-revolutionary forces.

The Military-Revolutionary Committee disclaims all responsibility for the ac-
tions of the headquarters of the Petrograd Military District.

Soldiers of Petrograd!
1. The protection of the revolutionary order from counter-revolutionary incur-

sions rests on you, under the direction of the Military-Revolutionary Committee.
2. Any directives for the garrison that are not signed by the Military-

Revolutionary Committee are invalid.
3. All directives for today—the Day of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and

Soldiers' Deputies—remain in full force.
4. Every soldier in the garrison has the obligation of vigilance, restraint, and

undeviating discipline.
5. The revolution is in danger. Long live the revolutionary garrison!

Triggering the Uprising

The actual Bolshevik seizure of power was precipitated by an abortive move of Pro-
visional Government troops to seize the Bolshevik newspapers early in the morning of
October 24 [November 6], on the eve of the Second Congress of Soviets. The Bolshevik
leaders took emergency defensive measures which soon turned into a successful offensive.

a) Circular of the Military-Revolutionary Committee
(October 24 [November 6], 1917)

Soldiers! Workers! Citizens!
The enemies of the people have gone over to the offensive during the night. The

Kornilovites* at Headquarters are trying to pull cadets and shock battalions in
from the outskirts. The Oranienbaum cadets and the shock troops at Tsarskoe Selo
have refused to move. A traitorous blow is being devised against the Petrograd So-
viet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies. The newspapers "Rabochi Put" [Worker's
Path] and "Soldat" [Soldier] have been closed and the printing plant sealed up. The
campaign of the counter-revolutionary plotters is directed against the All-Russian
Congress of Soviets on the eve of its opening, against the Constituent Assembly, against
the people. The Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies is standing up
to defend the revolution. The Military-Revolutionary Committee is leading the
resistance to the attack of the plotters. The whole garrison and the whole proletar-
iat of Petrograd are ready to deal a crushing blow to the enemies of the people.

The Military-Revolutionary Committee decrees:
1. All regimental, company, and crew committees, together with the commissars

of the Soviet, and all revolutionary organizations must meet in constant session,
and concentrate in their hands all information about the plans and actions of the
plotters.

FROM: Golikov, p. 290 (editor's translation); Protokoly Tsentralnogo Komiteta RSDRP-B, avgust
1917-fevral 1918 [Minutes of the Central Committee of the RSDWP-B, August 1917-February
1918] (2nd ed., Moscow, 1958, pp. 119-21; editor's translation).

*Kornilovites: supposed followers of General Kornilov—Ed.
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2. Not a single soldier shall become separated from his unit without the per-
mission of the committee.

3. Two representatives from each unit and five from each district soviet shall
immediately be sent to the Smolny Institute.*

4. Report all actions of the plotters immediately to the Smolny Institute.
5. All members of the Petrograd Soviet and all delegates to the All-Russian

Congress of Soviets are summoned immediately to the Smolny Institute for a spe-
cial session.

The counter-revolution has raised its criminal head.
All the gains and hopes of the soldiers, workers, and peasants are threatened

with great danger. But the forces of the revolution immeasurably surpass the forces
of its enemies.

The people's cause is in firm hands.The plotters will be crushed.
No vacillation or doubts. Firmness, steadfastness, perseverance, decisiveness.

Long live the revolution!

b) Minutes of the Bolshevik Central Committee
(October 24 [November 6], 1917)

Attending: Dzerzhinsky, Kamenev, Nogin, Lomov (Oppokov), Miliutin, Ioffe,
Uritsky, Bubnov, Sverdlov, Trotsky, Vinter (Berzin)

Comrade Kamenev proposes that today no member of the Central Committee
be allowed to leave Smolny without the special decision of the Central Committee.
Adopted.

To arrange with the Executive Commission [of the Petrograd Bolshevik Com-
mittee] regarding their duty watch both at Smolny and at the Petrograd Commit-
tee. Adopted.

AGENDA
1. Report of the Military-Revolutionary Committee.
2. The Congress of Soviets.
3. On the plenary meeting of the Central Committee.

1. Report of Comrade Kamenev.
Reports on the negotiations with the representatives of Headquarters.
2. On the printing plant and the newspaper.
Decided: To immediately send a guard detail to the printing plant and take care

of the immediate issue of the regular number of the newspaper.
3. On the relation to the Bureau of the Central Executive Committee, t
Comrade Nogin insists on the necessity of clarifying the relation to the Bureau

of the Central Executive Committee, since the railroad workers are following the
decisions of the Central Executive Committee, and in case of disagreement with
the latter we will be cut off from the rest of Russia.

The other comrades protest against this fear concerning the railroad workers.
Comrade Trotsky proposes putting two members of the Central Committee at

* Smolny Institute: former girls' school used as headquarters for the Petrograd Soviet—Ed.

tCentral Executive Committee: the moderate leadership body set up by the First Congress of
Soviets in June, 1917—Ed.
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the disposal of the Military-Revolutionary Committee to organize liaison with the
postal and telegraph and railroad workers; a third member of the Central Commit-
tee, for observation of the Provisional Government. In regard to the Central Exec-
utive Committee with whatever of its delegates are present at today's session, to
declare that the Central Executive Committee, whose mandate has long ago ex-
pired, is undermining the cause of revolutionary democracy.

Comrade Vinter expresses the view that it is risky to scatter the Central Com-
mittee, therefore it is better to bring in not just members of the Central
Committee.

Comrade Kamenev considers it necessary to make use of yesterday's negotia-
tions with the Central Executive Committee, which now have been violated by the
closing oiRabochi Put, therefore the break with the Central Executive Committee
must be accomplished on just this basis. He further considers it necessary to enter
into negotiations with the Left SR's and enter into political contact with them.

Comrade Sverdlov considers it necessary to assign Comrade Bubnov for liaison
with the railroad workers and with the postal and telegraph employees. He pro-
poses that our comrades in the Bureau of the Central Executive Committee quickly
declare their nonsolidarity with the latter.

The vote is taken on Comrade Trotsky's first proposal on delegating members
of the Central Committee for specified functions: (i) the railroad workers; (2) the
post office and telegraph; (3) the food supply. Adopted.

Comrade Bubnov—to the railroad workers.
Comrade Dzerzhinsky—the post office and telegraph.
Comrade Dzerzhinsky speaks and proposes Comrade Liubovich, who has con-

tact with the post office and telegraph.
Comrade Dzerzhinsky is made responsible; he is to organize this matter.
Comrade Miliutin is assigned to organize food supply affairs.
Comrade Podvoisky is assigned to organize observation of the Provisional Gov-

ernment and the disposition of its forces.
(A view expressed against Comrade Podvoisky.)
It is assigned to Comrade Sverdlov.
It is proposed to assign three men for negotiations with the Left SR's; one is

proposed.
Comrade Kamenev and Comrade Vinter are assigned.
Comrades Lomov and Nogin are assigned to inform Moscow immediately

about everything that is happening here.
The Moscow people report that at least one man needs to go to Moscow.
Comrade Miliutin proposes to establish permanent contact with Moscow;

therefore not to send Lomov and Nogin, but only one of them; tomorrow one will
go, and in a few days the other.

Comrade Trotsky proposes setting up a reserve headquarters at the Peter-Paul
Fortress and to this end assigning one member of the Central Committee there.

Comrade Kamenev considers that in case of the destruction of Smolny, it is nec-
essary to have a support point on the "Aurora,"* but Uritsky introduces a correc-
tion regarding a torpedo boat.

*"Aurora": cruiser in Petrograd Harbor with a pro-Bolshevik crew—Ed.
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Comrade Trotsky insists that the political point be at the Peter-Paul Fortress.
Comrade Sverdlov proposes assigning overall observation to Comrade Lashe-

vich, not to a member of the Central Committee.
It is decided to furnish all members of the Central Committee with passes to

the Fortress.
General observation to be assigned to Lashevich and Blagonravov.
Sverdlov is assigned to maintain constant liaison with the Fortress.

The October Revolution

By the morning of October 25 [November 7] most of Petrograd had fallen into the
hands of Bolshevik soldiers and sailors and workers' Red Guards, with scarcely a shot
being fired. Lenin appeared publicly for the first time since July to proclaim the over-
throw of the Provisional Government, whose leaders were beseiged and captured that
evening in the Winter Palace of the Tsars.

To The Citizens of Russia!
The Provisional Government has been deposed. State power has passed into the

hands of the organ of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies—
the Revolutionary Military Committee, which heads the Petrograd proletariat and
the garrison.

The cause for which the people have fought, namely, the immediate offer of a
democratic peace, the abolition of landed proprietorship, workers' control over
production, and the establishment of Soviet power—this cause has been secured.

Long live the revolution of workers, soldiers and peasants!

The Soviet Government

Simultaneously with the capture of the Winter Palace, the Second All-Russian Con-
gress of Soviets convened with a pro-Bolshevik majority. Over the protests of the anti-
Bolshevik minority the Congress endorsed the "October Revolution" and voted to
make the system of local and national Soviets the official government of Russia. Execu-
tive authority was given to a new Bolshevik cabinet, the Council of People's Commissars.

The All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers', Soldiers', and Peasants' Depu-
ties decrees:

To form, for the administration of the country until the convocation of the
Constituent Assembly, a provisional workers' and peasants' government, which will
be called the Council of People's Commissars. The conduct of the particular
branches of governmental activity is entrusted to commissions, whose make-up
must guarantee the carrying out of the program proclaimed by the Congress, in

FROM: Proclamation of the Military-Revolutionary Committee, October 25 [November 7],
1917 (English translation in Lenin, Collected Works, Moscow, 1964, Vol. 26, p. 236).

FROM: Decree on the Formation of a Workers' and Peasants1 Government, Golikov, p. 432
(editor's translation).
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close combination with the mass organizations of the workers, working women,
sailors, soldiers, peasants, and white-collar workers. Governmental power is vested
in the collegium of the representatives of these commissions, i.e., the Council of
People's Commissars.

Control over the activity of the People's Commissars and the right to remove
them are vested in the All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers', Peasants',and
Soldiers' Deputies and its Central Executive Committee.

At the present time the Council of People's Commissars consists of the follow-
ing persons:

Chairman of the Council—Vladimir Ulianov (Lenin)
People's Commissar for Internal Affairs—A. I. Rykov
Agriculture—V. P. Miliutin
Labor—A. G. Shliapnikov
For Military and Naval Affairs—a committee consisting of V. A. Ovseyenko

(Antonov), N. V. Krylenko, and P. E. Dybenko.
For Commercial and Industrial Affairs—V. P. Nogin
Public Education—A. V. Lunarcharsky
Finance—1.1. Skvortsov (Stepanov)
For Foreign Affairs—L. D. Bronshtein (Trotsky)
Justice—G. I. Oppokov (Lomov)
For Food Supply—I. A. Teodorovich
Posts and Telegraphs—N. P. Avilov (Glebov)
Chairman for Nationality Affairs—I. V. Dzhugashvili (Stalin)

The post of People's Commissar for Railroad Affairs temporarily remains
unfilled.

Bolshevik Revolutionary Legislation

In a quick series of decrees, the new Soviet government instituted a number of
sweeping reforms, some long overdue and some quite revolutionary. They ranged from
democratic reforms such as the disestablishment of the church and equality for the na-
tional minorities, to the recognition of the peasants' land seizures and to openly social-
ist steps such as the nationalization of the banks. The Provisional Government's
commitment to the war effort was repudiated. This was followed by the ominous ges-
ture of suppressing the "bourgeois" press.

a) Decree on the Land

1. Landlord ownership of land is abolished forthwith without any compensation.
2. The landed estates, as also all crown, monasterial and church lands, with

their livestock, implements, buildings and everything pertaining thereto, shall be
placed at the disposal of the volost [township] Land Committees and the uyezd
[county] Soviets of Peasants' Deputies pending the convocation of the Constituent
Assembly. . . .

FROM: Decree on the Land, October 26 [November 8], 1917 (written by Lenin); Selected Works,
Vol. II, book 1, pp. 339-41 .
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4. The following peasant Mandate, compiled by the Izvestia of the All-Russian
Soviet of Peasants* Deputies from 242 local peasant mandates and published in No.
88 of the Izvestia (Petrograd, No. 88, August 19, 1917), shall serve everywhere to
guide the implementation of the great land reforms until a final decision on the lat-
ter is taken by the Constituent Assembly.

5. The land of ordinary peasants and ordinary Cossacks shall not be confiscated.

Peasant Mandate on the Land

"The land question in its full scope can be settled only by the popular Constitu-
ent Assembly.

"The most equitable settlement of the land question is to be as follows:
ui) Private ownership of land shall be abolished forever; land shall not be sold, pur-

chased, leased, mortgaged, or otherwise alienated.
"All land, whether state, appanage, crown, monasterial, church, factory, primogeni-

tary, private, public, peasant, etc., shall be alienated without compensation and become
the property of the whole people, and pass into the use of all those who cultivate it.

"Persons who suffer by this property revolution shall be deemed to be entitled
to public support only for the period necessary for adaptation to the new condi-
tions of life.

"2) All mineral wealth, e.g., ore, oil, coal, salt, etc., as well as all forests and wa-
ters of state importance, shall pass into the exclusive use of the state. All the small
streams, lakes, woods, etc., shall pass into the use of the communities, to be admin-
istered by the local self-government bodies.

"3) Lands on which high-level scientific farming is practised, e.g., orchards, plan-
tations, seed plots, nurseries, hot-houses, etc. shall not be divided up, but shall be con-
verted into model farms, to be turned over for exclusive use to the state or to the
communities, depending on the size and importance of such lands.

"Household land in towns and villages, with orchards and vegetable gardens,
shall be reserved for the use of their present owners, the size of the holdings, and
the size of tax levied for the use thereof, to be determined by law. . . .

"6) The right to use the land shall be accorded to all citizens of the Russian
state (without distinction of sex) desiring to cultivate it by their own labour, with
the help of their families, or in partnership, but only as long as they are able to cul-
tivate it. The employment of hired labour is not permitted. . . .

"7) Land tenure shall be on an equality basis, i.e., the land shall be distributed
among the toilers in conformity with a labour standard or a consumption standard,
depending on local conditions.

"There shall be absolutely no restriction on the forms of land tenure: household,
farm, communal, or cooperative, as shall be decided in each individual village and
settlement.

"8) All land, when alienated, shall become part of the national land fund. Its
distribution among the toilers shall be in charge of the local and central self-
government bodies, from democratically organized village and city communities, in
which there are no distinctions of social rank, to central regional government
bodies.

"The land fund shall be subject to periodical redistribution, depending on the
growth of population and the increase in the productivity and the scientific level of
farming. . . ."
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b) Decree on Suppression of Hostile Newspapers

In the serious decisive hour of the revolution and the days immediately follow-
ing it the Military-Revolutionary Committee was compelled to adopt a whole series
of measures against the counterrevolutionary press of all shades.

Immediately on all sides cries arose that the new socialistic authority was violat-
ing in this way the essential principles of its program by an attempt against the
freedom of the press.

The Workers' and Soldiers' Government draws the attention of the population
to the fact that in our country behind this liberal shield there is practically hidden
the liberty for the richer class to seize into their hands the lion's share of the whole
press and by this means to poison the minds and bring confusion into the con-
sciousness of the masses.

Everyone knows that the bourgeois press is one of the most powerful weapons
of the bourgeoisie. Especially in this critical moment when the new authority, that
of the workers and peasants, is in process of consolidation, it was impossible to
leave this weapon in the hands of the enemy at a time when it is not less dangerous
than bombs and machine guns. This is why temporary and extraordinary measures
have been adopted for the purpose of cutting off the stream of mire and calumny
in which the yellow and green press would be glad to drown the young victory of
the people.

As soon as the new order will be consolidated, all administrative measures
against the press will be suspended; full liberty will be given it within the limits of
responsibility before the laws, in accordance with the broadest and most progres-
sive regulations in this respect.

Bearing in mind, however, the fact that any restrictions of the freedom of the
press, even in critical moments, are admissible only within the bounds of necessity,
the Council of People's Commissaries decrees as follows:

General rules on the press.
1. The following organs of the press shall be subject to be closed: (a) those in-

citing to open resistance or disobedience towards the Workers' and Peasants' Gov-
ernment; (b) those sowing confusion by means of an obviously calumniatory
perversion of facts; (c) those inciting to acts of a criminal character punishable by
the penal laws.

2. The temporary or permanent closing of any organ of the press shall be car-
ried out only by a resolution of the Council of People's Commissaries.

3. The present decree is of a temporary nature and will be revoked by special
ukaz when the normal conditions of public life will be reestablished.

Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars
Vladimir Ulianov (Lenin).

FROM: Decree on Suppression of Hostile Newspapers, October 27 [November 9], 1917 (En-
glish translation in Bolshevik Propaganda: Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on
the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, 65th Congress, 3rd Session, Feb. 11, 1919, to Mar. 10, 1919, Washing-
ton, Government Printing Office, p. 1243).



66 The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1921

c) Declaration of the Rights of the Peoples of Russia

The October revolution of the workmen and peasants began under the common
banner of emancipation.

The peasants are being emancipated from the power of the landowners, for
there is no longer the landowner's property right in the land—it has been abol-
ished. The soldiers and sailors are being emancipated from the power of autocratic
generals, for generals will henceforth be elective and subject to recall. The work-
ingmen are being emancipated from the whims and arbitrary will of the capitalists,
for henceforth there will be established the control of the workers over mills and
factories. Everything living and capable of life is being emancipated from the hate-
ful shackles.

There remain only the peoples of Russia, who have suffered and are suffering
oppression and arbitrariness, and whose emancipation must immediately be begun,
whose liberation must be effected resolutely and definitely.

During the period of tsarism the peoples of Russia were systematically incited
against one another. The results of such a policy are known: massacres and po-
groms on the one hand, slavery of peoples on the other.

There can be and there must be no return to this disgraceful policy of instiga-
tion. Henceforth the policy of a voluntary and honest union of the peoples of Rus-
sia must be substituted.

In the period of imperialism, after the February revolution, when the power was
transferred to the hands of the Kadet bourgeoisie, the naked policy of instigation
gave way to one of cowardly distrust of the peoples of Russia, to a policy of fault-
finding and provocation, of "freedom" and "equality" of peoples. The results of
such a policy are known: the growth of national enmity, the impairment of mutual
trust.

An end must be put to this unworthy policy of falsehood and distrust, of fault-
finding and provocation. Henceforth it must be replaced by an open and honest
policy which leads to complete mutual trust of the people of Russia. Only as the re-
sult of such a trust can there be formed an honest and lasting union of the peoples
of Russia. Only as the result of such a union can the workmen and peasants of the
peoples of Russia be cemented into one revolutionary force able to resist all at-
tempts on the part of the imperialist-annexationist bourgeoisie.

Starting with these assumptions, the first Congress of Soviets, in June of this
year, proclaimed the right of the peoples of Russia to free self-determination.

The second Congress of Soviets, in October of this year, reaffirmed this inalien-
able right of the peoples of Russia more decisively and definitely.

The united will of these Congresses, the Council of the People's Commissars,
resolved to base their activity upon the question of the nationalities of Russia, as
expressed in the following principles:

1. The equality and sovereignty of the peoples of Russia.
2. The right of the peoples of Russia to free self-determination, even to the

point of separation and the formation of an independent state.
3. The abolition of any and all national and national-religious privileges and

disabilities.

FROM: Declaration of the Rights of the Peoples of Russia, November 2 [15], 1917 (English
translation in The Nation, December 28, 1919).
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4. The free development of national minorities and ethnographic groups inhab-
iting the territory of Russia.

The concrete decrees that follow from these principles will be immediately elab-
orated after the setting up of a Commission on Nationality Affairs. . . .

In the name of the Russian Republic,
Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars,

V. Ulianov (Lenin).
People's Commissar on Nationality Affairs,

Iozef Dzhugashvili (Stalin).

Coalition or One-Party Government

Immediately after the overthrow of the Provisional Government, many Bolsheviks,
and most members of the other socialist parties, hoped for a multi-party coalition gov-
ernment, based on the Soviets. However, the Mensheviks and Right Socialist Revolu-
tionaries would not accept Lenin as head of the government, while Lenin was in no
mood to make any concessions at all. Nonetheless, the cautious wing of the Bolshevik
leadership—again headed by Zinoviev and Kamenev, together with the future premier
Rykov—were so alarmed at the risky prospect of a one-party government that they
threatened to resign in protest. Lenin had the Central Committee condemn the support-
ers of coalition as traitorous deviators, and the latter in turn resigned as they had threat-
ened from the Bolshevik Central Committee and from the Council of People's
Commissars. A few weeks later a coalition was actually arrived at between the Bolshe-
viks and the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, who received three posts in the Council of
People's Commissars.

By early 1918 the Bolshevik critics made their peace with Lenin, and were accepted
back into the party and governmental leadership. At the same time, the Left SR's, in-
censed over the signing of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with Germany, resigned from the
cabinet in disgust, and the Soviet administration thus acquired the exclusively Commu-
nist character which it has had ever since. The Left SR's, like the Right SR's and the
Mensheviks, continued to function in the Soviets as a more or less legal opposition until
the outbreak of large-scale civil war in the middle of 1918. At that point the opposition
parties took positions which were either equivocal or openly anti-Bolshevik, and one af-
ter another they were suppressed.

a) Resolution of the Central Committee on the Opposition
(November 2 [15], 1917)

The Central Committee recognizes that the present session has historic impor-
tance and that it is therefore essential to define the two positions which have been
revealed here.

1) The Central Committee recognizes that the opposition within the Central
Committee who are resigning have completely departed from all the fundamental
positions of Bolshevism and the proletarian class struggle in general; they are re-
peating profoundly un-Marxist remarks about the impossibility of a socialist revo-
lution in Russia, about the necessity of giving in to the ultimatums and threats

FROM: Resolution of the Central Committee of the RSDWP (Bolsheviks), November 2 [15],
1917, "On the Question of the Opposition within the Central Committee" (CPSU in Resolutions,
I, 401-2; editor's translation).
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which come from a conscious minority in the soviet organization; in this manner
they are undermining the will and decision of the Second All-Russian Congress of
Soviets; in this manner they are sabotaging the dictatorship of the proletariat and
the poorest peasantry just after it has begun.

2) The Central Committee charges this opposition with full responsibility for
slowing down revolutionary work and for the vacillation which at the present mo-
ment is criminal; it invites it to shift its controversy and its skepticism to the press,
away from the practical work in which it does not believe. In this opposition there
is nothing, except for the fright of the bourgeoisie and the reflection of tendencies
of the backward (but nonrevolutionary) part of the population.

3) The Central Committee asserts that it is impossible to refuse a purely Bol-
shevik government without treason to the slogan of the power of the Soviets, since
a majority at the Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets, without excluding
anyone from the congress, handed power over to this government.

4) The Central Committee asserts that it is impossible, without betraying the
Soviets of Workers', Soldiers', and Peasants' Deputies, to turn to petty bargaining
and join to the Soviets organizations of a nonsoviet type, i.e., organizations which
are not voluntary unions of the masses' revolutionary vanguard which is struggling
to overthrow the landlords and the capitalists.

5) The Central Committee asserts that concessions in the face of the ultima-
tums and threats by the minority in the Soviets is equivalent to full renunciation
not only of the power of the Soviets, but also of democratism, for such concessions
are equivalent to the majority's fear of using its majority, are equivalent to submit-
ting to anarchy and to the repetition of ultimatums on the part of any minority.

6) The Central Committee asserts that without excluding anyone from the Sec-
ond All-Russian Congress of Soviets, it is now quite ready to restore those who
walked out and to accept a coalition with these people within the framework of the
Soviets; it is accordingly absolutely false to speak as though the Bolsheviks do not
want to share power with anyone. . . .

9) The Central Committee asserts, finally, that the victory of communism both
in Russia and in Europe is guaranteed in spite of all difficulties, but only if the pol-
icy of the present government is continued undeviatingly. The Central Committee
expresses full confidence in the victory of this socialist revolution and calls on all
skeptics and vacillators to throw off all their hesitation and support the activity of
this government with all their souls and the utmost energy.

b) Bolshevik Statements of Resignation
(November 4 [17], 1917)

On November 1 the Central Committee of the RSDWP (Bolsheviks) adopted a
resolution which in actuality rejects agreement with the parties making up the So-
viet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies for the formation of a socialist soviet gov-
ernment.

We consider that only immediate agreement on the conditions indicated by us
would make it possible for the proletariat and the revolutionary army to consoli-

FROM: Kamenev, Rykov, Miliutin, Zinoviev, and Nogin, Declaration to the Central Committee
of the RSDWP (Bolsheviks), November 4 [17], 1917 (Protocols of the Central Committee of the
RSDWP, 1917-1918, Moscow, State Press, 1929, pp. 167-68; editor's translation).



The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1Q21 69

date the conquests of the October Revolution, to consolidate themselves in their
new positions and gather their forces for the further struggle for socialism.

We consider that the creation of such a government is essential to avert further
bloodshed, the imminent famine, and the destruction of the revolution by the Ka-
ledinites,* and also to guarantee the summoning of the Constituent Assembly at
the appointed time and the real execution of the program of peace adopted by the
All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies.

By incredible effort we have succeeded in winning reconsideration of the deci-
sion of the Central Committee and of the new resolution, which could become the
basis for creating a soviet government.

However, this new decision evoked on the part of the leading group in the Cen-
tral Committee a series of actions which clearly show that it has firmly decided not
to allow the formation of a government of the soviet parties but to fight for a
purely Bolshevik government however it can and whatever the sacrifices this costs
the workers and soldiers.

We cannot assume responsibility for this ruinous policy of the Central Commit-
tee, carried out against the will of a large part of the proletariat and soldiers, who
crave the earliest cessation of bloodshed between the separate parts of the demo-
cratic forces.

We resign, therefore, from the posts of members of the Central Committee, so
that we will have the right to speak our minds openly to the mass of workers and
soldiers and to call on them to support our slogan! Long live the Government of
the Soviet Parties! Immediate agreement on this condition!

We leave the Central Committee at the moment of victory, at the moment of
our party's domination; we leave because we cannot watch quietly as the policy of
the leading group in the Central Committee leads to the workers' parties' losing
the fruits of this victory, to the destruction of the proletariat.

Remaining in the ranks of the proletarian party, we hope that the proletariat will
overcome all obstacles and will recognize that our step was compelled by our con-
sciousness of our burden of responsibility to the socialist proletariat.

Industrial Democracy

The ideal which commanded the loyalty of most Russian workers at the time of the
October Revolution was that of direct administration of industry by elected committees
of workers. Such control was often put into effect by direct seizures, just as the peasants
were seizing landlords' property. For the moment, the Bolshevik Party acknowledged
the practice of workers' control, though Lenin was soon to change his attitude. The
ideal continued to animate ultra-left groups among the Communists, and was revived
again in Yugoslavia after Tito's break with Stalin in 1948.

1. In the interests of a systematic regulation of national economy, Workers'
Control is introduced in all industrial, commercial, agricultural (and similar) en-

*Kaledin: Cossack general who organized the first White resistance to the Bolsheviks—Ed.

FROM: Decree on Workers1 Control, November 14 [27], 1917 (English translation in James Bun-
yan and H. H. Fisher, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1918, p. 308-10; this and subsequent selec-
tions reprinted by permission of the publisher, Stanford University Press. Copyright 1934 by the
Board of Trustees of Leland Stanford Junior University).
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terprises which are hiring people to work for them in their shops or which are giv-
ing them work to take home. This control is to extend over the production,
storing, buying and selling of raw materials and finished products as well as over
the finances of the enterprise.

2. The workers will exercise this control through their elected organizations,
such as factory and shop committees, Soviets of elders, etc. The office employees
and the technical personnel are also to have representation in these committees.

3. Every large city, province and industrial area is to have its own Soviet of
Workers' Control, which, being an organ of the S(oviet) of W(orkers'), S(oldiers'),
and P(easants') D(eputies), must be composed of representatives of trade unions,
factory, shop and other workers' committees and workers' co-operatives. . . .

6. The organs of Workers' Control have the right to supervise production, fix
the minimum of output, and determine the cost of production.

7. The organs of Workers' Control have the right to control all the business
correspondence of an enterprise. Owners of enterprises are legally responsible for
all correspondence kept secret. Commercial secrets are abolished. The owners have
to show to the organs of Workers' Control all their books and statements for the
current year and for the past years.

8. The rulings of the organs of Workers' Control are binding on the owners of
enterprises and can be annulled only by decisions of the higher organs of Workers'
Control.

V. Ulianov (Lenin)—President of the Council of People's Commissars
A. Shliapnikov—People's Commissar of Labor

The Secret Police

Police action by the Bolsheviks to combat political opposition commenced with the
creation of the "Cheka" (so called from the Russian initials of the first two terms in its
official name, "Extraordinary Commission to Fight Counter-Revolution"). Under the
direction of Felix Dzerzhinsky, the Cheka became the prototype of totalitarian secret
police systems, enjoying at critical times the right of unlimited arrest and summary exe-
cution of suspects and hostages. Police surveillance over the political leanings of the
Soviet population continued until the collapse of 1991, despite the varying intensity of
repression and the organizational metamorphoses of the police—from Cheka to GPU
(1922, from the Russian initials for "State Political Administration") to NKVD (1934—
the "People's Commissariat of Internal Affairs") to MVD and MGB (after World War
II—"Ministry of Internal Affairs" and "Ministry of State Security," respectively) to
KGB (since 1953—the "Committee for State Security").

The Commission is to be named the All-Russian Extraordinary Commission
and is to be attached to the Council of People's Commissars. [This commission] is
to make war on counter-revolution and sabotage. . . .

The duties of the Commission will be:
1. To persecute and break up all acts of counter-revolution and sabotage all over

Russia, no matter what their origin.

FROM: Decree on Establishment of the Extraordinary Commission to Fight Counter-Revolution
[the "Cheka"], December 8 [20], 1917 (English translation in Bunyan and Fisher, pp. 297-98).
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2. To bring before the Revolutionary Tribunal all counter-revolutionists and sab-
oteurs and to work out a plan for fighting them.

3. To make preliminary investigation only—enough to break up [the counter-
revolutionary act]. The Commission is to be divided into sections: (a) the informa-
tion section, (b) the organization section (in charge of organizing the fight against
counter-revolution all over Russia) with branches, and (c) the fighting section.

The Commission will be formed tomorrow (December 21). . . . The Commis-
sion is to watch the press, saboteurs, strikers, and the Socialist-Revolutionists of
the Right. Measures [to be taken against these counter-revolutionists are] confisca-
tion, confinement, deprivation of [food] cards, publication of the names of the
enemies of the people, etc.

Council of People's Commissars.

The Dissolution of the Constituent Assembly

In December, 1917, as they had promised, the Bolsheviks permitted the election of a
Constituent Assembly. Until 1989 this was the only reasonably free and democratic
general election Russia ever had. The Bolsheviks placed second with some nine million
votes, while an overwhelming majority was won by the Right SR's with their peasant
backing. Lenin permitted the Assembly to meet for only one day, and then suppressed it
as a counter-revolutionary threat to the Soviets.

. . . The Constituent Assembly, elected on the basis of lists drawn up prior to
the October Revolution, was an expression of the old relation of political forces
which existed when power was held by the compromisers and the Kadets. When the
people at that time voted for the candidates of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party,
they were not in a position to choose between the Right Socialist-Revolutionaries,
the supporters of the bourgeoisie, and the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries, the sup-
porters of Socialism. Thus the Constituent Assembly, which was to have been the
crown of the bourgeois parliamentary republic, could not but become an obstacle in
the path of the October Revolution and the Soviet power.

The October Revolution, by giving the power to the Soviets, and through the
Soviets to the toiling and exploited classes, aroused the desperate resistance of the
exploiters, and in the crushing of this resistance it fully revealed itself as the begin-
ning of the socialist revolution. The toiling classes learnt by experience that the old
bourgeois parliamentarism had outlived its purpose and was absolutely incompati-
ble with the aim of achieving Socialism, and that not national institutions, but only
class institutions (such as the Soviets), were capable of overcoming the resistance
of the propertied classes and of laying the foundations of a socialist society. To re-
linquish the sovereign power of the Soviets, to relinquish the Soviet republic won
by the people, for the sake of bourgeois parliamentarism and the Constituent As-
sembly, would now be a retrograde step and cause the collapse of the October
workers' and peasants' revolution.

Owing to the circumstances mentioned above, the majority in the Constituent
Assembly which met on January 5 was secured by the party of the Right Socialist-

FROM: Lenin, Draft Decree on the Dissolution of the Constituent Assembly (January 7 [19],
1918; Selected Works, Vol. II, book 1, 382-84).
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Revolutionaries, the party of Kerensky, Avksentyev and Chernov. Naturally, this
party refused to discuss the absolutely clear, precise and unambiguous proposal of
the supreme organ of Soviet power, the Central Executive Committee of the So-
viets, to recognize the program of the Soviet power, to recognize the "Declaration
of Rights of the Toiling and Exploited People," to recognize the October Revolu-
tion and the Soviet power. Thereby the Constituent Assembly severed all ties with
the Soviet Republic of Russia. The withdrawal from such a Constituent Assembly
of the groups of the Bolsheviks and the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries, who now
patently constitute the overwhelming majority in the Soviets and enjoy the confi-
dence of the workers and the majority of the peasants, was inevitable.

The Right Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik parties are in fact waging out-
side the walls of the Constituent Assembly a most desperate struggle against the
Soviet power, calling openly in their press for its overthrow and characterizing as
arbitrary and unlawful the crushing by force of the resistance of the exploiters by
the toiling classes, which is essential in the interests of emancipation from exploita-
tion. They are defending the saboteurs, the servitors of capital, and are going to the
length of undisguised calls to terrorism, which certain "unidentified groups" have
already begun to practise. It is obvious that under such circumstances the remain-
ing part of the Constituent Assembly could only serve as a screen for the struggle
of the counterrevolutionaries to overthrow the Soviet power.

Accordingly, the Central Executive Committee resolves: The Constituent As-
sembly is hereby dissolved.

Trotsky on the Red Army

Trotsky resigned as Foreign Commissar during the Brest-Litovsk crisis, but he was
immediately appointed Commissar of Military Affairs and entrusted with the creation
of a new Red Army to replace the old Russian army which had dissolved during the rev-
olution. Many Communists wanted the new military force to be built up on strictly rev-
olutionary principles, with guerrilla tactics, the election of officers, and the abolition of
traditional discipline. Trotsky set himself emphatically against this attitude and de-
manded an army organized in the conventional way and employing "military specialists"—
experienced officers from the old army.

. . . As regards politics and direct fighting, the October Revolution has come
about with unexpected and incomparable successfulness. There has been no case in
history of such a powerful offensive of an oppressed class which with such deliber-
ateness and speed overthrew the rule of the propertied ruling classes in all parts of
the country and extended its own rule from Petrograd and Moscow to every far-
flung corner of Russia.

This successfulness of the October uprising has shown the political weakness of
the bourgeois classes, which is rooted in the peculiarities of the development of
Russian capitalism. . . .

If, as the working class, following what Marx said, we cannot simply take over

FROM: Trotsky, "Labor, Discipline, Order" (Speech to a Moscow City Conference of the Rus-
sian Communist Party, March 27, 1918; Works, Vol. 17, part 1, Moscow, 192,6, pp. 157-58,
161-62, 170-71; editor's translation).



The Bolshevik Revolution, igiy-ig2i 73

mechanically the old apparatus of state power, this does not at all mean that we can
do without all of those elements which helped make up the old apparatus of state
power.

The misfortune of the working class is that it has always been in the position of
an oppressed class. This is reflected in everything: both in its level of education,
and in the fact that it does not have those habits of rule which the dominant class
has and which it bequeaths to its heirs through its schools, universities, etc. The
working class has none of this, but must acquire it.

Having come to power, it has had to view the old state apparatus as an appara-
tus of class oppression. But at the same time it must draw from this apparatus all
the worthwhile skilled elements which are technically necessary, put them where
they belong, and heighten its proletarian class power by using these elements. This,
Comrades, is the task which now stands before us for our overall growth. . . .

Here I turn to a ticklish point which to a familiar degree has now assumed ma-
jor importance in our party life. This is one of the questions of the organization of
the army, specifically the question of recruiting military specialists—i.e. to speak
plainly, former officers and generals—to create the army and to run it. All basic,
guiding institutions of the army are now set up so that they consist of one military
specialist and two political commissars. Such is the present basic type of the lead-
ing organs of the army.

I have more than once had to say at open meetings that in the area of command,
operations and fighting we will place full responsibility on the military specialists,
and therefore will grant them the necessary rights. Many among us are afraid of
this, and their misgivings find expression in the resolutions of certain party organi-
zations. . . . Here again the task of the party is to handle such phenomena in our
own midst with complete mercilessness, for they ruin the country and disgrace and
disrupt our party. . . .

There is still another question in the area of the organization of the army: the
so-called elective principle. In general, all it means is to struggle against the old of-
ficers' corps, to control the commanding staff.

As long as power was in the hands of a class that was hostile to us, when the
commanding staff was an instrument in the hands of this power, we were obliged
to strive to smash the class resistance of the commanding personnel by way of the
elective principle. But now political power is in the hands of that same working
class from whose ranks the army is recruited.

Under the present regime in the army—I tell you this in all frankness—the elec-
tive principle is politically pointless and technically inexpedient, and has in fact al-
ready been set aside by decree. . . .

The question of creating the army is now a question of life and death for us.
You yourselves understand this as well as I. But we cannot create the army only by
means of the administrative mechanism which we have as long as it is so very poor.
If we have a powerful mechanism, it is an ideological mechanism—this mechanism
is our party. It will create the army, Comrades, and do everything to uproot the
prejudices of which I spoke; it will help us fill up the cadres of the revolutionary
army with militant and devoted workers and peasants, it will apply itself in con-
ducting obligatory military training in the mills, factories and villages, and in this
way will create the military apparatus for the defense of the Soviet Republic.
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Lenin on Economic Expediency

Once established in power, Lenin reconsidered the Bolsheviks' utopianism regarding
both internal and international revolution. In an extensive statement on the transitional
economic order, he returned to the principal features of large-scale capitalistic industry-
individual managerial authority, labor discipline and piecework incentives, and the em-
ployment of "bourgeois" managers and technical experts.

Thanks to the peace which has been achieved—notwithstanding its extremely
onerous character and extreme instability—the Russian Soviet Republic has re-
ceived an opportunity for a certain period of time to concentrate its efforts on the
most important and most difficult aspect of the socialist revolution, namely, the
organizational task. . . .

. . . In every socialist revolution—and consequently in the socialist revolution
in Russia which we began on October 25, 1917—the principal task of the proletar-
iat, and of the poor peasantry which it leads, is the positive or constructive work of
setting up an extremely intricate and delicate system of new organizational rela-
tionships extending to the planned production and distribution of the goods re-
quired for the existence of tens of millions of people. Such a revolution can be
successfully carried out only if the majority of the population, and primarily the
majority of the toilers, engage in independent creative work as makers of history.
Only if the proletariat and the poor peasantry display sufficient class consciousness,
devotion to principles, self-sacrifice and perseverance will the victory of the socialist
revolution be assured. By creating a new, Soviet type of state, which gives the op-
portunity to the toiling and oppressed masses to take an active part in the inde-
pendent building up of a new society, we solved only a small part of this difficult
problem. The principal difficulty lies in the economic sphere, viz., the introduction
of the strictest and universal accounting and control of the production and distri-
bution of goods, raising the productivity of labour and socializing production in ac-
tual practice. . . .

This is a peculiar epoch, or rather stage of development, and in order to utterly
defeat capital, we must be able to adapt the forms of our struggle to the peculiar
conditions of this stage.

Without the guidance of specialists in the various fields of knowledge, technol-
ogy and experience, the transition to Socialism will be impossible, because Social-
ism calls for a conscious mass advance to greater productivity of labour compared
with capitalism, and on the basis achieved by capitalism. Socialism must achieve
this advance in its own way, by its own methods—or, to put it more concretely, by
Soviet methods. And the specialists, because of the entire environment of the social
life which made them specialists, are, in the main, unavoidably bourgeois. Had our
proletariat, after capturing power, quickly solved the problem of accounting, con-
trol and organization on a national scale (which was impossible owing to the war
and the backwardness of Russia), then we, after breaking the sabotage, would have
also completely subordinated these bourgeois specialists to ourselves by means of
universal accounting and control. . . .

FROM: Lenin, "The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government: The International Position of
the Russian Soviet Republic and the Fundamental Tasks of the Socialist Revolution" (April, 1918;
Selected Works, Vol. II, book 1, pp. 448, 450, 458-59, 468-71, 475-77, 481-82, 488).
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Now we have to resort to the old bourgeois method and to agree to pay a very
high price for the "services" of the biggest bourgeois specialists. All those who are
familiar with the subject appreciate this, but not all ponder over the significance of
this measure being adopted by the proletarian state. Clearly, such a measure is a
compromise, a departure from the principles of the Paris Commune and of every
proletarian power, which call for the reduction of all salaries to the level of the
wages of the average worker, which call for fighting careerism, not with words, but
with deeds.

Moreover, it is clear that such a measure not only implies the cessation—in a
certain field and to a certain degree—of the offensive against capital (for capital is
not a sum of money, but a definite social relation); it is also a step backward on the
part of our socialist Soviet state power, which from the very outset proclaimed and
pursued the policy of reducing high salaries to the level of the wages of the average
worker. . . .

. . . It becomes immediately clear that while it is possible to capture the central
government in a few days, while it is possible to suppress the military resistance
(and sabotage) of the exploiters even in different parts of a great country in a few
weeks, the capital solution of the problem of raising the productivity of labour re-
quires, at all events (particularly after a most terrible and devastating war), several
years. The protracted nature of the work is certainly dictated by objective cir-
cumstances. . . .

. . . We must raise the question of piecework and apply and test it in practice;
we must raise the question of applying much of what is scientific and progressive
in the Taylor system, we must make wages correspond to the total amount of
goods turned out, or to the amount of work done by the railways, the water trans-
port system, etc., etc.

The Russian is a bad worker compared with the advanced peoples. Nor could it
be otherwise under the tsarist regime and in view of the tenacity of the remnants of
serfdom. The task that the Soviet government must set the people in all its scope is—
learn to work. The Taylor system, the last word of capitalism in this respect, like all
capitalist progress, is a combination of the refined brutality of bourgeois exploita-
tion and a number of greatest scientific achievements in the field of analyzing
mechanical motions during work, the elimination of superfluous and awkward mo-
tions, the elaboration of correct methods of work, the introduction of the best sys-
tem of accounting and control, etc. The Soviet Republic must at all costs adopt all
that is valuable in the achievements of science and technology in this field. The pos-
sibility of building Socialism is conditioned precisely upon our success in combining
the Soviet power and the Soviet organization of administration with the up-to-date
achievements of capitalism. We must organize in Russia the study and teaching of
the Taylor system and systematically try it out and adapt it to our purposes. . . .

. . . It would be extremely stupid and absurdly Utopian to assume that the tran-
sition from capitalism to Socialism is possible without coercion and without dicta-
torship. Marx's theory very definitely opposed this petty-bourgeois-democratic and
anarchist absurdity long ago. And Russia 0^917-18 confirms the correctness of
Marx's theory in this respect so strikingly, palpably and imposingly that only those
who are hopelessly dull or who have obstinately decided to turn their backs on the
truth can be under any misapprehension concerning this. Either the dictatorship of
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Kornilov (if we take him as the Russian type of bourgeois Cavaignac*), or the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat—any other choice is out of the question for a country
which has gone through an extremely rapid development with extremely sharp turns
and amidst desperate ruin created by one of the most horrible wars in history. . . .

Firstly, capitalism cannot be defeated and eradicated without the ruthless sup-
pression of the resistance of the exploiters, who cannot at once be deprived of their
wealth, of their advantages of organization and knowledge, and consequently for a
fairly long period will inevitably try to overthrow the hated rule of the poor; sec-
ondly, every great revolution, and a socialist revolution in particular, even if there
were no external war, is inconceivable without internal war, i.e., civil war, which is
even more devastating than external war, and involves thousands and millions of
cases of wavering and desertion from one side to another, implies a state of ex-
treme indefiniteness, lack of equilibrium, and chaos. And of course, all the elements
of disintegration of the old society, which are inevitably very numerous and con-
nected mainly with the petty bourgeoisie (because it is the petty bourgeoisie that
every war and every crisis ruins and destroys first) cannot but "reveal themselves"
during such a profound revolution. And these elements of disintegration cannot
"reveal themselves" otherwise than in the increase of crime, hooliganism, corrup-
tion, profiteering and outrages of every kind. To put these down requires time and
requires an iron hand. . . .

. . . There is absolutely no contradiction in principle between Soviet {that is, so-
cialist) democracy and the exercise of dictatorial powers by individuals. The differ-
ence between proletarian dictatorship and bourgeois dictatorship is that the former
strikes at the exploiting minority in the interests of the exploited majority, and that
it is exercised—also through individuals—not only by the toiling and exploited
masses, but also by organizations which are built in such a way as to rouse these
masses to the work of history-making. (The Soviet organizations are organizations
of this kind.)

In regard to the second question concerning the significance of precisely indi-
vidual dictatorial powers from the point of view of the specific tasks of the present
moment, it must be said that large-scale machine industry—which is precisely the
material source, the productive source, the foundation of Socialism—calls for abso-
lute and strict unity of will which directs the joint labours of hundreds, thousands
and tens of thousands of people. The technical, economic and historical necessity
of this is obvious, and all those who have thought about Socialism have always re-
garded it as one of the conditions of Socialism. But how can strict unity of will be
ensured?—by thousands subordinating their will to the will of one.

Given ideal class consciousness and discipline on the part of those taking part in
the common work, this subordination would rather remind one of the mild leader-
ship of a conductor of an orchestra. It may assume the sharp forms of a dictator-
ship if ideal discipline and class consciousness are lacking. But be that as it may,
unquestioning subordination to a single will is absolutely necessary for the success of
processes organized on the pattern of large-scale machine industry. On the railways
it is twice and three times as necessary. In this transition from one political task to
another, which on the surface is totally dissimilar to the first, consists the peculiar

*Cavaignac: general who put down the uprising of the Paris working class in June, 1848—Ed.
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nature of the present situation. The revolution has only just smashed the oldest,
strongest and heaviest fetters to which the masses submitted under duress. That
was yesterday. But today the same revolution demands—precisely in the interests of
its development and consolidation, precisely in the interests of Socialism—that the
masses unquestioning^ obey the single will of the leaders of the labour process. Of
course, such a transition cannot be made at one step. Clearly, it can be achieved
only as a result of tremendous jolts, shocks, reversions to old ways, the enormous
exertion of effort on the part of the proletarian vanguard, which is leading the
people to the new ways. . . .

The fight against the bureaucratic distortion of the Soviet form of organization is
assured by the firmness of the connection between the Soviets and the "people,"
meaning by that the toilers and exploited, and by the flexibility and elasticity of this
connection. Even in the most democratic capitalist republics in the world, the poor
never regard the bourgeois parliament as "their own" institution. But the Soviets are
"their own" and not alien institutions to the masses of workers and peasants. . . .

The Left Communists on a Proletarian Economic Policy

Lenin's espousal of the forms of capitalist industry was a rude shock to the anarchistic
hopes of the Communist left wing. The Left Communist opposition which had fought
the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk now organized to resist, in the name of the working class, the
"petty-bourgeois" policy of "state capitalism" as a menace to the ideals of the revolution.

. . . 8. The economic situation and the grouping of classes in Russia have
changed since the conclusion of peace. A situation has arisen which provides the
foundation for two opposite tendencies (toward the weakening and toward the
growth of revolutionary forces), of which the first was immediately strengthened
by the conclusion of the peace and for the time being may prevail. . . .

9. . . . In spite of the temporary weakening of the forces of the revolution, in
spite of the serious international position of the Soviet Republic, there is no se-
rious support within the limits of the present Soviet state for the restoration either
of the monarchy or of the power of the compromiser parties. . . .

On the contrary, there is a basis for the strengthening and development of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the poorest peasants, and for the socialist reform
of society which they have begun. . . . Above all, the preliminary smashing of the
bourgeois-compromiser governmental system, of the old relations of production,
and of the material class forces of the bourgeoisie and its allies is almost complete.
Further, the class education of the proletariat in the course of civil war will give it a
great supply of class solidarity, energy and consciousness. Also, the real conquests
which it has made have strengthened these revolutionary forces and energy in
resisting the enemy who threatens the conquests of the proletariat. The energetic
organization of production on socialist lines will on the one hand strengthen the
economic base of the proletariat as a revolutionary force, and on the other will be a
new school of class organization and activity for it. Finally, the preservation of a

FROM: "Theses on the Present Moment," presented by the faction of Left Communists to a
conference of party leaders, April 4, 1918 (Kommunist,No. 1, April, 1918; editor's translation).
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link with the international and all-Russian proletarian movement will also increase
the class activity of the proletariat and protect it from disruption and tiring.

But in connection with the most imminent, immediate consequences of the
peace: the reduction of class activeness and the increasing de-classing of the prole-
tariat in the main revolutionary centers, in connection with the increasing class fu-
sion of the proletariat and poorest peasants (which since the signing of the peace
must, under the pressure of their demands and influence, become a bulwark of the
soviet power), it is quite possible for a tendency to arise toward a deviation by the
majority of the Communist Party and the soviet power directed by it into the
channel of a petty-bourgeois policy of a new form.

In the event that this tendency becomes a reality, the working class will cease to
be the director, the exerciser of hegemony over the socialist revolution, leading the
poorest peasantry toward the destruction of the rule of finance capital and the land-
lords; it will show itself to be a force sprinkled into the ranks of the semiproletarian-
petty-bourgeois masses, a force which sets itself the task not of the proletarian
struggle in union with the West-European proletariat for the overthrow of the im-
perialist system, but the defense of the farmers' fatherland from the oppression of
imperialism, which is possible to achieve by means of compromise with it. In the
event of the rejection of an actively proletarian policy, the conquests of the workers'
and peasants' revolution would begin to freeze into a system of state capitalism and
petty-bourgeois economic relations.

10. Before the party of the proletariat two paths stand open. One of these paths
is to guard and strengthen the intact part of the Soviet state which now with re-
spect to the economic process—since the revolution is not complete—is only an
organization for the transition to socialism (with incomplete nationalization of the
banks, with capitalistic forms of financing enterprises, with the partial nationaliza-
tion of enterprises, with the predominance of small-scale farming and small
property-holding in the village, with the effort of the peasants to solve the agrarian
question by dividing the land; and in the political respect can be transformed from
the framework of the dictatorship of the proletariat supported by the poorest peas-
antry, into an instrument for the political domination of the semiproletarian-petty-
bourgeois masses, and become merely a transition stage to the full domination of
finance capital.

This path can be justified—verbally—as an effort to preserve for the interna-
tional revolution, in any way at all, the revolutionary forces and soviet power even
if in "Great Russia" alone.* In this case every effort will be directed toward the
strengthening and development of the forces of the revolution, toward "organic
construction," with the rejection of further smashing of capitalistic production re-
lations and even with the partial restoration of them. . . .

1 1 . . . . The economic policy which corresponds to such a course will have to
develop in the direction of agreements with capitalistic businessmen, both the "pa-
triotic" ones and the international ones who stand behind them. . . .

With the policy of administering enterprises on the basis of broad participation
by capitalists and semibureaucratic centralization it is natural to combine a labor
policy directed toward the installation among the workers of discipline under the
banner of "self-discipline," toward the introduction of obligatory labor for workers

*I.e., in Russia minus its non-Russian-speaking western regions—Ed.



The Bolshevik Revolution, igij-ig2i 79

(such a program was proposed by the rightist Bolsheviks), piecework payment,
lengthening of the working day, etc.

The form of governmental administration will have to develop in the direction
of bureaucratic centralization, the rule of various commissars, the deprivation of
local Soviets of their independence, and in practice the rejection of the type of
"commune state" administered from below. . . .

12. The path described above, taken as a whole, as well as the tendency to de-
viate along this path, is dangerous in the highest degree to the interests of the Rus-
sian and international proletariat. This path strengthens the separation begun by
the Brest peace between the "Great-Russian" Soviet Republic and the all-Russian
and international revolutionary movement, locking up the Soviet Republic in the
frame of a national state with a transitional economy and a petty-bourgeois political
order. . . .

The line of policy sketched above may strengthen the influence of foreign and
domestic counterrevolutionary forces in Russia, break down the revolutionary
might of the working class, and, by cutting the Russian revolution off from the in-
ternational revolution, have a ruinous effect on the interests of both.

13. Proletarian Communists consider another course of policy essential: not the
course of preserving a Soviet oasis in the north of Russia with the help of conces-
sions that transform it into a petty-bourgeois state; not the transition to "organic
internal work," fortified by the consideration that the "acute period" of the civil
war is over.

The acute period of civil war is over only in the sense of the absence of an objec-
tive necessity to apply predominantly the sharpest physical measures of revolution-
ary violence. Once the bourgeoisie is beaten and is no longer capable of open
fighting, "military" methods for the most part subside. But the sharpness of the
class contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie cannot diminish; as
before, the position of the proletariat in relation to the bourgeoisie reduces to the
complete negation of it, the annihilation of it as a class. The end of the acute pe-
riod of the civil war cannot signify that deals are possible with the remaining forces
of the bourgeoisie, and the "organic construction" of socialism, which is undoubt-
edly the key task of the moment, can be accomplished only by the efforts of the
proletariat itself, with the participation of skilled technicians and administrators,
and not with some form or other of collaboration with the "privileged elements" as
such.

The Russian workers' revolution cannot "save itself by leaving the international
revolutionary path, steadily avoiding a fight, retreating in the face of the pressure
of international capital, and making concessions to "patriotic capital." . . .

The administration of enterprises must be placed in the hands of mixed collegia
of workers and technical personnel, under the control and direction of the local
economic councils. All economic life must be subordinated to the organized influ-
ence of these councils, which are chosen by the workers without the participation
of the "privileged elements," but with the participation of the unions of the techni-
cal and service personnel of the enterprises.

No capitulation to the bourgeoisie and its petty-bourgeois intellectual hench-
men, but the finishing off of the bourgeoisie and the final smashing of sabotage.
Final liquidation of the counterrevolutionary press and counterrevolutionary bour-
geois organizations. Introduction of labor duty for skilled specialists and intellec-
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tuals; organization of consumption communes; limitation of consumption by the
well-to-do classes and confiscation of their surplus possessions. In the village, or-
ganization of pressure by the poorest peasants on the rich ones, the development
of large-scale social agriculture, and the support of forms of working the land by
the poorest peasants in the transition to social farming. . . .

15. The proletarian Communists define their attitude toward the majority of the
party as the position of the left wing of the party and the vanguard of the Russian
proletariat, which preserves full unity with the party insofar as the policy of the ma-
jority does not create an unavoidable split in the ranks of the proletariat itself. They
define their attitude toward the Soviet power as the position of unqualified support
of this power at a time of necessity, by way of participating in it insofar as the con-
firmation of the peace has removed from the agenda the question of responsibility
for this decision and has created a new objective situation. This participation is
possible only on the basis of a definite political program which would prevent the
deviation of the Soviet power and the majority of the party on the ruinous path of
petty-bourgeois policies. In the event of such a deviation the left wing of the party
will have to stand in the position of an effective and responsible proletarian
opposition.

One-Party Dictatorship

With the rapid spread of armed resistance to the Communists in the spring of 1918
and the organization of the "White" armies, the relatively moderate phase of Soviet rule
came to an end. The anti-Communist socialist parties were ousted from the Soviets and
in effect outlawed. In July, 1918, the Left SR's abandoned the role of a loyal opposition
and tried to overthrow the Communists in the hope of forcing a resumption of the war.
With their defeat, the Soviet government became a completely one-party affair.

Taking into consideration that:
1. The Soviet Government is living through its most difficult period, having to

withstand at the same time the attacks of international imperialism . . . and those
of its allies within the Russian Republic, who spare no means, from the most
shameless calumny to conspiracy and armed uprisings, in the struggle against the
Workers' and Peasants' Government.

2. The presence in Soviet organizations of representatives of parties which are
obviously endeavoring to discredit and overthrow the Soviet Government is abso-
lutely intolerable.

3. From previously published documents, as well as from those cited at the
present meeting, it is clear that representatives of the Socialist-Revolutionists (of the
Right and Center) and the, Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party (Menshevik)
. . . are guilty of organizing armed attacks against the workers and peasants, in as-
sociation with notorious counter-revolutionists. . . .

The All-Russian Central Executive Committee of Soviets resolves: To exclude
from its membership the representatives of the Socialist-Revolutionsts (of the
Right and Center) and the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party (Menshevik),

FROM: Decree on the Expulsion of the Right Socialist Parties from the Soviets, June 14, 1918
(English translation in James Bunyan, Intervention, Civil War, and Communism in Russia, April-
December, 1918, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1936, p. 191; this and following selec-
tion reprinted by permission of the publisher).
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and to urge all Soviets of Workers', Soldiers', Peasants' and Cossacks' Deputies to
remove representatives of these parties from their ranks.

Y. Sverdlov
Chairman of the Central Executive Committee

Red Terror

When civil war and peasant resistance to the Communists welled up in the summer
of 1918, both "Reds" and "Whites" resorted to widespread terror with summary execu-
tions, especially after the Left SR's tried to assassinate Lenin. Lenin's response to a peas-
ant uprising in Penza Province in August 1918 came to light among the party
documents released in 1991.

Comrades! The revolt by the five kulak volosts [townships] must be suppressed
without mercy. The interest of the entire revolution demands this, because we have
now before us our final decisive battle "with the kulaks." We need to set an
example.

1) You need to hang (hang without fail, so that the public sees) at least 100 notor-
ious kulaks, the rich, and the bloodsuckers.

2) Publish their names.
3) Take away all of their grain.
4) Execute the hostages—in accordance with yesterday's telegram.
This needs to be accomplished in such a way, that people for hundreds of miles

around will see, tremble, know and scream out: lefs choke and strangle those blood-
sucking kulaks.

Telegraph us acknowledging receipt and execution of this.
Yours, Lenin

p.s. Use your toughest people for this.

War Communism

As bitter civil war raged from 1918 to 1920, most Communists were carried away by
a fanaticism combining Utopian hopes for socialism with dictatorial violence against all
who stood in their way. Class strife was encouraged among the peasants, and food
supplies were forceably "requisitioned" to keep the cities fed. Industry, up to this point
under private ownership with "workers' control," was nationalized without compensa-
tion in a series of sweeping decrees, and placed under a highly centralized bureaucratic
administration. With the breakdown of transportation and the monetary system, Russia
approached a "natural economy" based on the equalization of poverty through rationing.

For the purpose of combating decisively the economic disorganization and the
breakdown of the food supply, and of establishing more firmly the dictatorship of
the working class and the village poor, the Soviet of People's Commissars has
resolved:

FROM: Lenin, Telegram to Penza Communists, August n , 1918 (Central Party Archive, file 2,
dossier 1, document #6898; English translation by the Library of Congress).

FROM: Decree on Nationalization of Large-Scale Industry, June 28, 1918 (English translation
in Bunyan, pp. 397-99).
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1. To declare all of the following industrial and commercial enterprises which
are located in the Soviet Republic, with all their capital and property, whatever they
may consist of, the property of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic. [At
this point there is given a long list of the most important mines, mills, factories,
etc.]

2. The administration of the nationalized industries shall be organized . . . by
the different departments of the Supreme Council of National Economy. . . .

3. Until the Supreme Council of Nation Economy issues special rulings for
each enterprise, the enterprises which have been declared the property of the
RS.F.S.R by this decree shall be considered as leased rent-free to their former
owners; the boards of directors and the former owners shall continue to finance
the enterprises . . . and also to receive the income from them. . . .

4. Beginning with the promulgation of this decree, the members of the admin-
istration, the directors, and other responsible officers of the nationalized industries
will be held responsible to the Soviet Republic both for the intactness and upkeep
of the business and for its proper functioning. Those who leave their posts without
the permission of the . . . Supreme Council of National Economy, or are found
guilty of negligence in the management of the business, are liable both civilly and
criminally to the Republic.

5. The entire personnel of every enterprise—technicians, workers, members of
the board of directors, and foremen—shall be considered employees of the Russian
Socialist Federated Soviet Republic; their wages shall be fixed in accordance with
the scales existing at the time of nationalization and shall be paid out of the funds
of the respective enterprises. Those who leave their posts . . . are liable to the Rev-
olutionary Tribunal and to the full penalty of the law.

6. All private capital belonging to members of the boards of directors, stock-
holders, and owners of the nationalized enterprises will be attached pending the
determination of the relation of such capital to the turnover capital and resources
of the enterprises in question.

7. All boards of directors of the nationalized enterprises must prepare at once a
financial statement of their respective businesses as of July 1, 1918.

8. The Supreme Council of National Economy is authorized to formulate at
once and send to all nationalized plants detailed instructions on the organization
connected with the carrying out of the present decree.

9. Enterprises belonging to consumers' cooperative societies . . . are not to be
nationalized.

10. The present decree becomes effective on the day it is signed.
V. Ulianov (Lenin)

Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars
Tsiurupa, Nogin, Rykov

People's Commissars.

Western Radicals on the Communists

At the time of the Russian Revolution Rosa Luxemburg was in jail in Germany for
her activity in the antiwar wing of the German Social-Democratic Party. She wrote a

FROM: Luxemburg, The Russian Revolution (1918; English translation by Bertram D. Wolfe,
New York, Workers Age Publishers, 1940, pp. 1-4, 11-12, 44-48, 53-54, 56).
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remarkably objective pamphlet appraising the new Soviet regime and prophetically indi-
cating its fundamental defects.

The Russian Revolution is the mightiest event of the World War. Its outbreak,
its unexampled radicalism, its enduring consequences, constitute the clearest con-
demnation of the lying phrases which official Social-Democracy so zealously sup-
plied at the beginning of the war as an ideological cover for German imperialism's
campaign of conquest. . . .

Moreover, for every thinking observer, these developments are a decisive refuta-
tion of the doctrinaire theory which Kautsky shared with the Government Social-
Democrats,* according to which Russia, as an economically backward and predom-
inantly agrarian land, was supposed not to be ripe for social revolution and
proletarian dictatorship. This theory, which regards only a bourgeois revolution as
feasible in Russia, is also the theory of the opportunist wing of the Russian labor
movement, of the so-called Mensheviks. . . .

. . . According to this view, if the revolution has gone beyond that point and
has set as its task the dictatorship of the proletariat, this is simply a mistake of the
radical wing of the Russian labor movement, the Bolsheviks. And all difficulties
which the revolution has met with in its further course, and all disorders it has suf-
fered, are pictured as purely a result of this fateful error.

The fate of the revolution in Russia depended fully upon international events.
That the Bolsheviks have based their policy entirely upon the world proletarian re-
volution is the clearest proof of their political farsightedness and firmness of prin-
ciple and of the bold scope of their policies. . . .

The real situation in which the Russian Revolution found itself, narrowed down
in a few months to the alternative: victory of the counter-revolution or dictatorship
of the proletariat—Kaledin or Lenin. . . . The Russian Revolution has but con-
firmed the basic lesson of every great revolution, the law of its being, which de-
crees: either the revolution must advance at a rapid, stormy and resolute tempo,
break down all barriers with an iron hand and place its goals ever farther ahead, or
it is quite soon thrown backward behind its feeble point of departure and sup-
pressed by counter-revolution. To stand still, to mark time on one spot, to be con-
tented with the first goal it happens to reach, is never possible in revolution. . . .

Lenin says: the bourgeois state is an instrument of oppression of the working
class; the socialist state, of the bourgeoisie. To a certain extent, he says, it is only
the capitalist state stood on its head. This simplified view misses the most essential
thing: bourgeois class rule has no need of the political training and education of
the entire mass of the people, at least not beyond certain narrow limits. But for the
proletarian dictatorship that is the life element, the very air without which it is not
able to exist. . . .

. . . The very giant tasks which the Bolsheviks have undertaken with courage and
determination . . . demand the most intensive political training of the masses and
the accumulation of experience.

Freedom only for the supporters of the government, only for the members of
one party—however numerous they may be—is no freedom at all. Freedom is al-
ways and exclusively freedom for the one who thinks differently. Not because of

*I.e., the wing of the German Social-Democratic Party which supported the government's war
effort—Ed.
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any fanatical concept of "justice" but because all that is instructive, wholesome and
purifying in political freedom depends on this essential characteristic, and its effec-
tiveness vanishes when "freedom" becomes a special privilege. . . .

The tacit assumption underlying the Lenin-Trotsky theory of the dictatorship is
this: that the socialist transformation is something for which a ready-made formula
lies completed in the pocket of the revolutionary party, which needs only to be car-
ried out energetically in practice. This is, unfortunately—or perhaps fortunately—
not the case. Far from being a sum of ready-made prescriptions which have only to
be applied, the practical realization of socialism as an economic, social and juridical
system is something which lies completely hidden in the mists of the future. . . .

. . . Socialism by its very nature cannot be decreed or introduced by ukaz. It has
as its prerequisite a number of measures of force—against property, etc. The nega-
tive, the tearing down, can be decreed; the building up, the positive, cannot. New
territory. A thousand problems. Only experience is capable of correcting and open-
ing new ways. Only unobstructed, effervescing life falls into a thousand new forms
and improvisations, brings to light creative force, itself corrects all mistaken at-
tempts. The public life of countries with limited freedom is so poverty-stricken, so
miserable, so rigid, so unfruitful, precisely because, through the exclusion of de-
mocracy, it cuts off the living sources of all spiritual riches and progress. . . .

. . . Socialism in life demands a complete spiritual transformation in the masses
degraded by centuries of bourgeois class rule. Social instincts in place of egotistical
ones, mass initiative in place of inertia, idealism which conquers all suffering, etc.,
etc. No one knows this better, describes it more penetratingly, repeats it more
stubbornly than Lenin. But he is completely mistaken in the means he employs.
Decree, dictatorial force of the factory overseer, draconic penalties, rule by terror—
all these things are but palliatives. The only way to a rebirth is the school of public
life itself, the most unlimited, the broadest democracy and public opinion. It is rule
by terror which demoralizes.

When all this is eliminated, what really remains? In place of the representative
bodies created by general, popular elections, Lenin and Trotsky have laid down the
Soviets as the only true representation of the laboring masses. But with the repres-
sion of political life in the land as a whole, life in the Soviets must also become
more and more crippled. Without general elections, without unrestricted freedom
of press and assembly, without a free struggle of opinion, life dies out in every pub-
lic institution, becomes a mere semblance of life, in which only the bureaucracy
remains as the active element. Public life gradually falls asleep, a few dozen party
leaders of inexhaustible energy and boundless experience direct and rule. Among
them, in reality only a dozen outstanding heads do the leading and an elite of the
working class is invited from time to time to meetings where they are to applaud
the speeches of the leaders, and to approve proposed resolutions unanimously—at
bottom, then, a clique affair—a dictatorship, to be sure, not the dictatorship of the
proletariat, however, but only the dictatorship of a handful of politicians, that is a
dictatorship in the bourgeois sense, in the sense of the rule of the Jacobins.
. . . Yes, we can go even further: such conditions must inevitably cause a brutaliza-
tion of public life: attempted assassinations, shooting of hostages, etc. . . .

"As Marxists," writes Trotsky, "we have never been idol worshippers of formal
democracy." . . . All that that really means is: We have always distinguished the
social kernel from the political form of bourgeois democracy; we have always revealed
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the hard kernel of social inequality and lack of freedom hidden under the sweet shell
of formal equality and freedom—not in order to reject the latter but to spur the
working class into not being satisfied with the shell, but rather, by conquering po-
litical power, to create a socialist democracy to replace bourgeois democracy—not
to eliminate democracy altogether. . . .

Yes, dictatorship! But this dictatorship consists in the manner of applying democ-
racy^ not in its elimination, in energetic, resolute attacks upon the well-entrenched
rights and economic relationships of bourgeois society, without which a socialist
transformation cannot be accomplished. But this dictatorship must be the work of
the class and not of a little leading minority in the name of the class—that is, it
must proceed step by step out of the active participation of the masses; it must be
under their direct influence, subjected to the control of complete public activity; it
must arise out of the growing political training of the mass of the people. . . .

What is in order is to distinguish the essential from the non-essential, the kernel
from the accidental excrescences in the policies of the Bolsheviks. In the present
period, when we face decisive final struggles in all the world, the most important
problem of socialism was and is the burning question of our time. It is not a matter
of this or that secondary question of tactics, but of the capacity for action of the
proletariat, the strength to act, the will to power of socialism as such. In this,
Lenin and Trotsky and their friends were the first, those who went ahead as an ex-
ample to the proletariat of the world; they are still the only ones up to now who can
cry with Hutten:* "I have dared!"

This is the essential and enduring in Bolshevik policy. In this sense theirs is the
immortal historical service of having marched at the head of the international pro-
letariat with the conquest of political power and the practical placing of the prob-
lem of the realization of socialism, and of having advanced mightily the settlement
of the score between capital and labor in the entire world. In Russia the problem
could only be posed. It could not be solved in Russia. And in this sense, the future
everywhere belongs to "Bolshevism."

The Party Program of 1919

An official statement of the aims and principles of the Communist Party was issued
by the Eighth Party Congress in 1919. It is noteworthy for its stress on the superior
"democratic" character of the Soviet state, the importance of education and anti-
religious propaganda, and the economic role of the trade unions, together with the nec-
essary expedients of economic incentives and "bourgeois" experts.

. . . 2. In contrast to bourgeois democracy, which concealed the class charac-
ter of the state, the Soviet authority openly acknowledges that every state must in-
evitably bear a class character until the division of society into classes has been
abolished and all government authority disappears. By its very nature, the Soviet
state directs itself to the suppression of the resistance of the exploiters, and the So-

*Ulrich von Hutten: German humanist and early follower of Luther—Ed.

FROM: The Program of the All-Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) (1919; English translation,
Moscow, Communist Library [1920], reprinted in James H. Meisel and Edward S. Kozera, Mate-
rials for the Study of the Soviet System, Ann Arbor, Mich., Wahr, 1950, pp. 107-8, 110-15).
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viet constitution does not stop short of depriving the exploiters of their political
rights, bearing in mind that any kind of freedom is a deception if it is opposed to
the emancipation of labor from the yoke of capital. The aim of the Party of the pro-
letariat consists in carrying on a determined suppression of the resistance of the
exploiters, in struggling against the deeply rooted prejudices concerning the abso-
lute character of bourgeois rights and freedom, and at the same time explaining
that deprivation of political rights and any kind of limitation of freedom are neces-
sary as temporary measures in order to defeat the attempts of the exploiters to re-
tain or to reestablish their privileges. With the disappearance of the possibility of
the exploitation of one human being by another, the necessity for these measures
will also gradually disappear and the Party will aim to reduce and completely abol-
ish them. . . .

8. The proletarian revolution, owing to the Soviet organization of the state, was
able at one stroke finally to destroy the old bourgeois, official and judicial state ap-
paratus. The comparatively low standard of culture of the masses, the absence of
necessary experience in state administration on the part of responsible workers who
are elected by the masses, the pressing necessity, owing to the critical situation of
engaging specialists of the old school, and the calling up to military service of the
more advanced section of city workmen, all this led to the partial revival of bureau-
cratic practices within the Soviet system.

The All-Russian Communist Party, carrying on a resolute struggle with bu-
reaucratism, suggests the following measures for overcoming this evil:

1i) Every member of the soviet is obliged to perform a certain duty in state
administration.

(2) These duties must change in rotation, so as gradually to embrace all the
branches of administrative work.

(3) All the working masses without exception must be gradually induced to take
part in the work of state administration.

The complete realization of these measures will carry us in advance of the Paris
Commune, and the simplification of the work of administration, together with the
raising of the level of culture of the masses, will eventually lead to the abolition of
state authority. . . .

Jurisprudence
11. Proletarian democracy, taking power into its own hands and finally abolish-

ing the organs of domination of the bourgeoisie—the former courts of justice—
has replaced the formula of bourgeois democracy: "judges elected by the people"
by the class watchword "judges elected from the working masses and only by the
working masses," and has applied the latter in the organization of law courts, hav-
ing extended equal right to both sexes, both in the election of judges and in the
exercise of the functions of judges.

In order to induce the broad masses of the proletariat and the poorest peasantry
to take part in the administration of justice, a bench of jury-judges sitting in rota-
tion under guidance of a permanent judge is introduced and various labor organi-
zations and trade unions must impanel their delegates. . . .

Public Education

1.2. The All-Russian Communist Party in the field of education sets itself the
task of bringing to fulfillment the work begun by the October Revolution of 1917,
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of transforming the school from an instrument of class domination of the bour-
geoisie into an instrument for the abolition of the class divisions of society, into an
instrument for a communist regeneration of society.

In the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e., in the period of prepara-
tion of conditions suitable for the realization of communism, the school must be
not only the conductor of communist principles, but it must become the conductor
of the intellectual, organizational and educational influences of the proletariat, to
the semi-proletariat and non-proletarian sections of the toiling masses, in order to
educate a generation capable of establishing communism. . . .

Religion

13. With reference to religion, the All-Russian Communist Party does not con-
tent itself with the already decreed separation of church from state, i.e., measures
which are one of the items of the programs of bourgeois democracy, which was,
however, never fulfilled owing to many and various ties binding capital with reli-
gious propaganda.

The All-Russian Communist Party is guided by the conviction that only the real-
ization of conscious and systematic social and economic activity of the masses will
lead to the disappearance of religious prejudices. The aim of the Party is finally to
destroy the ties between the exploiting classes and the organization of religious
propaganda, at the same time helping the toiling masses actually to liberate their
minds from religious superstitions, and organizing on a wide scale scientific-
educational and anti-religious propaganda. It is, however, necessary carefully to
avoid offending the religious susceptibilities of believers, which leads only to the
strengthening of religious fanaticism.

Economics
1. Undeviatingly to continue and finally to realize that expropriation of the

bourgeoisie which was begun and which has already been largely completed, the
transforming of all means of production and exchange into the property of the So-
viet republic, i.e., the common property of all toilers.

2. All possible increase of the productive forces of the country must be consid-
ered the fundamental and principal point upon which the economic policy of the
Soviet Government is based. In view of the disorganization of the country, every-
thing in other spheres of life must be subordinated to the practical aim imme-
diately and at all costs to increase the quantity of products required by the
population. The successful functioning of every Soviet institution connected with
economy must be gauged by the practical results in this direction.

At the same time it is necessary in the first place to pay attention to the
following:

3. The decaying imperialist system of economy left to the Soviet state a heritage
of chaos in the organization and management of production, which hampered it in
the first period of construction. The more imperative therefore becomes the fun-
damental task of concentrating all the economic activity of the country according to
a general state plan; the greatest concentration of production for the purpose of
amalgamating it into various branches and groups of branches, and centralizing it in
the most productive units, and for the purpose of rapidity in carrying out economic
achievements; the most efficient arrangement of the productive apparatus and a ra-
tional and economical utilization of all material resources of the country. . . .
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5. The organizing apparatus of socialized industry must first of all rest upon
the trade unions. The latter must free themselves from their narrow guild outlook
and transform themselves into large productive combinations which will unite the
majority, and finally all the workmen of a given branch of production.

Trade unions, being already, according to the laws of the Soviet Republic and
established practice, participants in all local and central organs for managing in-
dustry, must actually concentrate in their hands the management of the whole sys-
tem of public economy as an economic unit. The trade unions, thus securing an
indissoluble union between the central state administration, the public system of
economy and the masses of toilers, must induce the latter to take part in the imme-
diate management of production. The participation of trade unions in the man-
agement of production and the attraction by them of the broad masses are,
moreover, the principal means to carry on a struggle against bureaucracy in the
economic apparatus of the Soviet state, and afford the opportunity of establishing a
really democratic control over the results of production.

6. A maximum utilization of all labor power existing in the state, its regular
distribution and redistribution among various territorial regions as well as among
various branches of production, is necessary for the systematic development of
public economy, and must be the immediate aim in the economic policy of the So-
viet Government. This aim can be attained in closest co-operation with the trade
unions. For the purpose of performing certain social duties, a general mobilization
of all capable of work must be carried out by the Soviet Government, aided by the
trade unions, on a much wider scale and more systematically than has been done
hitherto.

7. In the state of the complete disorganization of the capitalist system of labor,
the productive forces of the country can be restored and developed and a socialist
system of production strengthened, only on the basis of the comradely discipline of
toilers, maximum activity on their part, responsibility and the strictest mutual con-
trol over the productivity of labor.

Persistent systematic effort directed to the re-education of the masses is neces-
sary to attain this aim. This work is now made easier as the masses in reality see the
abolition of capitalists, landowners, and merchants, and from their own experience
draw the conclusion that the level of their prosperity depends entirely upon the
productivity of their own labor.

The trade unions play the principal part in the work of establishing a new social-
ist discipline. Breaking with old conventions, they must put into practice and try
various measures, such as the establishment of control, standards of production,
the introduction of responsibility of the workmen before special labor tribunals,
etc., for the realization of this aim.

8. Moreover, for the development of the productive forces the immediate, wide
and full utilization of all specialists in science and technology left to us by capital-
ism, is necessary, in spite of the fact that the majority of the latter are inevitably
imbued with bourgeois ideas and habits. The Party considers that the period of
sharp struggle with this group, owing to organized sabotage on their part, is
ended as the sabotage is in the main subdued. The Party, in closest contact with the
trade unions, will follow its former line of action, i.e., on the one hand it will make
no political concessions to this bourgeois section and mercilessly suppress any
counter-revolutionary moves on its part, and on the other hand it will carry on a
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merciless struggle against the pseudo-radical, but in reality, ignorant and conceited
opinion that the working class can overcome capitalism and the bourgeois order
without the aid of bourgeois specialists or taking advantage of their knowledge,
without passing, together with them, through a thorough schooling of hard work.

While striving toward equal remuneration of labor and to realize communism,
the Soviet Government does not regard the immediate realization of such equality
possible at the moment, when only the first steps are being taken towards replacing
capitalism by communism. It is therefore necessary to maintain a higher remunera-
tion for specialists in order that they should work not worse but better than before,
and for that purpose it is not possible to abandon the system of bonuses for the
most successful, particularly for work of organization.

To the same degree, it is necessary to place the bourgeois experts in a setting of
comradely common effort, working hand in hand with the mass of average workers,
led by class-conscious Communists, and thus to assist the mutual understanding and
unity between manual and intellectual workers formerly separated by capitalism. . . .

Centralization of the Communist Party

Under the stress of civil war the Communist leaders had to put a premium on swift
decision-making and on the development of a disciplined body of party secretaries to
carry out decisions. The Eighth Party Congress accordingly approved the creation of
new executive organs for the party—the Politbureau, the Orgbureau, and the Secretariat
—and gave these central bodies full authority over the membership (including Com-
munists in nominally separate countries like the Ukraine). With this step the Communist
Party began to approximate the organizational ideal laid down by Lenin in 1902.

. . . /. The Growth of the Party:

The numerical growth of the party is progressive only insofar as healthy prole-
tarian elements of town and country flow into the ranks of the party. The doors of
the party should be wide open to workers and to worker and peasant youth. But the
party must always follow attentively the progressive changes in its social composi-
tion. . . . It is important to handle the admission into the party of non-worker and
non-peasant elements by careful selection. . . .

2. The Link with the Masses:

The Russian Communist Party, since it is in power and holds in its hands the
whole apparatus of the Soviets, has naturally had to turn tens of thousands of its
members over to the work of administering the country. One of the party's most
important tasks at the present moment is to place new thousands of its best func-
tionaries in the network of the governmental administration (the railroads, provi-
sioning, control, the army, the courts, etc.).

However, in connection with the fulfillment of this substantial task a serious
danger has arisen. Many members of the party who have been placed in this govern-
mental work are divorcing themselves from the masses and becoming infected with
bureaucratism, which very often applies to many workers who are members of the

FROM: Resolution of the Eighth Congress of the Russian Communist Party, March, 1919, "On
the Organizational Question" (CPSU in Resolutions, I, 441-44; editor's translation).
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Soviets. It is necessary to begin the most determined struggle against this evil im-
mediately. . . .

^. The Internal Structure of the Central Committee:

The Central Committee has no less than two plenary sessions a month on pre-
viously arranged days. All the most important political and organizational ques-
tions which do not demand the most hasty decision are considered at these plenary
meetings of the Central Committee.

The Central Committee organizes Firstly a Political Bureau, secondly an Organi-
zational Bureau, and thirdly a Secretariat.

The Political Bureau consists of five members of the Central Committee. All the
other members of the Central Committee who find it possible to participate in one
or another of the sessions of the Political Bureau enjoy a consultative voice at the
sessions of the Political Bureau. The Political Bureau makes decisions on questions
which do not permit delay, and it gives a report on all its work in the two weeks'
period to the following meeting of the Central Committee.

The Organizational Bureau consists of five members of the Central Committee.
Each of the members of the Organizational Bureau conducts his respective branch
of the work. The Organizational Bureau assembles not less than three times a
week. The Organizational Bureau directs all the organizational work of the party.
The Organizational Bureau reports to the Plenum of the Central Committee every
two weeks.

The Secretariat of the Central Committee is composed of one responsible secre-
tary, a member of the Organizational Bureau of the Central Committee, and five
technical secretaries from among the experienced party functionaries. The Secretar-
iat organizes a series of departments. The Secretariat reports to the Plenum of the
Central Committee every two weeks.

5. Nationality Organizations:

At the present time the Ukraine, Latvia, Lithuania and Byelorussia exist as spe-
cial Soviet republics. Thus, the question of their forms of governmental existence is
decided at the present moment.

But this does not at all mean that the Russian Communist Party in its turn
should be organized on the basis of a federation of independent Communist
parties.

The Eighth Congress of the Russian Communist Party decides that the exis-
tence of a unitary centralized Communist Party with a unitary Central Committee
directing all the work of the party in all parts of the RSFSR is essential. All deci-
sions of the Russian Communist Party and its leading institutions are uncondition-
ally binding on all parts of the party, regardless of their nationality composition.
The Central Committees of the Ukrainian, Latvian, and Lithuanian Communists
enjoy the rights of regional committees of the party and are wholly subordinated to
the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party. . . .

7. Centralism and Discipline:

The party finds itself in a position where the strictest centralism and the most
rigorous discipline are absolute necessities. All decisions of a higher jurisdiction
are absolutely binding for lower ones. Each decision must above all be fulfilled,
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and only after this is an appeal to the respective party organ permissible. In this
sense outright military discipline is essential for the party at the present time. . . .

8. The Assignment of Party Forces:

At the present time the correct assignment of party forces is the main guarantee
of success and one of the most important tasks. The whole matter of the assign-
ment of party functionaries is in the hands of the Central Committee of the party.
Its decision is binding for everyone. In each province the forces are assigned by the
provincial committee of the party; in the capitals, by the city committees under the
general direction of the Central Committee. The Central Committee is commis-
sioned to wage the most determined struggle against any local privilege or separat-
ism in these questions.

The Central Committee is commissioned to transfer party functionaries system-
atically from one branch of work to another and from one region to another with
the aim of utilizing them the most productively. . . .

Civil War and Intervention

Hostilities between the Communists and the Whites reached a climax in 1919. Inter-
vention by the Allied powers on the side of the Whites almost brought them victory.
Facing the most serious White threat led by General Denikin in Southern Russia, Lenin
appealed to his followers for a supreme effort, and threatened ruthless repression of any
opposition behind the lines. By early 1920 the principal White forces were defeated.

Comrades,
This is one of the most critical, probably even the most critical moment for the

socialist revolution. The defenders of the exploiters, of the landlords and capital-
ists, Russian and foreign (and in the first instance the British and French), are mak-
ing a desperate effort to restore the power of the robbers of the people's labour,
the landlords and exploiters, in Russia, in order to bolster up their declining power
all over the world. The British and French capitalists have failed in their plan to
conquer the Ukraine with their own troops; they have failed in their support of
Kolchak* in Siberia; the Red Army, heroically advancing in the Urals with the help
of the Urals workers, who are rising to a man, is nearing Siberia with the purpose
of liberating it from the incredible tyranny and brutality of the overlords there, the
capitalists. Lastly, the British and French imperialists have failed in their plan to
seize Petrograd by means of a counterrevolutionary conspiracy, in which there took
part Russian monarchists, Kadets, Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, not
even excluding Left: Socialist-Revolutionaries.

The foreign capitalists are now making a desperate effort to restore the yoke of
capital with the help of an onslaught by Denikin, whom they have helped, as they
once had helped Kolchak, with officers, supplies, shells, tanks, etc., etc.

FROM: Lenin, "All Out for the Fight Against Denikin!" (Letter of the Central Committee of the
Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) to the Party Organizations, July, 1919; Selected Works,
Vol. II, book 2, pp. 240-41, 257, 259-60).

* Admiral Kolchak: leader of the White forces in Siberia, and a military dictator, until his cap-
ture and execution in 1920—Ed.
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All the forces of the workers and peasants, all the forces of the Soviet Republic,
must be harnessed to repulse Denikin's onslaught and to defeat him, without sus-
pending the Red Army's victorious advance into the Urals and Siberia. That is the

Main Task of the Moment

All Communists first and foremost, all sympathizers with them, all honest
workers and peasants, all Soviet officials, must display military efficiency and concen-
trate to the maximum their work, their efforts and their concern directly on the tasks
of war, on the speedy repulse of Denikin's onslaught, curtailing and rearranging all
their other activities in subordination to this task.

The Soviet Republic is besieged by the enemy. It must become a single military
camp, not in word but in deed.

. . . Counterrevolution is raising its head in our rear, in our midst.
Counterrevolution has been vanquished, but it is far from having been destroyed,

and it is naturally taking advantage of Denikin's victories and of the aggravation of
the food shortage. And, as always, in the wake of direct and open counterrevolution,
in the wake of the Black Hundreds and the Kadets, whose strength lies in their cap-
ital, their direct connections with Entente imperialism, and their understanding of
the inevitability of dictatorship and their ability to exercise it (on Kolchak lines),
follow the wavering, spineless Mensheviks, Right Socialist-Revolutionaries and Left
Socialist-Revolutionaries, who embellish their deeds with words. . . .

Our task is to put the question bluntly. What is better? To ferret out, to impri-
son, sometimes even to shoot hundreds of traitors from among the Kadets, non-
party people, Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, who "come out" (some
with arms in hand, others with conspiracies, others still with agitation against mo-
bilization, like the Menshevik printers and railwaymen, etc.) against the Soviet
power, in other words, in favour ofDenikint Or to allow matters to reach a pass en-
abling Kolchak and Denikin to slaughter, shoot and flog to death tens of thou-
sands of workers and peasants? The choice is not difficult to make. . . .

The Soviet Republic is a fortress besieged by world capital. We can concede the
right to use it as a refuge from Kolchak, and the right to live in it generally, only to
those who take an active part in the war and help us in every way. Hence our right
and our duty to mobilize the whole population for the war to a man, some for mil-
itary duties in the direct meaning of the term, others for subsidiary activities of ev-
ery kind in aid of the war. . . .

Bukharin5 s Apology for War Communism

Bukharin took it upon himself to justify in Marxist terms the collapse of the Russian
economy which occurred during the period of War Communism, and the utilization of
the "technical intelligentsia" and the conventional hierarchical organization of industry.
The key, for him, was the possession of power by the allegedly "proletarian" state,
under which no expedients could possibly harm the interests of the workers.

It is absolutely clear that the disintegration and revolutionary loosening of the

FROM: Bukharin, The Economics of the Transformation Period (1920; German edition, Hamburg,
Hoym, 1922, pp. 55-56, 71-72, 76, 78-80, 85; editor's translation).
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links of the system as essential characteristics of the breakdown means a collapse of
the "technical apparatus" of society, insofar as we are considering the technical or-
ganization of the people of this society.

But from this it follows that one cannot simply "take possession" of the old
economic apparatus. Anarchy in production, or . . . the "revolutionary disintegra-
tion of industry" is a historically inevitable stage, which cannot be escaped by lam-
entation. Certainly, from the absolute standpoint it would be fine if the revolution
and the breakdown of the old production relationships were not accompanied by
any collapse of the technical relations of production. But the considered judgment
of the actual processes, the scientific analysis of them, tells us that the period of
this collapse is historically inevitable and historically necessary.

The collapse of the technical hierarchy, which appears at a certain stage of the
process of broadened negative reproduction,* exerts pressure in turn on the condi-
tion of the forces of production. The forces of production are fused with the rela-
tionships of production in a definite system of the social organization of labor.
Consequently, the collapse of the "apparatus" must inevitably be followed by a
further decline in the forces of production. In this way the process of further nega-
tive reproduction is extraordinarily accelerated.

From the above analysis it follows that the "restoration of industry" which capi-
talistic Utopians dream about is impossible on the basis of the old capitalistic rela-
tionships, which are flying apart. The only remedy is for the lower links of the
system, the basic productive force of capitalist society, the working class, to assume
a dominant position in the organization of social labor. In other words, the estab-
lishment of communism is the prerequisite for a re-birth of society. . . .

We have seen that that which for society as a whole constitutes a condition of its
further existence represents for the proletariat an organizational problem which it
must solve in practice. In this period the proletariat must actively build socialism
and at the same time, in the process of this building, educate itself anew. This task
can be met only with the help of specific methods, with methods of organized labor.
But these methods have already been prepared in the development of capitalism. . . .

Socialism as an organized system must be built by the proletariat as the orga-
nized collective subject. Whereas the process of the growth of capitalism was ele-
mental nature, the process of building communism is to a high degree a conscious,
i.e., organized process. For communism will be created by a class which in the
womb of capitalism has grown up into that "revolutionary association" of which
Marx spoke. The epoch of building communism will therefore inevitably be the
epoch of planned and organized labor; the proletariat will fulfill its tasks as social-
technical tasks of building a new society, tasks which are consciously posed and
consciously fulfilled. . . .

In this period the proletariat educates itself, closes ranks, and organizes itself as
a class with tremendous intensity and swiftness. The proletariat as the totality of
production relations accordingly builds the scaffolding of the whole structure. But
the problem of the social organization of production consists of new combinations of
the old elements. And indeed what elements? . . .

The ex-bourgeois group of organizers and the technical intelligentsia which

* Reproduction: Marx's concept of the maintenance and expansion of capital; "negative repro-
duction" would be to allow the industrial plant to wear out—Ed.
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stands beneath it are material which is obviously necessary for the reconstruction
period: it is the social deposit of organizational and technical-scientific experience.
It is indeed apparent that both these categories must be regrouped. How and
under what circumstances is this possible?

We wish to point out above all that this is the decisive—one could say basic-
question for our structure. It is no accident that in the mature period of the Rus-
sian socialist revolution the problem of the "specialist" played so important a role.

We know that earlier types of social ties survive in the heads of the people in
these categories, in the form of an ideological and physiological residue. "Healthy
capitalism" hovers before them with the persistency of a fixed idea. The prerequi-
site for the possibility of a new social combination of production is therefore to
dissolve the earlier types of associations in the heads of this technical intel-
ligentsia. . . .

How, in general, is another combination of personal and technical elements of
production possible if the logic of the production process itself requires associa-
tions of a completely determined kind? Must an engineer or technician indeed give
orders to the workers and consequently stand over them? In just the same way the
former officers in the Red Army must stand over the common soldiers. Here we
pose an inner, purely technical, factual logic, which must be observed in any social
order whatsoever. How can this contradiction be solved?

Here a whole series of circumstances must be considered, and we will now at-
tack their study.

Above all: Under the proletarian state power and with the proletarian nationali-
zation of production the process of creating surplus value, a specific feature of
bourgeois society, ceases. . . . With the dialectical transformation of the bour-
geois dictatorship into the proletarian, the technical function of the intelligentsia
changes from a capitalistic to a social function of labor, and the creation of surplus
value changes (under the conditions of expanded reproduction) into the creation
of surplus product, which is applied to the expansion of the reproduction fund. Par-
alleling this, the basic type of association changes, although in the hierarchical scheme the
intelligentsia occupies the same "middle" place. For the highest authority in the state
economy is the concentrated social power of the proletariat. Here the technical in-
telligentsia on the one hand stands above the great mass of the working class, but
on the other is in the last analysis subordinated to its collective will, the expression
of which is found in the proletariat's organization of the state economy. The trans-
formation of the process of producing surplus value into a process of planned satis-
faction of social needs finds expression in the regrouping of production relations,
notwithstanding the formal retention of the same place in the hierarchical system
of production, which in principle assumes as a whole a different character, the
character of the dialectic negation of the structure of capitalism and which, insofar
as it destroys the social-caste character of the hierarchy, leads toward the abolition
of the hierarchy altogether. . . .

We must now pose the question of the general principle of the system of organi-
zation of the proletarian apparatus, i.e., the interrelations between the various
forms of proletarian organization. It is indeed clear that formally the same method
is necessary for the working class as for the bourgeoisie of the era of state capital-
ism. This organizational method consists of the coordination of all proletarian or-
ganizations by means of the most all-embracing organization possible, i.e., by
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means of the state organization of the working class, by means of the proletarian
Soviet state. The "governmentalization" of the trade unions and in practice the gov-
ernmentalization of all the mass organizations of the proletariat result from the
inner logic of the transformation process itself. The smallest germ cell of the labor
apparatus must become a support for the general process of organization, which is
planfully led and conducted by the collective reason of the working class, which has
its material embodiment in the highest, all embracing organization, its state power.
Thus the system of state capitalism is dialectically transformed into its own opposite,
into the governmental form of workers' socialism. . . .

Trotsky on Terror and Militarization

During the Civil War years Trotsky was surpassed by none in his advocacy of dicta-
torial ruthlessness and authoritarianism. He frankly defended every means of violence
and intimidation for the compelling end of revolutionary victory, and insisted that tight
control and strict discipline of the entire population were essential for the success of the
socialist economy. Trotsky was the earliest articulate exponent of the all-embracing to-
talitarian approach to economic development which Stalin made his own in 1929.

. . . The problem of revolution, as of war, consists in breaking the will of the
foe, forcing him to capitulate and to accept the conditions of the conqueror. The
will, of course, is a fact of the physical world, but in contradistinction to a meeting,
a dispute, or a congress, the revolution carries out its object by means of the em-
ployment of material resources though to a less degree than war. The bourgeoisie
itself conquered power by means of revolts, and consolidated it by the civil war. In
the peaceful period, it retains power by means of a system of repression. As long as
class society, founded on the most deep-rooted antagonisms, continues to exist, re-
pression remains a necessary means of breaking the will of the opposing side.

Even if, in one country or another, the dictatorship of the proletariat grew up
within the external framework of democracy, this would by no means avert the civil
war. The question as to who is to rule the country, i.e., of the life or death of the
bourgeoisie, will be decided on either side, not by references to the paragraphs of
the constitution, but by the employment of all forms of violence. . . .

The question of the form of repression, or of its degree, of course, is not one of
"principle." It is a question of expediency. . . .

. . . Terror can be very efficient against a reactionary class which does not want
to leave the scene of operations. Intimidation is a powerful weapon of policy, both
internationally and internally. War, like revolution, is founded upon intimidation. A
victorious war, generally speaking, destroys only an insignificant part of the con-
quered army, intimidating the remainder and breaking their will. The revolution
works in the same way: it kills individuals, and intimidates thousands. In this sense,
the Red Terror is not distinguishable from the armed insurrection, the direct con-
tinuation of which it represents. The State terror of a revolutionary class can be
condemned "morally" only by a man who, as a principle, rejects (in words) every

FROM: Trotsky, Terrorism and Communism (1920; English translation, Dictatorship vs. Democracy:
A Reply to Karl Kautsky, New York, Workers' Party of America, 1922, pp. 54, 57-59, 106-7,

6
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form of violence whatsoever—consequently, every war and every rising. For this
one has to be merely and simply a hypocritical Quaker.

"But, in that case, in what do your tactics differ from the tactics of Tsarism?" we
are asked, by the high priest of Liberalism and Kautskianism.

You do not understand this, holy men? We shall explain to you. The terror of
Tsarism was directed against the proletariat. The gendarmerie of Tsarism throttled
the workers who were fighting for the Socialist order. Our Extraordinary Commis-
sions shoot landlords, capitalists, and generals who are striving to restore the capi-
talist order. Do you grasp this—distinction? Yes? For us Communists it is quite
sufficient. . . .

If the organization of the new society can be reduced fundamentally to the re-
organization of labor, the organization of labor signifies in its turn the correct in-
troduction of general labor service. This problem is in no way met by measures of a
purely departmental and administrative character. It touches the very foundations
of economic life and the social structure. It finds itself in conflict with the most
powerful psychological habits and prejudices. The introduction of compulsory la-
bor service presupposes, on the one hand, a colossal work of education, and, on
the other, the greatest possible care in the practical method adopted. . . .

The introduction of compulsory labor service is unthinkable without the appli-
cation, to a greater or less degree, of the methods of militarization of labor. This
term at once brings us into the region of the greatest possible superstitions and
outcries from the opposition. . . .

The foundations of the militarization of labor are those forms of State compul-
sion without which the replacement of capitalist economy by the Socialist will
forever remain an empty sound. Why do we speak of militarization) Of course, this
is only an analogy—but an analogy very rich in content. No social organization ex-
cept the army has ever considered itself justified in subordinating citizens to itself
in such a measure, and to control them by its will on all sides to such a degree, as
the State of the proletarian dictatorship considers itself justified in doing, and does.
Only the army—just because in its way it used to decide questions of the life or
death of nations, States, and ruling classes—was endowed with powers of demand-
ing from each and all complete submission to its problems, aims, regulations, and
orders. And it achieved this to the greater degree, the more the problems of mil-
itary organization coincided with the requirements of social development.

The question of the life or death of Soviet Russia is at present being settled on
the labor front; our economic, and together with them our professional and pro-
ductive organizations, have the right to demand from their members all that devo-
tion, discipline, and executive thoroughness, which hitherto only the army re-
quired. . . .

. . . We can have no way to Socialism except by the authoritative regulation of
the economic forces and resources of the country, and the centralized distribution
of labor-power in harmony with the general State plan. The Labor State considers
itself empowered to send every worker to the place where his work is necessary.
And not one serious Socialist will begin to deny to the Labor State the right to lay
its hand upon the worker who refuses to execute his labor duty. But the whole
point is that the Menshevik path of transition to "Socialism" is a milky way, with-
out the bread monopoly, without the abolition of the market, without the revolu-
tionary dictatorship, and without the militarization of labor.
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The "Democratic Centralists" in Opposition to
Centralization

The "Democratic Centralist" group, led by V. V. Osinsky, was an offshoot of the
Left Communist movement of early 1918 which held to the original anti-bureaucratic
line. Dedicated to the observance of revolutionary principle, in opposition to the expe-
dients promoted by Lenin and Trotsky, they repeatedly protested the trend toward cen-
tralization and hierarchical authority in the party, the government, the army, and industry.
Their ideals were local autonomy and administration of every sort of activity by elected
boards or "collegia." At the Ninth Party Congress in 1920, Osinsky spoke against
Trotsky's scheme of militarization as a violation of basic revolutionary principles of de-
mocracy and collective decision-making.

I propose to make a series of amendments and additions to Comrade Trotsky's
theses. . . . First of all I want to give the basis for the amendment which we are
introducing on the question of militarization.

What is happening now at the congress is the clash of several cultures, for our
setup has given birth to different cultures. We have created a military-Soviet cul-
ture, a civil Soviet culture, and, finally, the trade-union movement has created its
own sphere of culture. Each of these forms of our movement has its own approach
to things, has created its own practices. Comrade Trotsky has posed the question
from the point of view of a man coming from the sphere of military culture; we
approach it from the point of view of the civil sphere, and, finally, the trade-union
comrades have posed it in their own way. They have posed it the most poorly, in-
sofar as they have for a long time been considering only the need to protect the
workers from militarization and to keep labor free, etc.

I want first of all to establish the fact that we approached the question of mili-
tarization earlier than the people from the other cultures, and from the other side.
. . . I radically reject the proposition that we oppose militarization per se. . . . We
are against the excessive extension of the concept of militarization, we are against
the blind imitation of military models. . . .

The collegium is not the only means for drawing the broad working masses into
administration. There are many other ways, such as, for example the appointment of
probationary workers and participation in the Workers' and Peasants' Inspection.
But there is no doubt that the collegium is an essential higher-level school of ad-
ministration, given final preparation and the broadest outlook. The collegium is the
proper means to prepare workers for the most responsible work and for completely
taking over the state apparatus. . . .

Comrade Lenin reproaches here on the grounds that we approach the question
of individual authority vs. the collegial principle not in a practical way but purely "in
principle." . . . In the developed socialist system, when the division of labor and
skills has been abolished, the collegial principle will be essential for people to be
able to replace each other continuously in the organs of administration. . . .

We must not put the question of the collegial principle vs. individual authority

FROM: Osinsky, Minority Report on Building the Economy, Ninth Party Congress, March,
1920 (Protocols of the Ninth Congress of the Russian Communist Party [of Bolsheviks], Moscow, Party
Press, 1934, pp. 123-26, 128, 130-33; editor's translation).



98 The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1Q21

on a purely technical plane and seek the absolute technical advantages of one form
or another of administration. . . . We must approach the matter from the social-
political side. Then we can reach concrete conclusions, including some less favorable
to individual authority. . . .

Comrade Lenin has revealed here today a very original understanding of demo-
cratic centralism. . . . Comrade Lenin says that all democratic centralism consists
of is that the congress elects the Central Committee, and the Central Committee
governs. . . . With such an original definition we cannot agree. We consider that
democratic centralism—a very old concept, a concept clear to every Bolshevik and
fixed in our rules—consists of carrying out the directives of the Central Committee
through local organizations; the autonomy of the latter; and their responsibility for
individual spheres of work. If party work is broken down into several branches with
special departments, and if these departments are under the general direction of the
local organization, just as the Soviets' departments are under the power and direc-
tion of the provincial executive committee—this is democratic centralism, i.e., the
execution of the decisions of the center through local organs which are responsible
for all the particular spheres of work in the provinces. This is the definition of dem-
ocratic centralism, a system of administration preserved from bureaucratism and
closely connected with the principle of collegia. . . .

If you reduce the collegial principle to nothing in our institutions, bear in mind
that this signifies the downfall of the whole system of democratic centralism. I ad-
vise careful thought about this, although the speakers following me may try to
"smear" this argument. Bearing this in mind, we will conduct an unyielding strug-
gle against the principle of individual authority. . . .

In the unpublished part of his theses Comrade Trotsky raised the question, what
to do with democratic centralism in the area of the party, and the answer was—
replace the party organizations with political departments, not only on the rail-
roads, but in all the basic branches of industry. Comrade Stalin, whom I deeply
respect, but with whom I do not go along on this question, has already surpassed
Comrade Trotsky's idea, and has established a political department for coal in the
Donets coal industry. In general we need to take all this into account as a manifes-
tation of familiar tendencies. We will also recall how Comrade Lenin, speaking of
democratic centralism the first day of the congress, called everyone who spoke of
democratic centralism an idiot, and called democratic centralism itself antediluvian
and obsolete, etc. If the separate facts are connected, the tendency for me is clear.
The ultimate tendency leads to setting up individual administration in every link of
the soviet apparatus. We ask ourselves a serious question, what does this mean?
This means that once we take this path and go far enough on it, we will collapse
under the weight of bureaucracy, which will emasculate all our work, for the basic
slogan which we should proclaim at the present time is the unification of military
work, military forms of organization and methods of administration, with the crea-
tive initiative of the conscious workers. If, under the banner of military work, you
in fact begin to implant bureaucratism, we will disperse our own forces and fail to
fulfill our tasks.

The unrestrained application of complete formal militarization can also lead to
this. To apply it generally is enticing—under the banner of militarization it is all
the easier to implant individual bureaucratic authority. Meanwhile, what character
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does our economic work have to assume? It has to assume a shock-work character,
and we can apply complete militarization only in certain branches. Complete mil-
itarization is bound up with the limitation of the civil and political rights of man,
with his complete bondage in production, etc. Complete militarization means that
man is removed to a situation where they tell him: for the moment you are not a cit-
izen, you are only a functionary, you must fulfill your civic duty not at meetings
but in the workshop. . . .

Lenin on Revolutionary Purism

Stung by criticisms directed against his policies of centralization and expediency by
Communist critics both in Russia and in the newly-founded Communist International,
Lenin delivered a diatribe against the "petty-bourgeois childishness" of people who ob-
jected to compromises. In his characteristic manner he denounced opponents of party
discipline as virtual agents of capitalism.

Certainly, almost everyone now realizes that the Bolsheviks could not have
maintained themselves in power for two and a half months, let alone two and a half
years, unless the strictest, truly iron discipline had prevailed in our Party, and un-
less the latter had been rendered the fullest and unreserved support of the whole
mass of the working class, that is, of all its thinking, honest, self-sacrificing and in-
fluential elements who are capable of leading or of carrying with them the backward
strata.

The dictatorship of the proletariat is a most determined and most ruthless war
waged by the new class against a more powerful enemy, the bourgeoisie, whose
resistance is increased tenfold by its overthrow (even if only in one country), and
whose power lies not only in the strength of international capital, in the strength
and durability of the international connections of the bourgeoisie, but also in the
force of habit, in the strength of small production. For, unfortunately, small produc-
tion is still very, very widespread in the world, and small production engenders capi-
talism and the bourgeoisie continuously, daily, hourly, spontaneously, and on a
mass scale. For all these reasons the dictatorship of the proletariat is essential, and
victory over the bourgeoisie is impossible, without a long, stubborn and desperate
war of life and death, a war demanding perseverance, discipline, firmness, indomi-
tableness and unity of will.

I repeat, the experience of the victorious dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia
has clearly shown even to those who are unable to think, or who have not had oc-
casion to ponder over this question, that absolute centralization and the strictest
discipline of the proletariat constitute one of the fundamental conditions for vic-
tory over the bourgeoisie. . . .

. . . To reject compromises "on principle," to reject the admissibility of com-
promises in general, no matter of what kind, is childishness, which it is difficult
even to take seriously. A political leader who desires to be useful to the revolution-
ary proletariat must know how to single out concrete cases when such compromises
are inadmissible, when they are an expression of opportunism and treachery, and di-

FROM: Lenin, " 'Left-Wing' Communism: An Infantile Disorder" (April 1920; Selected Works,
Vol. II, book 2, pp. 344, 359-60, 366-67).
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rect all the force of criticism, the full edge of merciless exposure and relentless war,
against those concrete compromises. . . .

There are compromises and compromises. One must be able to analyze the sit-
uation and the concrete conditions of each compromise, or of each variety of com-
promise. One must learn to distinguish between a man who gave the bandits
money and firearms in order to lessen the damage they can do and facilitate their
capture and execution, and a man who gives bandits money and firearms in order
to share in the loot. In politics this is by no means always as easy as in this child-
ishly simple example. But anyone who set out to invent a recipe for the workers
that would provide in advance ready-made solutions for all cases in life, or who
promised that the policy of the revolutionary proletariat would never encounter
difficult or intricate situations, would simply be a charlatan. . . .

Repudiation of the party principle and of party discipline . . . is tantamount to
completely disarming the proletariat in the interest of the bourgeoisie. It is tantamount
to that petty-bourgeois diffuseness, instability, incapacity for sustained effort, unity
and organized action, which, if indulged in, must inevitably destroy every proletar-
ian revolutionary movement. From the standpoint of communism, the repudiation
of the party principle means trying to leap from the eve of the collapse of capital-
ism (in Germany), not to the lower, or the intermediate, but to the higher phase of
communism. We in Russia (in the third year since the overthrow of the bour-
geoisie) are going through the first steps in the transition from capitalism to
Socialism, or the lower stage of communism. Classes have remained, and will re-
main everywhere for years after the conquest of power by the proletariat. Perhaps in
England, where there is no peasantry (but where there are small owners !), this pe-
riod may be shorter. The abolition of classes means not only driving out the land-
lords and capitalists—that we accomplished with comparative ease—it alfD means
abolishing the small commodity producers, and they cannot be driven out, or crushed; we
must live in harmony with them; they can (and must) be remoulded and re-educated
only by very prolonged, slow, cautious organizational work. They encircle the pro-
letariat on every side with a petty-bourgeois atmosphere, which permeates and cor-
rupts the proletariat and causes constant relapses among the proletariat into
petty-bourgeois spinelessness, disunity, individualism, and alternate moods of exal-
tation and dejection. The strictest centralization and discipline are required within
the^ political party of the proletariat in order to counteract this, in order that the or-
ganizational role of the proletariat (and this is its principal role) may be exercised
correctly, successfully, victoriously. The dictatorship of the proletariat is a persis-
tent struggle—bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic,
educational and administrative—against the forces and traditions of the old society.
The force of habit of millions and tens of millions is a most terrible force. Without
an iron party tempered in the struggle, without a party enjoying the confidence of
all that is honest in the given class, without a party capable of watching and in-
fluencing the mood of the masses, it is impossible to conduct such a struggle suc-
cessfully. It is a thousand times easier to vanquish the centralized big bourgeoisie
than to "vanquish" the millions and millions of small owners; yet they, by their or-
dinary, everyday, imperceptible, elusive, demoralizing activity, achieve the very re-
sults which the bourgeoisie need and which tend to restore the bourgeoisie.
Whoever weakens ever so little the iron discipline of the party of the proletariat
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(especially during the time of its dictatorship), actually aids the bourgeoisie against
the proletariat. . . .

The Reaction against Bureaucracy

By the fall of 1920 the Communists had crushed most of the White opposition and
the Soviet regime was fairly secure. Within the Communist Party there was an upsurge
of feeling against the extremes of hierarchical centralization and discipline which had
become the rule for the organization of the party during the Civil War. At the Ninth
Party Conference the leadership felt it necessary to acknowledge this sentiment by ac-
cepting a resolution on the need for more equality and democracy in the party.

The unprecedentedly difficult position of the Soviet Republic in the first years
of its existence, extreme devastation, and the greatest military danger have made it
essential to separate "shock" (and therefore actually privileged) offices and groups
of functionaries. This was essential, for it was impossible to save the ruined country
without concentrating forces and means in such offices and in such groups of func-
tionaries, without which the combined imperialists of the whole world certainly
would have crushed us and would not have let our Soviet Republic even begin eco-
nomic construction. This circumstance, together with the heritage of capitalislic
and private-property habits and tendencies which we are enduring with difficulty,
explains the necessity of directing the attention of the whole party again and again
toward putting more equality into practice, firstly within the party, secondly within
the proletariat and among all the toiling masses, and thirdly for the various offices
and various groups of functionaries, especially the "spetsy" [specialists] and respon-
sible functionaries, in relation to the masses. Distinguishing members of the party
only by the degree of their consciousness, devotion, endurance, political vision, rev-
olutionary experience, readiness for self-sacrifice—the party struggles with any at-
tempts to make distinctions among members of the party on any other lines: higher-
ups and rank-and-file, intellectuals and workers, on nationality lines, etc. . . .

It is essential to realize in the internal life of the party broader criticism of the
central as well as local institutions of the party; to commission the Central Com-
mittee to point out by circulars the means for broadening intra-party criticism at
general meetings; to create publications which are capable of realizing broader and
more systematic criticism of the mistakes of the party and general criticism within
the party (discussion sheets, etc.). . . .

Recognizing in principle the necessity of appointment to responsible offices in
exceptional cases, it is necessary to propose to the Central Committee that in the as-
signment of functionaries in general it replace appointment with recommendation.

[It is necessary] to point out that in the mobilization of comrades it is not per-
missible for party organs and individual comrades to be guided by any considera-
tions except business ones. Any repression whatsoever against comrades because they
dissent about some question or another decided by the party is not permissible. . . .

FROM: Resolution of The Ninth Conference of the Russian Communist Party, September,
1920, "On the Coming Tasks of Building the Party" (CPSU in Resolutions, I, 507, 509, 511-12;
editor's translation).
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[It is necessary] to work out fully effective practical measures to eliminate in-
equality (in conditions of life, the wage scale, etc.) between the "spetsy" and the re-
sponsible functionaries on the one hand and the toiling masses on the other. . . .
This inequality violates democratism and is the source of disruption in the party
and of reduction in the authority of Communists. . . .

It is essential to create a Control Commission alongside the Central Commit-
tee; this must consist of comrades who have the highest party preparation, who are
the most experienced, impartial, and capable of realizing strict party control. The
Control Commission, elected by the party congress, must have the right to receive
any complaints and examine them. . . .

Bureaucratism, which rules in many of our head offices and centers, often
strikes painfully at the entirely legal interests of the mass of the people and serves
as one of the most important sources of dissatisfaction within the party, for which
the head offices and centers bear the responsibility.

The Central Committee of the party must take the most serious measures
against this. The local organizations must help the Central Committee in this
struggle, above all by communicating the pertinent facts to it.

The Communist Ideal in Family Life

While the world was shocked by rumors of the "nationalization of women," much
Communist thought exhibited a glowing idealism about the future free and equal rela-
tionship of the sexes after abolition of the "slavery" of the "bourgeois" family. The most
famous exponent of this ideal—in practice as well as theory—was Alexandra Kollontai,
a paragon of revolutionary idealism and the first Commissar of Social Welfare. She was
a leader in the ultra-left "Workers' Opposition" movement of 1920-21, but later made
her peace with Stalin and enjoyed a long career as a Soviet diplomat.

. . . There is no escaping the fact: the old type of family has seen its day. It is
not the fault of the communist State, it is the result of the changed conditions of
life. The family is ceasing to be a necessity of the State., as it was in the past; on the con-
trary, it is worse than useless, since it needlessly holds back the female workers
from more productive and far more serious work. Nor is it any longer necessary to
the members of the family themselves, since the task of bringing up the children,
which was formerly that of the family, is passing more and more into the hands of
the collectivity. But on the ruins of the former family we shall soon see a new form
rising which will involve altogether different relations between men and women,
and which will be a union of affection and comradeship, a union of two equal members of
the communist society, both of them free, both of them independent, both of them workers.
No more domestic "servitude" of women. No more inequality within the family.
No more fear on the part of the woman lest she remain without support or aid
with little ones in her arms if her husband should desert her. The woman in the
communist city no longer depends on her husband but on her work. It is not her
husband but her robust arms which will support her. There will be no more anxiety

FROM: Kollontai, Communism and the Family (1920; excerpts translated in Rudolf Schlesinger,
ed, The Family in the USSR, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1949, pp. 67-69; reprinted by
permission of the publisher).
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as to the fate of the children. The State of the Workers will assume responsibility
for these. Marriage will be purified of all its material elements, of all money calcu-
lations, which constitute a hideous blemish on family life in our days. Marriage is
henceforth to be transformed into a sublime union of two souls in love with each
other, each having faith in the other; this union promises to each working man and
to each working woman, simultaneously, the most complete happiness, the maxi-
mum of satisfaction which can be the lot of creatures who are conscious of them-
selves and of the life which surrounds them . This free union, which is strong in the
comradeship with which it is inspired, instead of the conjugal slavery of the past—that
is what the communist society of to-morrow offers to both men and women. Once the con-
ditions of labour have been transformed, and the material security of working
women has been increased, and after marriage such as was performed by the
Church—that so-called indissoluble marriage which was at bottom merely a
fraud—after this marriage has given place to the free and honest union of men and
women who are lovers and comrades, another shameful scourge will also be seen to
disappear, another frightful evil which is a stain on humanity and which falls with
all its weight on the hungry working woman: prostitution.

This evil we owe to the economic system now in force, to the institution of pri-
vate property. Once the latter has been abolished, the trade in women will automat-
ically disappear.

Therefore let the women of the working class cease to worry over the fact that
the family as at present constituted is doomed to disappear. They will do much bet-
ter to hail with joy the dawn of a new society which will liberate woman from do-
mestic servitude, which will lighten the burden of motherhood for woman, and in
which, finally, we shall see the disappearance of the most terrible of the curses
weighing upon women, prostitution.

The woman who is called upon to struggle in the great cause of the liberation of
the workers—such a woman should know that in the new State there will be no
more room for such petty divisions as were formerly understood: "These are my
own children; to them I owe all my maternal solicitude, all my affection; those are
your children, my neighbour's children; I am not concerned with them. I have
enough to do with my own." Henceforth the worker-mother, who is conscious of
her social function, will rise to a point where she no longer differentiates between
yours and mine; she must remember that there are henceforth only our children,
those of the communist State, the common possession of all the workers.

The Workers' State has need of a new form of relation between the sexes. The
narrow and exclusive affection of the mother for her own children must expand
until it embraces all the children of the great proletarian family. In place of the in-
dissoluble marriage based on the servitude of woman, we shall see rise the free
union, fortified by the love and mutual respect of the two members of the Workers'
State, equal in their rights and in their obligations. In place of the individual and
egotistic family, there will arise a great universal family of workers, in which all the
workers, men and women, will be, above all, workers, comrades. Such will be the
relation between men and women in the communist society of to-morrow. This
new relation will assure to humanity all the joys of so-called free love ennobled by a
true social equality of the mates, joys which were unknown to the commercial so-
ciety of the capitalist regime.
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Make way for healthy blossoming children: make way for a vigorous youth that
clings to life and to its joys, which is free in its sentiments and in its affections.
Such is the watchword of the communist society. In the name of equality, of liberty,
and of love, we call upon the working women and the working men, peasant
women and peasants, courageously and with faith to take up the work of the recon-
struction of human society with the object of rendering it more perfect, more just,
and more capable of assuring to the individual the happiness which he deserves.
The red flag of the social revolution which will shelter, after Russia, other coun-
tries of the world also, already proclaims to us the approach of the heaven on earth
to which humanity has been aspiring for centuries. . . .

The Trade Union Controversy and the Workers5 Opposition

In the fall of 1920 sharp controversy broke out in the Communist Party over the
role of the trade unions and their relation to the party and the government. Trotsky,
with Bukharin's support, pressed his plan for militarizing or "governmentalizing" the
unions as agencies of industrial administration. Lenin and the cautious wing of the
party, including Zinoviev, Kamenev, Rykov, and Stalin, decided to eliminate the unions
from administration altogether and relegate them to a social-service and educational
role. At the other extreme, the left-wing enthusiasts in the trade unions, organized into
the "Workers' Opposition," demanded that industrial administration be made the inde-
pendent responsibility of the unions themselves. One of the most fervent spokesmen for
the Workers' Opposition was Alexandra Kollontai, who bewailed the trend to bureau-
cracy and pleaded for trust in the "class instinct" of the proletariat.

. . . the Workers' Opposition is composed of the most advanced part of our
class-organized proletarian-Communists. The opposition consists almost exclu-
sively of members of the trade unions, and this fact is attested by the signatures of
those who side with the opposition under the theses on the role of industrial unions.
Who are these members of the trade unions? Workers—that part of the advanced
guard of the Russian proletariat which has borne on its shoulders all the difficulties
of the revolutionary struggle, and did not dissolve itself into the soviet institutions
by losing contact with the laboring masses, but on the contrary, remained closely
connected with them. . . .

Through their class instinct, these comrades standing at the head of the
Workers' Opposition became conscious of the fact that there was something
wrong: they understood that even though during these three years we have created
the soviet institutions and reaffirmed the principles of the workers' republic, yet the
working class, as a class, as a self-contained social unit with identical class aspira-
tions, tasks, interests, and, hence, with a uniform, consistent, clear-cut policy, be-
comes an ever less important factor in the affairs of the Soviet republic. . . .

Why was it that none but the unions stubbornly defended the principle of col-
lective management, even without being able to adduce scientific arguments in fa-
vor of it; and why was it that the specialists' supporters at the same time defended
the "one man management"? The reason is that in this controversy, though both
sides emphatically denied that there was a question of principle involved, two his-

FROM: Kollontai, The Workers' Oppression (1921; English translation, Chicago, Industrial Workers
of the World, 1921, pp. 3-4, 7, ii, 20, 22-23, 32-33, 37-41, 44).
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torically irreconcilable points of view had clashed. The "one-man management" is a
product of the individualist conception of the bourgeois class. The "one man man-
agement" is in principle an unrestricted, isolated, free will of one man, discon-
nected from the collective.

This idea finds its reflection in all spheres of human endeavor—beginning with
the appointment of a sovereign for the state and ending with a sovereign director
of the factory. This is the supreme wisdom of bourgeois thought. The bourgeoisie
do not believe in the power of a collective body. They like only to whip the masses
into an obedient flock, and drive them wherever their unrestricted will desires. . . .

Rejection of a principle—the principle of collective management in the control
of industry—was a tactical compromise on behalf of our party, an act of adapta-
tion; it was, moreover, an act of deviation from that class policy which we so
zealously cultivated and defended during the first phase of the revolution.

Why did this happen? How did it happen that our party, matured and tempered
in the struggle of the revolution, was permitted to be carried away from the direct
road in order to journey along the round-about path of adaptation, formerly con-
demned severely and branded as "opportunism"? . . .

Beside peasant-owners in the villages and burgher elements in the cities, our
party in its soviet state policy is forced to reckon with the influence exerted by the
representatives of wealthy bourgeoisie now appearing in the form of specialists,
technicians, engineers, and former managers of financial and industrial affairs, who
by all their past experience are bound to the capitalist system of production. They
can not even imagine any other mode of production but only that one which lies
within the traditonal bounds of capitalist economics.

The more Soviet Russia finds itself in need of specialists in the sphere of tech-
nique and management of production, the stronger becomes the influence of these
elements, foreign to the working class elements, on the development of our econ-
omy. Having been thrown aside during the first period of the revolution, and being
compelled to take up an attitude of watchful waiting or sometimes even open hos-
tility toward the soviet authorities, particularly during the most trying months (the
historical sabotage by the intellectuals), this social group of brains in capitalist
production, of servile, hired, well-paid servants of capital, acquire more and more
influence and importance in politics with every day that passes. . . .

The basis of the controversy is namely this: whether we shall realize communism
through workers or over their heads, by the hands of soviet officials. And let us,
comrades, ponder whether it is possible to attain and build a communist economy
by the hands and creative abilities of the scions from the other class, who are
imbued with their routine of the past? If we begin to think as Marxians, as men of
science, we shall answer categorically and explicitly—no. . . .

The solution of this problem as it is proposed by the industrial unions, consists
in giving complete freedom to the workers as regards experimenting, class train-
ing, adjusting and feeling out the new forms of production, as well as expression
and development of their creative abilities, that is, to that class which alone can be
the creator of communism. This is the way the Workers' Opposition handles the
solution of this difficult problem from which follows the most essential point of
their theses. "Organization of control over the social economy is a prerogative of
the All-Russian Congress of Producers, who are united in the trade and industrial
unions which elect the central body directing the whole economic life of the repub-
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lie" (Theses of the Workers' Opposition). This point secures freedom for the mani-
festation of class creative abilities, not restricted and crippled by the bureaucratic
machine which is saturated with the spirit of routine of the bourgeois capitalist sys-
tem of production and control. The Workers' Opposition relies on the creative
powers of its own class—the workers. From this premise is deduced the rest of the
program.

But right at this point there begins the deviation of the Workers' Opposition
from the line that is followed by the party leaders. Distrust toward the working
class (not in the sphere of politics, but in the sphere of economic creative abilities)
is the whole essence of the theses signed by our party leaders. They do not believe
that by the rough hands of workers, untrained technically, can be created those
basic outlines of the economic forms from which in the course of time shall de-
velop a harmonious system of communist production. . . .

There can be no self-activity without freedom of thought and opinion, for self-
activity manifests itself not only in initiative, action, and work, but in independent
thought as well. We are afraid of mass-activity. We are afraid to give freedom to the
class activity, we are afraid of criticism, we have ceased to rely on the masses, hence,
we have bureaucracy with us. That is why the Workers' Opposition considers that bu-
reaucracy is our enemy, our scourge, and the greatest danger for the future exis-
tence of the Communist Party itself.

In order to do away with the bureaucracy that is finding its shelter in the soviet
institutions, we must first of all get rid of all bureaucracy in the party itself . . .

The Workers' Opposition, together with a group of responsible workers in
Moscow, in the name of party regeneration and elimination of bureaucracy from
the soviet institutions, demands complete realization of all democratic principles,
not only for the present period of respite, but also for times of internal and exter-
nal tension. This is the first and basic condition of the party regeneration, of its re-
turn to the principles of the program, from which in practice it is more and more
deviating under the pressure of elements that are foreign to it.

The second condition, fulfillment of which with all determination is insisted
upon by the Workers' Opposition, is the expulsion from, the party of all non-
proletarian elements. . . .

The third decisive step toward democratization of the party is the elimination of
all non-worker elements from all the administrative positions; in other words, the
central, provincial, and county committees of the party must be composed so that
workers closely connected with the working masses would have the preponderant
majority therein. . . .

The fourth basic demand of the Workers' Opposition is this: the party must re-
verse its policy to the elective principle.

Appointments must be permissible only as exceptions, but lately they began to
prevail as a rule. Appointments are very characteristic of bureaucracy, and yet at
present they are a general, legalized and well recognized daily occurrence. The
procedure of appointments produces a very unhealthy atmosphere in the party, and
disrupts the relationship of equality among the members by rewarding friends and
punishing enemies as well as by other no less harmful practices in our party and
soviet life. . . .

Wide publicity, freedom of opinion and discussion, right to criticize within the
party and among the members of the trade unions—such is the decisive step that
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can put an end to the prevailing system of bureaucracy. Freedom of criticism, right
of different factions to freely present their views at party meetings, freedom of
discussion—are no longer the demands of the Workers' Opposition alone. Under
the growing pressure from the masses a whole series of measures that were de-
manded by the rank and file long before the All-Russian conference* was held, are
recognized and promulgated officially at present. . . . However, we must not
overestimate this "leftism," for it is only a declaration of principles to the congress.
It may happen, as it has happened many a time with the decisions of our party
leaders during these years, that this radical declaration will be forgotten for, as a
rule, they are accepted by our party centres only just as the mass impetus is felt, and
as soon as life again swings into normal channels the decisions are forgotten. . . .

The Workers' Opposition has said what has long ago been printed in "The
Communist Manifesto" by Marx and Engels, viz.: "Creation of communism can
and will be the work of the toiling masses themselves. Creation of communism be-
longs to the workers." . . .

The Kronstadt Revolt

By early 19 21 it was becoming clear to the Communist leaders that the system of
"War Communism" had reached an impasse of economic breakdown and mass discon-
tent. The seriousness of the situation was brought home to them by the outbreak of
armed defiance of the Soviet government at the Baltic naval base of Kronstadt, a
stronghold of anarchistic radicalism. For a few days Kronstadt appealed to the Russian
populace to carry out a "third revolution" against the bureaucratic dictatorship of the
Communists, in the name of the original ideals of the October Revolution. No effective
response was forthcoming, and the rebels were soon overwhelmed by government troops.

After carrying out the October Revolution, the working class hoped to achieve
emancipation. The result has been to create even greater enslavement of the indi-
vidual man.

The power of the police-gendarme monarchy has gone into the hands of the
Communist-usurpers, who instead of freedom offer the toilers the constant fear of
falling into the torture-chambers of the Cheka, which in their horrors surpass
many times the gendarme administration of the tsarist regime.

Bayonets, bullets, and the harsh shouts of the oprichniki\ of the Cheka, are what
the working man of Soviet Russia has got after a multitude of struggles and suffer-
ings. The glorious arms of labor's state—the sickle and hammer—have actually
been replaced by the Communist authorities with the bayonet and the barred win-
dow, for the sake of preserving the calm, carefree life of the new bureaucracy of
Communist commissars and officials.

But the most hateful and criminal thing which the Communists have created is

*The Ninth Party Conference, September, 1920—Ed.

FROM: "What We Are Fighting For," Izvestiya (News) of the Kronstadt Temporary Revolu-
tionary Committee, March 8, 1921 (reprinted in Pravda 0 Kronshtadte [The Truth about
Kronstadt], Prague, Volia Rossii, 1921, pp. 82- 83; editor's translation).

t"Oprichniki": originally, members of the sixteenth-century police force of Tsar Ivan the
Terrible—Ed.
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moral servitude: they laid their hands even on the inner life of the toilers and com-
pelled them to think only in the Communist way.

With the aid of militarized trade unions they have bound the workers to their
benches, and have made labor not into a joy but into a new slavery. To the protests
of the peasants, expressed in spontaneous uprisings, and of the workers, who are
compelled to strike by the circumstances of their life, they answer with mass execu-
tions and bloodthirstiness, in which they are not surpassed by the tsarist generals.

Labor's Russia, the first country to raise the banner of the liberation of labor, has
been continuously covered with the blood of the people who have been tortured for
the glory of Communist domination. In this sea of blood the Communists are
drowning all the great and glowing pledges and slogans of labor's revolution.

It has been sketched out more and more sharply, and now has become obvious,
that the Russian Communist Party is not the defender of the toilers which it rep-
resents itself to be; the interests of the working nation are alien to it; having at-
tained power, it is afraid only of losing it, and therefore all means are allowed:
slander, violence, deceit, murder, vengeance on the families of rebels.

The enduring patience of the toilers has reached its end.
Here and there the glow of insurrection has illuminated the country in its

struggle against oppression and violence. Strikes by the workers have flared up, but
the Bolshevik okhrana* has not slept and has taken every measure to forestall and
suppress the unavoidable third revoluiion. . . .

There can be no middle ground. Victory or death!
Red Kronstadt gives this example, threatening the counterrevolutionaries of the

right and of the left.
The new revolutionary upheaval has been accomplished here. Here the banner

of insurrection has been raised for liberation from the three-year violence and op-
pression of Communist domination, which has overshadowed the three-century
yoke of monarchism. Here at Kronstadt the first stone of the third revolution has
been laid, to break off the last fetters on the toiling masses and open a new broad
road for socialist creativity.

This new revolution will rouse the laboring masses of the East and of the West,
since it shows an example of the new socialist construction as opposed to the
Communists' barrackroom "creativity" and directly convinces the laboring masses
abroad that everything created here up to now by the will of the workers and peas-
ants was not socialism.

The first step has been completed without a single shot, without a drop of
blood. The toilers do not need blood. They will shed it only at a moment of self-
defense. Firmness is enough for us, in spite of the outrageous actions of the Com-
munists, to confine ourselves to isolating them from social life, so that their evil
false agitation will not interfere with revolutionary work.

The workers and peasants unreservedly go forward, abandoning behind them
the Constituent Assembly with its bourgeois stratum and the dictatorship of the
party of the Communists with its Cheka men, its state capitalism, its hangman's
noose encircling the neck of the masses and threatening to strangle them for good.

The present overturn at last makes it possible for the toilers to have their freely
elected Soviets, working without any violent party pressure, and remake the state

*"Okhrana": originally, the tsarist secret police—Ed.
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trade unions into free associations of workers, peasants and the laboring intelli-
gentsia. At last the policeman's club of the Communist autocracy has been broken.

The Monolithic Party

In response to the Kronstadt rebellion Lenin changed his course abruptly. For the
country at large, he ordered a "strategic retreat" to the much more moderate "New
Economic Policy." For the Communist Party he demanded much more rigorous disci-
pline, and the Tenth Party Congress in March, 1921, accepted his proposals to this ef-
fect—prohibition of organized factions within the party, and condemnation of the ultra-
Left Workers' Opposition as an un-Communist deviation. As Alexandra Kollontai had
predicted, the democratic concessions of 1920 were abruptly retracted. To enforce the
new line of discipline, the personnel of the party Secretariat was shaken up; the old sec-
retaries, who had supported Trotsky, were replaced by a new group including Molotov
and controlled by Stalin, first as the leading figure in the Orgbureau and after 1922 as
General Secretary.

a) On Party Unity

1.The Congress calls the attention of all members of the Party to the fact that the
unity and solidarity of the ranks of the Party, ensuring complete mutual confidence
among Party members and genuine team work, genuinely embodying the unanimity
of will of the vanguard of the proletariat, are particularly essential at the present
juncture when a number of circumstances are increasing the vacillation among the
petty-bourgeois population of the country.

2. Notwithstanding this, even before the general Party discussion on the trade
unions, certain signs of factionalism had been apparent in the Party, viz., the for-
mation of groups with separate platforms, striving to a certain degree to segregate
and create their own group discipline. Such symptoms of factionalism were mani-
fested, for example, at a Party conference in Moscow (November 1920) and in
Kharkov, both by the so-called "Workers' Opposition" group, and partly by the so-
called "Democratic-Centralism" group.

All class-conscious workers must clearly realize the perniciousness and imper-
missibility of factionalism of any kind, for no matter how the representatives of in-
dividual groups may desire to safeguard Party unity, in practice factionalism
inevitably leads to the weakening of team work and to intensified and repeated at-
tempts by the enemies of the Party, who have fastened themselves onto it because it
is the governing Party, to widen the cleavage and to use it for counterrevolutionary
purposes.

The way the enemies of the proletariat take advantage of every deviation from
the thoroughly consistent Communist line was perhaps most strikingly shown in
the case of the Kronstadt mutiny, when the bourgeois counterrevolutionaries and
Whiteguards* in all countries of the world immediately expressed their readiness
to accept even the slogans of the Soviet system, if only they might thereby secure
the overthrow of the dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia, and when the

FROM: Resolution of the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist Party, "On Party Unity,"
March, 1921 (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. II, book 2, pp. 497-501).

*Whiteguards: anti-Bolshevik units in the Civil War; applied to anti-Communists anywhere—Ed.
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Socialist-Revolutionaries and the bourgeois counterrevolutionaries in general re-
sorted in Kronstadt to slogans calling for an insurrection against the Soviet gov-
ernment of Russia ostensibly in the interest of Soviet power. These facts fully prove
that the Whiteguards strive, and are able, to disguise themselves as Communists,
and even as the most Left Communists, solely for the purpose of weakening and
overthrowing the bulwark of the proletarian revolution in Russia. . . .

4. In the practical struggle against factionalism, every organization of the party
must take strict measures to prevent any factional actions whatsoever. Criticism of
the Party's shortcomings, which is absolutely necessary, must be conducted in such
a way that every practical proposal shall be submitted immediately, without any de-
lay, in the most precise form possible, for consideration and decision to the leading
local and central bodies of the Party. Moreover, everyone who criticizes must see to
it that the form of his criticism takes into account the position of the Party, sur-
rounded as it is by a ring of enemies, and that the content of his criticism is such
that, by directly participating in soviet and Party work, he can test the rectification
of the errors of the Party or of individual Party members in practice. , . .

5. . . . While ruthlessly rejecting unpractical and factional pseudo-criticisms,
the Party will unceasingly continue—trying out new methods—to fight with all the
means at its disposal against bureaucracy, for the extension of democracy and initia-
tive, for detecting, exposing and expelling from the Party elements that have
wormed their way into its ranks, etc.

6. The Congress therefore hereby declares dissolved and orders the immediate
dissolution of all groups without exception that have been formed on the basis of
one platform or another (such as the "workers' opposition" group, the "democratic-
centralism" group, etc.). Nonobservance of this decision of the Congress shall in-
volve absolute and immediate expulsion from the Party.

7. In order to ensure strict discipline within the Party and in all Soviet work and
to secure the maximum unanimity in removing all factionalism, the Congress
authorizes the Central Committee, in cases of breach of discipline or of a revival or
toleration of factionalism, to apply all Party penalties, including expulsion, and in
regard to members of the Central Committee to reduce them to the status of alter-
nate members and even, as an extreme measure, to expel them from the Party. A
necessary condition for the application of such an extreme measure to members of
the Central Committee, alternate members of the Central Committee and members
of the Control Commission is the convocation of a plenum of the Central Com-
mittee, to which all alternate members of the Central Committee and all members
of the Control Commission shall be invited. If such a general assembly of the most
responsible leaders of the Party, by a two-thirds majority, deems it necessary to re-
duce a member of the Central Committee to the status of alternate member, or to
expel him from the Party, this measure shall be put into effect immediately.

b) On the Syndicalist and Anarchist Deviation in our Party

1. In the past few months a syndicalist and anarchist deviation has been defi-
nitely revealed in our Party, and calls for the most resolute measures of ideological
struggle and also for purging and restoring the health of the Party.

FROM: Resolution of the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist Party, "On the Syndicalist
and Anarchist Deviation in Our Party," March, 1921 (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. II, Book 2, pp.
502-6).
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2. The said deviation is due partly to the influx into the Party of former Men-
sheviks and also of workers and peasants who have not yet fully assimilated the
Communist world outlook; mainly, however, this deviation is due to the influence
exercised upon the proletariat and on the Russian Communist Party by the petty-
bourgeois element, which is exceptionally strong in our country, and which inevit-
ably engenders vacillation towards anarchism, particularly at a time when the
conditions of the masses have sharply deteriorated as a consequence of the crop
failure and the devastating effects of war, and when the demobilization of the army
numbering millions releases hundreds and hundreds of thousands of peasants and
workers unable immediately to find regular means of livelihood.

3. The most theoretically complete and formulated expression of this deviation
(or: one of the most complete, etc., expressions of this deviation) are the theses and
other literary productions of the so-called "workers' opposition" group. Sufficiently
illustrative of this is, for example, the following thesis propounded by this group:
"The organization of the administration of the national economy is the function of
an All-Russian Producers5 Congress organized in industrial trade unions, which
elect a central organ for the administration of the entire national economy of the
Republic."

The ideas at the bottom of this and numerous analogous statements are radically
wrong in theory, and represent a complete rupture with Marxism and Communism
as well as with the practical experience of all semiproletarian revolutions and of the
present proletarian revolution. . . .

Marxism teaches—and this tenet has not only been formally endorsed by the
whole of the Communist International in the decisions of the Second (1920) Con-
gress of the Comintern on the role of the political party of the proletariat, but has
also been confirmed in practice by our revolution—that only the political party of
the working class, i.e., the Communist Party, is capable of uniting, training and or-
ganizing a vanguard of the proletariat and of the whole mass of the working peo-
ple that alone will be capable of withstanding the inevitable petty-bourgeois
vacillations of this mass and the inevitable traditions and relapses of narrow craft
unionism or craft prejudices among the proletariat, and of guiding all the united
activities of the whole of the proletariat, i.e., of leading it politically, and through
it, the whole mass of the working people. Without this the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat is impossible. . . .

5. In addition to theoretical fallacies and a radically wrong attitude towards the
practical experience of economic construction already begun by the Soviet gov-
ernment, the Congress of the Russian Communist Party discerns in the views of
these and analogous groups and persons a gross political mistake and a direct polit-
ical danger to the very existence of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

In a country like Russia, the overwhelming preponderance of the petty-bourgeois
element and the devastation, impoverishment, epidemics, crop failures, extreme
want and hardship inevitably resulting from the war, engender particularly sharp
vacillations in the moods of the petty-bourgeois and semiproletarian masses. At one
moment the wavering is in the direction of strengthening the alliance between
these masses and the proletariat, and at another moment in the direction of bour-
geois restoration. The whole experience of all revolutions in the eighteenth, nine-
teenth, and twentieth centuries shows with utmost and absolute clarity and
conviction that the only possible result of these vacillations—if the unity, strength
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and influence of the revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat is weakened in the
slightest degree—can be the restoration of the power and property of the capital-
ists and landlords.

Hence, the views of the "workers' opposition" and of like-minded elements are
not only wrong in theory, but in practice are an expression of petty-bourgeois an-
archist wavering, in practice weaken the consistency of the leading line of the Com-
munist Party, and in practice help the class enemies of the proletarian revolution.

6. In view of all this, the Congress of the Russian Communist Party, emphati-
cally rejecting the said ideas which express a syndicalist and anarchist deviation,
deems it necessary

Firstly, to wage an unswerving and systematic ideological struggle against these
ideas;

Secondly, the Congress regards the propaganda of these ideas as being incom-
patible with membership of the Russian Communist Party.

Instructing the Central Committee of the Party strictly to enforce these deci-
sions, the Congress at the-same time points out that space can and should be de-
voted in special publications, symposiums, etc., for a most comprehensive inter-
change of opinion among Party members on all the questions herein indicated.

The New Economic Policy

To allay popular hostility, particularly among the peasants, Lenin suspended the War
Communism policy of requisitioning food, substituted a definite tax system, and re-
stored the money economy, qualified only by state ownership of the "commanding
heights" of large-scale industry, transportation, communications, etc. He justified the
broad use of capitalistic methods—"state capitalism"—as the only way to restore pro-
duction. Thus, in 1921, the period of Utopian revolutionary fervor came to an end.

. . . The most urgent thing at the present time is to take measures that will
immediately increase the productive forces of peasant farming. Only in this way will
it be possible to improve the conditions of the workers and strengthen the alliance
between the workers and peasants, to strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The proletarian or representative of the proletariat who refused to improve the con-
ditions of the workers in this way would in fact prove himself to be an accomplice
of the Whiteguards and the capitalists; because to refuse to do it in this way would
mean putting the craft interests of the workers above their class interests, would
mean sacrificing the interests of the whole of the working class, of its dictatorship,
its alliance with the peasantry against the landlords and capitalists, its leading role
in the struggle for the emancipation of labour from the yoke of capital, for the sake
of the immediate, momentary and partial gain of the workers.

Thus, the first thing required is immediate and serious measures to raise the
productive forces of the peasantry.

This cannot be done without a serious modification of our food policy. Such a
modification was the substitution of the surplus-appropriation system by the tax in

FROM: Lenin, "The Tax In Kind" (April, 1921; Selected Works, Vol. II, book 2, pp. 540-44 ;
565-66).
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kind, which implies free trade, at least in local economic exchange, after the tax has
been paid.

What, in essence, is the substitution of the surplus-appropriation system by the
tax in kind? . . .

The tax in kind is one of the forms of transition from that peculiar "War Com-
munism," which we were forced to resort to by extreme want, ruin and war, to the
proper socialist exchange of products. The latter, in its turn, is one of the forms of
transition from Socialism, with the peculiar features created by the predominance
of the small peasantry among the population, to communism.

The essence of this peculiar "War Communism" was that we actually took from
the peasant all the surplus grain—and sometimes even not only surplus grain, but
part of the grain the peasant required for food—to meet the requirements of the
army and sustain the workers. . . . We were forced to resort to "War Communism"
by war and ruin. It was not, nor could it be, a policy that corresponded to the eco-
nomic tasks of the proletariat. It was a temporary measure. The correct policy of the
proletariat which is exercising its dictatorship in a small-peasant country is to obtain
grain in exchange for the manufactured goods the peasant requires. Only such a
food policy corresponds to the tasks of the proletariat; only such a policy can
strengthen the foundations of Socialism and lead to its complete victory. . . .

The effect will be the revival of the petty bourgeoisie and of capitalism on the
basis of a certain amount of free trade (if only local). This is beyond doubt. It
would be ridiculous to shut our eyes to it.

The question arises: Is it necessary? Can it be justified? Is it not dangerous? . . .
. . . What is to be done? Either to try to prohibit entirely, to put the lock on, all

development of private, nonstate exchange, i.e., trade, i.e., capitalism, which is inev-
itable amidst millions of small producers. But such a policy would be foolish and
suicidal for the party that tried to apply it. It would be foolish because such a pol-
icy is economically impossible. It would be suicidal because the party that tried to
apply such a policy would meet with inevitable disaster. We need not conceal from
ourselves the fact that some Communists sinned "in thought, word and deed" in
this respect and dropped precisely into such a policy. We shall try to rectify these
mistakes. They must be rectified without fail, otherwise things will come to a very
sorry state.

Or (and this is the last possible and the only sensible policy) not to try to pro-
hibit, or put the lock on the development of capitalism, but to try to direct it into
the channels of state capitalism. This is economically possible, for state capitalism—
in one form or another, to some degree or other—exists wherever the elements of
free trade and capitalism in general exist.

Can the Soviet state, the dictatorship of the proletariat, be combined, united
with state capitalism? Are they compatible? Of course they are. . . .



CHAPTER THREE

Soviet Communism:
The Era of Controversy, 1922 -1929

For nearly a decade after the consolidation of Communist power
Soviet Russia was ruled by a collective dictatorship of high party leaders. At the top
level individuals still spoke for themselves, and considerable freedom for factional
controversy remained despite the principles of unity laid down In 19 21.

Under the compromises of the NEP, however, reality made the serious applica-
tion of Communist theories of the "proletarian revolution" and the "workers'
state" very difficult. Moreover, the Civil War had bequeathed a military form of
party organization that put decisive political power in the hands of Stalin's Secre-
tariat. While controversy raged between Right, Center, Left, and Ultra-Left groups
about the proper way to advance toward the socialist ideal, the course of events was
really dictated by the realities of economic backwardness and organizational power.

The uncertainties of the era of controversy came to an end with the successive
victories of Stalin's party machine over Trotsky's Left Opposition and Bukharin's
Right Opposition. By this time, the most important enduring features of the Soviet
regime were laid down—a new system of personal power resting on total party
control; a new use of doctrine as unchallengeable justification for the expediencies
of government; and a new attack on the problems of backwardness, to accomplish
economic development through dictatorial compulsion and violence.

Protests against the New Economic Policy

The 1921 ban on factions did not immediately check the complaints of leftwing
Communists that the NEP was a betrayal of the proletariat. The Workers' Opposition
made their last stand in appealing to the Communist International (the "Declaration of
the Twenty-Two") against bureaucratic muzzling of working-class sentiment in Russia.
Another group, styling itself the "Workers' Truth," formed around Lenin's one-time
second-in-command Alexander Bogdanov and attacked the Communist Party for its
"state capitalism" under which the workers were exploited for the benefit of the "orga-
nizers." Groups such as the "Workers' Truth," with their tone reminiscent of the old rev-
olutionary protest against tsarism, were naturally intolerable to the Soviet leaders and
were quickly suppressed by the secret police in their new guise as the GPU ("State Polit-
ical Administration").

a) The Declaration of the Twenty-Two

Dear Comrades:
We have learned from our newspapers that the International Conference of the

Communist International is considering the question of the "united Workers'

FROM: Declaration of Twenty-Two Members of the Russian Communist Party to the Interna-
tional Conference of the Communist International (February, 1922; in Izvestiya Tsk [News of the
Central Committee], March, 1922, pp. 69-70; editor's translation).
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front," and we consider it our Communist duty to make it known to you that in
our country things stand unfavorably with the united front, not only in the broad
sense of the term, but even in applying it to the ranks of our party.

At a time when the forces of the bourgeois element press on us from all sides,
when they even penetrate into our party, whose social content (40% workers and
60% nonproletarians) favors this, our leading centers are conducting an unrelent-
ing, disruptive struggle against all, especially proletarians, who allow themselves to
have their own judgment, and against the expression of this within the party they
take all kinds of repressive measures.

The effort to draw the proletarian masses closer to the state is declared to be
"anarcho-syndicalism," and its adherents are subjected to persecution and discredit.

In the area of the trade-union movement there is the very same picture of sup-
pression of the workers' independence and initiative, and a struggle using every
means against heterodoxy. The combined forces of the party and trade-union bu-
reaucracies, taking advantage of their position and power, are ignoring the decisions
of our congresses about carrying out the principles of workers' democracy. Our
[Communist] fractions in the unions, even the fractions of entire [trade-union] con-
gresses, are deprived of the right to express their will in the matter of electing their
centers. Tutelage and pressure by the bureaucracy lead to the members of the party
being constrained by the threat of expulsion and other repressive measures to elect
not whom these Communists themselves want, but those whom the higher-ups,
ignoring them, want. Such methods of work lead to careerism, intrigue, and toady-
ing, and the workers answer this by quitting the party.

Sharing the idea of a united workers' front . . . we turn to you in the sincere
hope of ending all the abnormalities which stand in the way of the unity of this
front, above all within our Russian Communist Party. . . .

b) Appeal of the "Workers' Truth" Group

"The liberation of the workers can only be the deed of the working class itself."
[Marx]

Message to the Revolutionary Proletariat and to All Revolutionary Elements Who
Remain Faithful to the Struggling Working Class:

. . . The working class of Russia, small in numbers, unprepared, in a peasant
country, accomplished in October, 1917, the historically necessary October Revolu-
tion. Led by the Russian Communist Party, it has overthrown and destroyed the
power of the ruling classes; during long years of revolution and civil war it has
firmly contained the pressure of international and Russian reaction.

In spite of the unprecedentedly heavy losses sustained by the working class, the
October Revolution remains a decisive and heroic event in the history of the strug-
gle of the Russian proletariat. The Russian October Revolution has given the
struggling international proletariat an experience of tremendous value for its
struggle against capital.

As a result of the October Revolution all the barriers in the path of the eco-
nomic development were eliminated; there is no longer any oppression by the land-

FROM: Appeal of the "Workers' Truth" Group (1922; in Sotsialisticheskii Vestnik (The Socialist
Herald), Berlin, Jan. 31, 1923, pp. 12-14; editor's translation).
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lords, the parasitic tsarist bureaucracy, and the bourgeoisie, which relied on
reactionary groups of European capitalists. After the successful revolution and civil
war, broad perspectives opened before Russia, of rapid transformation into a coun-
try of progressive capitalism. In this lies the undoubted and tremendous achieve-
ment of the revolution in October.

But what has changed in the position of the working class? The working class of
Russia is disorganized; confusion reigns in the minds of the workers: are they in a
country of the "dictatorship of the proletariat," as the Communist Party untiringly
reiterates by word of mouth and in the press? Or are they in a country of arbitrary
rule and exploitation, as life tells them at every step? The working class is leading a
miserable existence at a time when the new bourgeoisie (i.e., the responsible func-
tionaries, plant directors, heads of trusts, chairmen of executive committees, etc.)
and the Nepmen* live in luxury and recall in our memory the picture of the life of
the bourgeoisie of all times. And again long and difficult years of the struggle for
existence lie ahead. But the more complicated the circumstances, the more clarity
and organization are necessary for the struggling proletariat. To introduce class
clarity into the ranks of the working class of Russia, to aid in every way the or-
ganization of the revolutionary powers of the struggling proletariat—this is our
task. . . .

The Communist Party, which during the years of the revolution was a party of
the working class, has become the ruling party, the party of the organizers and di-
rectors of the governmental apparatus and economic life on capitalistic lines, with
the general backwardness and lack of organization of the working class. The party
has more and more lost its tie and community with the proletariat. The soviet,
party, and trade-union bureaucracies and organizers find themselves with material
conditions which are sharply distinguished from the conditions of existence of the
working class. Their very well-being and the stability of their general position de-
pend on the degree to which the toiling masses are exploited and subordinated to
them. All this makes a contradiction between their interests and a break between
the Communist Party and the working class inevitable.

The social existence of the Communist Party itself inevitably determines the
corresponding social consciousness, interests and ideals, which contradict the in-
terests of the struggling proletariat.

The Russian Communist Party has become the party of the organizer intelli-
gentsia. The abyss between the Russian Communist Party and the working class is
getting deeper and deeper, and this fact cannot be glossed over by any resolutions
or decisions of the Communist congresses and conferences, etc. . . .

The NEP, i.e., the rebirth of normal capitalistic relations and intensive economic
differentiation among the peasantry, intensified by the famine of 1920-21, has
contributed to the pronounced growth of the big kulak stratum in the Russian vil-
lage. The small-scale, unorganized character of peasant farming, together with the
disruption of the means of communication, makes it definite that commercial capi-
tal will have a dominant role in the immediate future. At the same time the state is
growing in influence as the representative of the nation-wide interests of capital
and as the mere directing apparatus of political administration and economic regu-
lation by the organizer intelligentsia. The proletariat—broken up in consequence

*Nepmen: private traders allowed to operate under the NEP—Ed.
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of the destruction of industry; weakened by losses, the detaching (by bourgeois
captivation) of part of the most active elements, and ideological confusion; and
lacking a proletarian party and revolutionary workers' organizations of its own—is
incapable of playing any sort of influential role. . . .

Lenin's "Testament"

In May 1922 Lenin began to suffer a series of strokes and relinquished active leader-
ship of the Soviet state. Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin banded together as a "troika" to
prevent Trotsky from assuming power. Stalin had meanwhile been appointed to the new
post of General Secretary of the Communist Party in April, 1922, and was working to
get effective control over the party into his own hands. Toward the end of 1922 Lenin
recovered sufficiently to make certain acute observations on the Soviet political scene.
His comments on the successor leadership were embodied in notes which became
known abroad in 1926 as his "testament," and which were finally published in the
USSR during Khrushchev's de-Stalinization campaign in 1956.

By the stability of the Central Committee of which I spoke before, I mean mea-
sures to prevent a split, so far as such measures can be taken. For, of course, the
White Guard in Russkaya Mysl* (I think it was S. E. Oldenburg) was right when, in
the first place, in his play against Soviet Russia he banked on the hope of a split in
our party, and when, in the second place, he banked for that split on serious dis-
agreements in our party.

Our party rests upon two classes, and for that reason its instability is possible,
and if there cannot exist agreement between those classes its fall is inevitable. In
such an event it would be useless to take any measures or in general to discuss the
stability of our Central Committee. In such an event no measures would prove
capable of preventing a split. But I trust that is too remote a future, and too im-
probable an event, to talk about.

I have in mind stability as a guarantee against a split in the near future, and I in-
tend to examine here a series of considerations of a purely personal character.

I think that the fundamental factor in the matter of stability—from this point of
view—is such members of the Central Committee as Stalin and Trotsky. The rela-
tion between them constitutes, in my opinion, a big half of the danger of that split,
which might be avoided, and the avoidance of which might be promoted, in my
opinion, by raising the number of members of the Central Committee to fifty or
one hundred.

Comrade Stalin, having become General Secretary, has concentrated an enor-
mous power in his hand; and I am not sure that he always knows how to use that
power with sufficient caution. On the other hand Comrade Trotsky, as was proved
by his struggle against the Central Committee in connection with the question of
the People's Commissariat of Ways of Communication,t is distinguished not only

FROM: Lenin, Continuation of Notes, December 24, 1922 (in Lenin, Pismo syezdu [Letter to
the Congress], Moscow, State Press for Political Literature, 1956; English translation by Max
Eastman, The New York Times, November 19, 1926).

*uRussian Thought": an emigre journal—Ed.

tLenin is referring to a controversy of 1920, when Trotsky tried to shake up the administration
of transport in a particularly high-handed manner—Ed.
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by his exceptional abilities—personally he is, to be sure, the most able man in the
present Central Committee—but also by his too far-reaching self-confidence and
disposition to be too much attracted by the purely administrative side of affairs.

These two qualities of the two most able leaders of the present Central Com-
mittee might, quite innocently, lead to a split; if our party does not take measures
to prevent it, a split might arise unexpectedly.

I will not further characterize the other members of the Central Committee as
to their personal qualities. I will only remind you that the October episode of Zi-
noviev and Kamenev was not, of course, accidental, but that it ought as little to be
used against them personally as the non-bolshevism of Trotsky.

Of the younger members of the Central Committee I want to say a few words
about Bukharin and Piatakov. They are, in my opinion, the most able forces
(among the youngest), and in regard to them it is necessary to bear in mind the fol-
lowing: Bukharin is not only the most valuable and biggest theoretician of the
party, but also may legitimately be considered the favorite of the whole party, but
his theoretical views can only with the very greatest doubt be regarded as fully
Marxist, for there is something scholastic in him (he never has learned, and I think
never has fully understood, the dialectic).

And then Piatakov—a man undoubtedly distinguished in will and ability, but too
much given over to administration and the administrative side of things to be relied
on in a serious political question.*

Of course, both these remarks are made by me merely with a view in the present
time, in the assumption that these two able and loyal workers may not find an oc-
casion to supplement their knowledge and correct their one-sidedness.
Postcript, January 4, 1923:

Stalin is too rude, and this fault, entirely supportable in relations among us
Communists, becomes insupportable in the office of General Secretary. Therefore,
I propose to the comrades to find a way to remove Stalin from that position and
appoint to it another man who in all respects differs from Stalin only in superiority—
namely, more patient, more loyal, more polite and more attentive to comrades, less
capriciousness, etc. This circumstance may seem an insignificant trifle, but I think
that from the point of view of preventing a split and from the point of view of the
relation between Stalin and Trotsky which I discussed above, it is not a trifle, or it
is such a trifle as may acquire a decisive significance.

Lenin

Lenin on Nationality Policy

The issue which had most to do with turning Lenin against Stalin was the national-
ity question, particularly as it arose in the Soviet Republic of Georgia. Lenin was ex-
tremely cautious about observing the forms of national autonomy; he reacted against
Stalin's excessively centralist handling of the plan for a Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, as the "Great-Russian chauvinism" of the "Russified non-Russian."

*Piatakov sided with Trotsky in the controversies of the 1920s, and was tried and shot in
I937-Ed.

FROM: Lenin, "On the Question of the Nationalities or of 'Autonomization1 " (December
30-3 1, 1922; in Lenin, Letter to the Congress, pp. 22-25, 27-28; editor's translation).
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. . . We call our own an apparatus which is still completely alien to us and rep-
resents a bourgeois and tsarist jumble. To overcome this in five years, in the ab-
sence of the help of other countries and with the prevalence of military "take-overs"
and the struggle with hunger, was in no way possible.

Under such conditions it is quite natural that "the freedom to secede from the
Union," by which we justify ourselves, should prove to be an empty scrap of paper,
incapable of defending the other nationalities of Russia from the aggression of that
truly Russian man, the Great-Russian chauvinist, in reality a scoundrel and man of
violence, which the typical Russian bureaucrat reveals himself to be. There is no
doubt that an insignificant percentage of Soviet and Sovietized workers will sink in
this sea of chauvinistic Great-Russian filth, like flies in milk.

They say in defense of this measure [the formation of the Union] that they have
divided up the People's Commissariats which touch immediately on national psy-
chology, national education. But here appears a question: is it possible to divide up
these commissariats completely? and a second question: have we taken measures
with sufficient care really to defend the other nationalities from the truly Russian
Derzhimorda?* I think we have not taken these measures, although they can and
must be taken.

I think that here Stalin's haste and administrative enthusiasm have played a fatal
role, and also his anger against the notorious "social nationalism." Anger in
general plays the very worst role in politics.

I fear also that Comrade Dzerzhinsky, who went to the Caucasus to investigate
the matter of the "crimes" of these "social-nationalists," was also distinguished here
only by his truly Russian tendency (it is known, that the russified non-Russian al-
ways overdoes things in the truly Russian direction), and that the impartiality of his
whole commission is sufficiently illustrated by Ordzhonikidze's resort to force, and
that Comrade Dzerzhinsky is unforgiveably guilty for approaching this resort to
force light-mindedly. . . .

. . . Internationalism on the part of the oppressor or so-called "great" nation
(although great only in its violence, great only as the great Derzhimorda) must
consist not only in the observance of the formal equality of nations, but also in the
inequality which offsets on the part of the oppressor nation, the large nation, that
inequality which actually is built up in life. Whoever has not understood this has
really not understood the proletarian attitude toward the national question; essen-
tially he retains the petty-bourgeois point of view and therefore cannot but slide
continually toward the bourgeois point of view.

What is important for the proletariat? For the proletariat it is not only impor-
tant, but essentially necessary, to guarantee the maximum confidence in the prole-
tarian class struggle on the part of the other nationalities. What is necessary for
this? For this we need not only formal equality. For this it is necessary to compen-
sate, in one way or another by our treatment or concessions in regard to the non-
Russian, for that distrust, that suspiciousness, those wrongs, which in the historical
past were inflicted upon him by the ruling "great-power" nation.

I think that for the Bolsheviks, for the Communists, it is not necessary to explain
this further and in detail. I think that in the present case regarding the Georgian

^"Derzhimorda": a policeman in Gogol's play, The Inspector General—Ed.
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nation we have a typical example of what extreme care, foresight and conciliation
are required on our part for a truly proletarian approach to the matter. . . .

We should, of course, make Stalin and Dzerzhinsky politically responsible for
this whole truly Great-Russian nationalist campaign. . . .

The harm for our state which can rise from the absence of national commissariats
united with the Russian apparatus is immeasurably less, infinitely less, than the harm
which can develop not only for us but for the whole International, for the hundreds
of millions of the peoples of Asia, who are ready to make their appearance on the
historical stage in the very near future, following us. It would be unforgiveable op-
portunism if, on the eve of this appearance of the East and at the beginning of its
awakening, we undermined our prestige among the peoples of the East by even the
slightest rudeness and injustice in regard to our own minorities. The necessity for
solidarity of the forces against the imperialists of the West, who defend the capital-
ist world, is one thing. Here there can be no doubt, and it is superfluous for me to
say that I approve of these measures unconditionally. It is another matter when we
ourselves fall, even on a small scale, into an imperialistic relationship toward the
oppressed nationalities. But tomorrow, in world history, will be the very day when
the aroused peoples, oppressed by imperialism, will finally awake, and when the
long, severe, decisive battle for their liberation will begin.

Lenin on the Prerequisites for Socialism

Lenin was prepared to admit, as he did in commenting on the memoirs of the Men-
shevik Sukhanov, that Russia lacked the conditions for socialism, but he saw no reason
why the Communist government could not proceed to create them. Here again he re-
vealed his real philosophy, hardly compatible with Marxism, that political power deter-
mined all else.

. . . "Russia has not attained the level of development of productive forces that
makes Socialism possible." Of this proposition, all the heroes of the Second Inter-
national, including, of course, Sukhanov, are as proud as a peacock. They keep re-
peating this incontrovertible proposition over and over again in a thousand
different keys, and imagine that it is the decisive criterion of our revolution.

But what if peculiar circumstances drew Russia, first, into the world imperialist
war in which every more or less influential West-European country was involved,
and brought her development to the verge of the revolutions that were maturing
and had partly already begun in the East, in conditions which enabled us to achieve
precisely that union of a "peasant war" with the working-class movement which no
less a "Marxist" than Marx himself had in 1856 suggested as a possible prospect
for Prussia?

What if the complete hopelessness of the situation, by stimulating the efforts of
the workers and peasants tenfold, offered us the possibility of creating the funda-
mental requisites of civilization in a different way from that of the West-European
countries? Has that altered the general line of development of world history? Has
that altered the basic relations between the basic classes of all the countries that
are, or have been, drawn into the general course of world history?

FROM: Lenin "Our Revolution: Apropos of the Notes of N. Sukhanov" (January, 1923; Selected
Works, Vol. II, book 2, pp. 726-27).
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If a definite level of culture is required for the building of Socialism (although
nobody can say just what that definite "level of culture" is, for it differs in every
West-European country), why cannot we begin by first achieving the prerequisites
for that definite level of culture in a revolutionary way, and then, with the aid of the
workers' and peasants' government and the Soviet system, proceed to overtake the
other nations?

You say that civilization is necessary for the building of Socialism. Very good.
But why could we not first create such prerequisites of civilization in our country
as the expulsion of the landlords and the Russian capitalists, and then start moving
towards Socialism? Where, in what books, have you read that such variations of the
customary historical order of events are impermissible or impossible?

Napoleon, one* recalls, wrote: On s'engagfe et puts—on voit. Rendered freely this
means: One must first join a serious battle and then see what happens. Well, we did
first join serious battle in October 1917, and then we saw such details of develop-
ment (from the standpoint of world history they were certainly details) as the
Brest-Litovsk Peace, the New Economic Policy, and so forth. And now there can be
no doubt that in the main we have been victorious. . . .

Lenin on Administrative Reform

In his last articles, early in 1923, Lenin turned his attention to the quality of the So-
viet governmental administration, which he found sorely lacking. He proposed various
schemes of reform to meet the expectations of the nation and enable the Soviet regime
to hold power firmly until the next international revolutionary upsurge. The latter, sig-
nificantly, Lenin now expected to come from the nations of Asia.

. . . The situation as regards our machinery of state is so deplorable, not to say
disgusting, that we must first of all think very carefully how to eliminate its defects,
bearing in mind that the roots of these defects lie in the past, which, although it
has been overturned, has not yet been overcome, does not yet belong to the culture
of the dim and distant past. I say culture deliberately, because in these matters we
can regard as achievements only what have become part and parcel of our culture,
of our social life, our habits. We can say that what is good in the social system of
our country has not been properly studied, understood, felt; it has been hastily
grasped at; it has not been tested, tried by experience, made durable, etc. Of
course, it could not be otherwise in a revolutionary epoch, when development pro-
ceeded at such breakneck speed that we passed from tsarism to the Soviet system in
a matter of five years.

We must come to our senses in time. We must be extremely skeptical of too
rapid progress, of boastfulness, etc. We must think of testing the steps forward
which we proclaim to the world every hour, which we take every minute, and which
later on we find, every second, to be flimsy, superficial and not understood. The
most harmful thing here would be haste. The most harmful thing would be to rest
on the assumption that we know anything, or on the assumption that we possess to
any degree the elements necessary for building a really new state machine that
would really deserve to be called socialist, Soviet, etc.

FROM: Lenin, "Better Fewer, But Better" (March 1923; Selected Works, Vol. II, book 2, pp.
735-39. 746, 748-51)-
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No, the machine of this kind, and even the elements of it that we do possess, are
ridiculously small; we must remember that we must not stint time on building this
machine, and that it will take many, many years to build.

What elements have we for building this machine? Only two. First, the workers
who are absorbed in the struggle for Socialism. These elements are not sufficiently
educated. They would like to build a better machine for us, but they do not know
how. They cannot build one. They have not yet developed the culture which is re-
quired for this; and it is precisely culture that is required. Here nothing will be
achieved by doing things in a rush, by assault, by being smart or vigorous, or by
any other of the best human qualities in general. Secondly, we have the element of
knowledge, education and training, but to a ridiculously low degree compared with
all other countries.

Here, too, we must not forget that we are too prone to compensate (or imagine
that we can compensate) our lack of knowledge by zeal, haste, etc. . . .

. . . Let us say frankly that the People's Commissariat for Workers' and Peas-
ants' Inspection does not enjoy the slightest prestige at present. Everybody knows
that a more badly organized institution than our Workers' and Peasants' Inspection
does not exist, and that under present conditions nothing can be expected from
this People's Commissariat. We must have this firmly fixed in our minds if we
really want to set out to create within a few years an institution that will, firstly, be
an exemplary institution, secondly, win everybody's absolute confidence, and,
thirdly, prove to all and sundry that we have really justified the work of such a high
institution as the Central Control Commission. In my opinion, we must utterly
and irrevocably reject all general numerical standards for office staffs. We must
make a particularly careful selection of the employees of the Workers' and Peasants'
Inspection and put them to the strictest test. Indeed, what is the use of establishing
a People's Commissariat which carries on anyhow, which does not enjoy the slight-
est confidence, and whose word carries scarcely any weight? I think that our main
object in launching the work of reconstruction we now have in mind is to change
all this. . . .

In all spheres of social, economic and political relationships we are "frightfully"
revolutionary. But as regards precedence, the observation of the forms and rites of
office routine, our "revolutionariness" often gives way to the mustiest routine.
Here, on more than one occasion, we have witnessed the very interesting phenom-
enon of a great leap forward in social life being accompanied by amazing timidity
whenever the slightest changes are proposed. . . .

. . . At the present time we are confronted with the question: Shall we be able
to hold on with our small- and very small-peasant production, and in our present
state of ruin, while the West-European capitalist countries are consummating their
development towards Socialism? But they are consummating it not as we formerly
expected. They are not consummating it by the gradual "maturing" of Socialism,
but by the exploitation of some countries by others, by the exploitation of the first
of the countries to be vanquished in the imperialist war combined with the exploi-
tation of the whole of the East. On the other hand, precisely as a result of the first
imperialist war, the East has been definitely drawn into the revolutionary move-
ment, has been definitely drawn into the general maelstrom of the world revolu-
tionary movement.
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What tactics does this situation prescribe for our country? Obviously the follow-
ing: We must display extreme caution so as to preserve our workers' government
and enable it to retain its leadership and authority over our small and very small
peasantry. We have the advantage in that the whole world is now passing into a
movement that must give rise to a world socialist revolution. . . .

. . . The outcome of the struggle as a whole can be foreseen only because we
know that in the long run capitalism itself is educating and training the vast major-
ity of the population of the globe for the struggle.

In the last analysis, the outcome of the struggle will be determined by the fact
that Russia, India, China, etc., account for the overwhelming majority of the popu-
lation of the globe. And it is precisely this majority that, during the past few years,
has been drawn into the struggle for emancipation with extraordinary rapidity, so
that in this respect there cannot be the slightest shadow of doubt what the final
outcome of the world struggle will be. In this sense, the complete victory of Social-
ism is fully and absolutely assured.

But what interests us is not the inevitability of this complete victory of Social-
ism, but the tactics which we, the Russian Communist Party, we, the Russian So-
viet government, should pursue to prevent the West-European counterrevolutionary
states from crushing us.To ensure our existence until the next military conflict be-
tween the counterrevolutionary imperialist West and the revolutionary and na-
tionalist East, between the most civilized countries of the world and the Orientally
backward countries, which, however, account for the majority, this majority must
become civilized. We, too, lack sufficient civilization to enable us to pass straight
on to socialism, although we have the political requisites for this. We must adopt
the following tactics, or pursue the following policy to save ourselves.

We must strive to build up a state in which the workers retain their leadership in
relation to the peasants, in which they retain the confidence of the peasants, and,
by exercising the greatest economy, remove every trace of extravagance from our
social relations.

We must reduce our state apparatus to the utmost degree of economy. We must
remove from it all traces of extravagance, of which so much has been left over from
tsarist Russia, from its bureaucratic capitalist apparatus.

Will not this be the reign of peasant narrowness?
No. If we see to it that the working class retains its leadership of the peasantry,

we shall be able, by exercising the greatest possible economy in the economic life
of our state, to use every kopek we save to develop our large-scale machine indus-
try, to develop electrification, the hydraulic extraction of peat, to finish the con-
struction of Volkhovstroi, etc.

In this, and this alone, lies our hope. Only when we have done this will we,
speaking figuratively, be able to change horses, to change from the peasant, mu-
zhik horse of poverty, from the horse of economy fit for a ruined peasant country,
to the horse which the proletariat is seeking and cannot but seek—the horse of
large-scale machine industry, or electrification, of Volkhovstroi, etc.

That is how I link up in my mind the general plan of our work, of our policy, of
our tactics, of our strategy, with the functions of the reorganized Workers' and
Peasants' Inspection. . . .
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Trotsky on Industrialization

In the early years of the NEP Trotsky devoted himself to problems of economic
planning, and urged systematic efforts by the Soviet government to build and improve
industry on the basis of a clear hierarchy of authority, ostensibly as the foundation for
the "proletarian" dictatorship.

The interrelationship which we have between the working class and the peasantry
rests in the last analysis on the interrelationship between industry and agriculture. In
the last analysis the working class can maintain and strengthen its guiding position
not through the apparatus of government, not through the army, but through in-
dustry, which reproduces the proletariat itself. The party, the trade unions, the youth
league, our schools, etc., have their tasks of educating and preparing new genera-
tions of the workng class. But all this work would prove to be built on sand if it did
not have a growing industrial base under it. Only the development of industry
creates an unshakable foundation for the proletarian dictatorship. . . .

. . . The preparation of our budget, the state's credit policy, the system of mea-
sures for the military security of the state, all state activity in general, must give
primary concern to the planned development of state industry.

The regeneration of state industry, in the general economic structure of our
country, will necessarily be closely dependent on the development of agriculture;
the necessary means of exchange must be formed in agriculture, by way of the ex-
cess of the agricultural product over the consumption of the village, before indus-
try can take a decisive step forward. But it is just as important for state industry not
to lag behind agriculture; otherwise, on the foundation of the latter, private indus-
try would be created, which, in the last analysis, would swallow up state industry or
suck it dry.

Only such industry can be victorious which gives more than it swallows up. In-
dustry which lives off the budget, i.e., off agriculture,* could not create a firm and
lasting support for the proletarian dictatorship. The question of creating surplus
value within state industry is the question of the fate of the Soviet power, that is,
the fate of the proletariat.

The expanded reproduction of state industry, which is unthinkable without the
accumulation of surplus value by the state, is in turn the condition for the devel-
opment of our agriculture in the socialistic rather than the capitalistic direction.

Thus, through state industry lies the road to the socialist social order. . . .
The interrelationship between light and heavy industry cannot be decided

through the market alone, for this would actually threaten heavy industry with de-
struction in the next few years, with the prospect of its restoration afterward on the
basis of private property, as a result of the spontaneous work of the market.

Thus, in contrast to capitalist countries, the area of the planning principle is not
limited here to the framework of individual trusts or syndicates, but extends to all
industry as a whole. Not only that: the state must embrace the interrelationship of
industry on the one hand and of agriculture, finance, transport, domestic and for-
eign trade, on the other. . . .

FROM: Trotsky, "Theses on Industry," March 6, 1923 (editor's translation from copy in the
Trotsky Archive, Houghton Library, Harvard University, document T2964).

*I.e., financed by taxing the peasants—Ed.
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The system of actual one-man management must be applied in the organization
of industry from top to bottom. For the leading economic organs really to direct
industry and to be able to bear responsibility for its fate, it is essential for them to
have authority over the selection of functionaries and their transfer and removal.
Recommendations and attestations by the trade-union organs must be considered
with full attention, but this can in no case remove responsibility from the corres-
ponding economic organs, which in actual practice have full freedom of selection
and appointment.

The weak side of state industry and trade is their ponderousness, immobility,
lack of enterprise. The cause of this, above all, is still the inadequate selection of
business executives, in their lack of experience, in their lack of incentives to succeed
in their own work. We need correct systematic measures in all these directions. In
particular, the payment of the directors of enterprises must be made to depend on
their balance sheets, like wages depend on output. . . .

Formation of the Trotskyist Opposition

In the fall of 1923 Trotsky launched a behind-the-scenes attack on his colleagues in
the party leadership, with particular stress on the economy and on the abuses being
committed by Stalin's Secretariat. This was followed by a collective statement, signed by
various former oppositionists, which took the leadership severely to task for their fail-
ures in economic policy as well as their violation of party democracy.

a) Trotsky Protests Bureaucratization

Top Secret

To the Members of the CC [Central Committee] and the CCC [Central Control
Commission]:

1. One of the proposals of Com. Dzerzhinsky's commission (regarding the
strikes, etc.) says that it is necessary to oblige members of the party who know
about groupings within the party to communicate immediately with the GPU*, the
CC and the CCC.

It would seem that informing the party organization that its framework is being
used by elements hostile to the Party is such an elementary obligation of every
member of the Party that there would be no need to issue a special order six years
after the October Revolution. The very emergence of a demand for such an order is
an extremely alarming symptom. . . .

4. The resolution on industry [of the Twelfth Party Congress] demands firming
up and strengthening the organization of Gosplan,t confirming it as the leading
organ of planning. . . . Lack of coordination in planning takes the most glaring

FROM: "Letter of L. D. Trotsky to the Members of the CC and the CCC of the RCP(B)," Oc-
tober 8, 1923, Izvestiya TsK, no. 5, 1990, pp. 165-67, 169-70, 172-73. (Editor's translation.
Excerpts were first published in Sotsialisticheskii vestnik [Berlin], no. n (81), May 24, 1924, and
translated—not reliably—in Max Shachtman, uThe Struggle for the New Course," in Leon
Trotsky, The New Course, New York, New International, 1943, PP-153-56.)

*GPU—"State Political Administration," i.e., secret police, successor to the Cheka in 1922, fol-
lowed by the NKVD in 1934—Ed.

tGosplan: the State Planning Commission—Ed.
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forms in the work of the central and generally basic governmental economic organs.
To a greater degree than before the Twelfth Congress, the most important eco-
nomic questions are being decided in the Politburo hastily, without real prepara-
tion, apart from their connection with planning. . . . To be perfectly accurate, one
must say: there is no direction of the economy, and chaos proceeds from the
top. . . .

9. As one of the important tasks of the new CC the Twelfth Congress pointed
to careful personal selection of economic administrators from top to bottom.
However, the attention of the Orgburo in the area of selection of functionaires was
directed along a completely different path. In appointments, removals, transfers,
party members have been evaluated above all from the point of view of the degree
to which they can promote or counteract the maintenance of the intra-party regime
which—quietly and unofficially, but all the more effectively—is being set up
through the Orgburo and the Secretariat of the CC. At the Twelfth Congress of
the Party it was said that in the membership of the CC we need "independent"
people. This word by now needs no comment whatsoever. After this the criterion
of "independence" began to be applied through appointment by the General Secre-
tariat [i.e., Stalin] of secretaries of provincial committees and further, from above
downwards, all the way to the last party cell. This work of selecting the party hier-
archy from comrades who were recognized by the Secretariat as independent in the
sense of the word pointed out above, was developed with unheard-of intensity. . . .

10. At the fiercest point of War Communism the appointment system inside the
party did not have even one-tenth the extent that it has now. Appointment of the
secretaries of provincial committees has now become the rule. This creates for the
secretary a position essentially independent of the local organization. . . . In turn,
the secretary is the source of further appointments and removals within the bound-
aries of the province. The apparatus of secretaries being created from above
downwards, more and more self-contained, gathers all threads to itself. The partic-
ipation of the party rank-and-file in the actual formation of the party organization
is becoming more and more illusory. In the last year and a half a specific psychol-
ogy of secretaries has been created, the main feature of which is the conviction that
the secretary is capable of deciding all questions of whatever kind, without know-
ing the essence of the matter. . . .

11. The Tenth Congress of the Party took place under the sign of workers' de-
mocracy. Many speeches of that time that were made in defense of workers' demo-
cracy seemed to me exaggerated and to a significant degree demagogic, in view of
the incompatibility of complete, fully worked out workers' democracy with the re-
gime of dictatorship. But it was altogether clear that the pressure of the era of War
Communism ought to give place to a broader and more lively public life in the
Party. However, the regime that was basically put together by the time of the
Twelfth Congress and got its final confirmation and form following it, is much
further from workers' democracy than the regime of the fiercest periods of War
Communism. The bureaucratization of the party apparatus has reached an
unheard-of degree through the application of the methods of secretarial selection.
Whereas in the fiercest hours of the Civil War we argued in our party organiza-
tions and even in the press about the recruitment of specialists, about the partisan
or regular army, about discipline, etc., etc., now there is not a trace of that frank
exchange of opinion about the questions that are really agitating the party. . . .
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16. The present rapidly intensifying crisis within the party obviously cannot be
settled by repressive measures independently of their correctness or incorrectness
in each particular case. The objective difficulties of development are very great. But
they are not alleviated, but radically deepened by the incorrect regime in the party;
by the diversion of attention from our creative tasks to intra-party groupings; by
the artificial selection of functionaries, hardly ever considering their party and gov-
ernmental weight; by the replacement of authoritative and competent leadership
with formal orders, presuming only the passive discipline of each and every one.
Undermining economic development, this intra-party regime was and is the imme-
diate cause of the growing discontent of some, the apathy and passivity of others,
the de facto removal of still others from their work. The party could exist tempor-
arily with the present burdensome intra-party regime if it assured economic suc-
cess. But this is not so. This is why this regime cannot hold out for long. It must be
changed. . . .

17. . . . An end must be put to the bureaucratism of the secretaries. Party
democracy—at least within the limits without which the party would be threatened
by ossification and degeneracy—must come within its rights. The party rank-and-file
must express within the framework of party life what they are dissatisfied about,
and get a real chance, in accordance with the party statutes and especially with the
whole spirit of our party, to create its organizational apparatus. . . .

It is known to the members of the CC and the CCC that, struggling with all re-
soluteness and determination inside the Central Committee against a false policy,
especially in economic and intra-party matters, I firmly avoided carrying the strug-
gle inside the CC to the judgment of even the narrowest circle of comrades, even
of those who under any correct intra-party course ought to occupy a prominent
place in the Central Committee or the CCC. I must state that my efforts of a year
and a half in this direction have had no results. This raises the threat that the party
may be caught unawares by a crisis of exceptional severity, and in this case the party
would have the right to blame everyone who saw the danger but did not openly call
it by name, for putting form over content.

In view of the situation that has been created I now consider it not only my
right but my duty to tell it like it is to every member of the party whom I consider
sufficiently prepared, mature, self-possessed, and therefore capable of helping the
party get out of this blind alley without factional convulsions and upheavals.

b) Declaration of the Forty-Six

To the Politbureau of the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party—
Secret:

The extreme seriousness of the situation compels us (in the interests of our
party, in the interests of the working class) to tell you openly that the continuation
of the policy of the majority of the Politbureau threatens serious harm for the
whole party The economic and financial crisis which began at the end of July of
this year, together with all the political (including intra-party) consequences which
have stemmed from it, has unmercifully uncovered the unsatisfactoriness of the

FROM: The Declaration of the Forty-Six, October 15, 1923 (editor's translation from copy in
the Trotsky Archive, T8o2a; original published in Izvestiya Tsk, no. 6, 1990, pp. 189-94).
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party leadership, in the area of the economy and especially in the area of intra-party
relations.

The casualness, thoughtlessness, lack of system in the decisions of the Central
Committee, not making ends meet in the area of the economy, has led to this, that
with undoubted large successes in the area of industry, agriculture, finance and
transport, successes achieved by the country's economy essentially not thanks to,
but in spite of the unsatisfactory leadership, or rather, in the absence of any leader-
ship—we face the prospect not only of the cessation of this success, but of a serious
general economic crisis. . . .

If broad, considered, planned and energetic measures are not taken quickly, if
the present absence of direction continues, we will face the possibility of an unusu-
ally sharp economic shock, unavoidably linked with internal political complications
and with complete paralysis of our external activity and strength. And the latter, as
anyone understands, we need now more than ever; on it depends the fate of the
world revolution and of the working class of all countries.

Similarly, in the area of intraparty relations, we see the incorrectness of direc-
tion, paralyzing and disrupting the party, which has appeared with special clarity
during the recent crisis.

We explain this not by the political incompetence of the present directors of the
party; on the contrary, however we may differ with them in evaluating the situation
and in the choice of measures to change it—we consider that the present leadership
under any conditions cannot but be kept by the party in the leading posts of the
workers' dictatorship. But we explain the crisis thus: that under the external form
of official unity we actually have a selection of people and a guiding of action
which are one-sided and adapted to the views and sympathies of a narrow circle. As
a result of the party leadership being distorted by such narrow considerations, the
party is to a significant degree ceasing to be the living, self-acting collective, which
really embraces living activity, being linked by thousands of threads with this activ-
ity. Instead of this we observe a more and more progressive division of the party,
no longer concealed by hardly anyone, into the secretarial hierarchy and the "lay-
men," into the professional party functionaries, selected from above, and the sim-
ple party masses, who do not participate in its group life.

This is a fact which every member of the party knows. Members of the party
who are dissatisfied by this or that decision of the Central Committee or even of a
provincial committee, who have in mind certain doubts, who have noticed "by
themselves" certain mistakes, confusions and disorders, are afraid to speak of these
at party meetings; further, they are afraid to converse with each other, unless their
conversants appear to be completely reliable men in the sense of keeping quiet.
Free discussion within the party has in fact disappeared; the party's social mind has
been choked off. In these times the broad masses of the party do not nominate and
elect the provincial committees and the Central Committee of the RCP. On the
contrary, the secretarial hierarchy of the party to an ever greater degree selects the
membership of conferences and congresses, which to an ever greater degree are be-
coming executive consultations of this hierarchy.

The regime which has been set up within the party is absolutely intolerable; it
kills initiative in the party, subjects the party to an apparatus of appointed officials,
which undeniably functions in normal times, but which unavoidably misfires in
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moments of crisis, and which threatens to reveal itself as completely bankrupt in
the face of the serious events which are approaching.

The "New Course" Controversy of December, 1923

The first and most decisive public debate between the Trotskyists and the adherents
of the party leadership took place in December, 1923, after some months of behind-the-
scenes maneuver. The Politburo had passed a resolution—largely drafted by Trotsky-
promising broad reform in the direction of democracy within the party, and Trotsky
then published an open letter warning that the party bureaucracy would try to sabotage
the reform. This was the signal for a month-long press and agitational campaign against
Trotsky's "factionalism."

In the debates and articles of recent times, it has been underlined that "pure,"
"complete," "ideal" democracy is not realizable and that in general for us it is not
an end in itself. That is incontestable. But it can be stated with just as much reason
that pure, absolute centralism is unrealizable and incompatible with the nature of a
mass party, and that it can no more be an end in itself than can the party apparatus.
Democracy and centralism are two faces of party organization. The question is to
harmonize them in the most correct manner, that is, the manner best correspond-
ing to the situation. During the last period there was no such equilibrium. The cen-
ter of gravity wrongly centered in the apparatus. The initiative of the party was de-
duced to the minimum. Thence, the habits and the procedures of leadership, fun-
damentally contradicting the spirit of revolutionary proletarian organization. The
excessive centralization of the apparatus at the expense of initiative engendered a
feeling of uneasiness, an uneasiness which, at the extremities of the party, assumed
an exceedingly morbid form and was translated, among other things, in the ap-
pearance of illegal groupings directed by elements indubitably hostile to Commu-
nism. At the same time, the whole of the party disapproved more and more of
apparatus methods of solving questions. The idea, or at the very least the feeling,
that bureaucratism threatened to get the party into a blind alley, had become pretty
general. Voices were raised to point out the danger. The resolution on the new
course is the first official expression of the change that has taken place in the party.
It will be realized to the degree that the party, that is, its four hundred thousand
members, will want to realize it and will succeed in doing so. . . .

Bureaucratism kills initiative and thus prevents the elevation of the general level
of the party. That is its cardinal defect. As the apparatus is made up inevitably of
the most experienced and most meritorious comrades, it is upon the political train-
ing of the young Communist generations that bureaucratism has its most grievous
repercussions. Also, it is the youth, the most reliable barometer of the party, that
reacts most vigorously against party bureaucratism. . . .

. . . We, the "elders," we ought to say to ourselves plainly that our generation,
which naturally enjoys the leading role in the party, is not absolutely guaranteed
against the gradual and imperceptible weakening of the revolutionary and proletar-
ian spirit in its ranks if the party were to tolerate the further growth and stabiliza-

FROM: Trotsky, 'The New Course" (Open letter to a party meeting, December 8, 1923; En-
glish translation by Max Schachtman in Trotsky, The New Course, pp. 89-95).
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tion of bureaucratic methods which transform the youth into the passive material of
education and inevitably create an estrangement between the apparatus and the
mass, the old and the young. The party has no other means to employ against this
indubitable danger than a serious, profound, radical change of course toward party
democracy and the increasingly large flow into its midst of working-class ele-
ments. . . .

Before the publication of the decision of the Central Committee on the "new
course," the mere pointing out of the need of modifying the internal party regime
was regarded by bureaucratic apparatus functionaries as heresy, as factionalism, as
an infraction of discipline. And now the bureaucrats are ready formally to "take
note" of the "new course," that is, to nullify it bureaucratically. The renovation of
the party apparatus—naturally within the clear-cut framework of the statutes—
must aim at replacing the mummified bureaucrats with fresh elements closely
linked with the life of the collectivity, or capable of assuring such a link. And be-
fore anything else, the leading posts must be cleared out of those who, at the first
word of criticism, of objection, or of protest, brandish the thunderbolts of penal-
ties before the critic. The "new course" must begin by making everyone feel that
from now on nobody will dare terrorize the party.

The Condemnation of the Trotskyist Opposition

By organizational pressure and some rigging of elections the party leadership scored
an overwhelming success against the Opposition. At the Thirteenth Party Conference in
January, 1924, this was registered in a resolution denouncing the Opposition's defiance
of party authority as a Menshevik-like deviation. This was the end of the Trotsky move-
ment as a serious organizational threat to the leadership, though top-level controversy
continued.

. . . The opposition, headed by Trotsky, came forth with the slogan of smashing
the party apparatus, and tried to shift the center of gravity of the struggle against
bureaucratism in the governmental apparatus to "bureaucratism" in the apparatus
of the party. Such wholesale criticism and attempts at directly discrediting the party
apparatus cannot objectively lead to anything else than the emancipation of the gov-
ernmental apparatus from influence upon it on the part of the party, to the divorce
of the governmental organs from the party. . . .

Trotsky came out with vague insinuations about the degeneration of the basic
cadres of our party and thereby tried to undermine the authority of the Central
Committee, which between congresses is the only representative of the whole party.
Trotsky not only tried to counterpose himself to all the rest of the Central Com-
mittee, but also permitted accusations which could not but evoke unrest in broad
circles of the working class and a stormy protest in the ranks of our party. . . .

The opposition in all its shades has revealed a completely un-Bolshevik view on
the significance of party discipline. The moves of a whole series of representatives
of the opposition represent a crying violation of party discipline, and recall the

FROM: Resolution of the Thirteenth Conference of the Russian Communist Party, January,
1924, "On the Results of the Controversy and on the Petty-Bourgeois Deviation in the Party"
(CPSU in Resolutions, I, 780-82; editor's translation).
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times when Lenin had to struggle against the "anarchism of the intellectuals" in
organizational questions and defend the foundations of proletarian discipline in
the party.

The opposition clearly violated the decision of the Tenth Congress of the Rus-
sian Congress Party which prohibited the formation of factions within the par-
ty. The opposition has replaced the Bolshevik view of the party as a monolithic
whole with the view of the party as the sum of all possible tendencies and factions.
These tendencies, factions and groupings, according to the "new" view of the op-
position, must have equal rights in the party, and the Central Committee of the
party must not be so much the leader of the party as a simple registrar and inter-
mediary between the tendencies and groupings. Such a view of the party has noth-
ing in common with Leninism. The factional work of the opposition cannot but
become a threat to the unity of the state apparatus. The factional moves of the op-
position have enlivened the hopes of all enemies of the party, including the West-
European bourgeoisie, for a split in the ranks of the Russian Communist Party.
These factional moves again pose before the party in all its sharpness the question
whether the Russian Communist Party, since it is in power, can allow the forma-
tion of factional groupings within the party.

Adding up the sum of these differences and analyzing the whole character of the
moves by the representatives of the opposition, the Ail-Union Party Conference
comes to the conclusion that in the person of the present opposition we have be-
fore us not only an attempt at the revision of Bolshevism, not only a direct depar-
ture from Leninism, but also a clearly expressed petty-bourgeois deviation. There is no
doubt that this "opposition" objectively reflects the pressure of the petty bour-
geoisie on the position of the proletarian party and its policy. The principle of intra-
party democracy is already beginning to be interpreted broadly beyond the limits of
the party, in the sense of weakening the dictatorship of the proletariat and extend-
ing political rights to the new bourgeoisie.

In the situation where the Russian Communist Party, embodying the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, enjoys a monopoly of legality in the country, it is unavoid-
able that the least stable groups of Communists should sometimes give in to
nonproletarian influences. The party as a whole must see these dangers and watch-
fully guard the proletarian line of the party.

A systematic and energetic struggle of our whole party against this petty-
bourgeois deviation is essential. . . .

The Formation of the USSR: The Union Constitution

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics officially came into being in January, 1924,
as a federal union of four states which had been nominally independent though con-
trolled by the single Russian Communist Party: the Russian Republic, the Ukraine,
White Russia, and the Transcaucasian Federation. The forms of national autonomy,
complete with the right of secession, were carefully observed, but in point of fact lan-
guage was the only real distinction among the Soviet nationalities, who remained until
the 1980s under the strictly centralized control of the Communist Party.

FROM: Constitution of the USSR, Ratified by the Second Congress of Soviets of the USSR,
January 13, 1924 (English translation in Milton H. Andrew, Twelve Leading Constitutions, Comp-
ton, Cal., American University Series, 1931, pp. 327ft.).
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Part I: Declaration

Since the foundation of the Soviet Republics, the States of the world have been
divided into two camps; the camp of Capitalism and the camp of Socialism.

There, in the camp of Capitalism: national hate and inequality, colonial slavery
and chauvinism, national oppression and massacres, brutalities and imperialistic
wars.

Here, in the camp of Socialism: reciprocal confidence and peace, national liberty
and equality, the pacific coexistence and fraternal collaboration of peoples.

The attempts made by the capitalistic world during the past ten years to decide
the question of nationalities by bringing together the principle of the free devel-
opment of peoples with a system of exploitation of man by man have been fruitless.
In addition, the number of national conflicts becomes more and more confusing,
even menacing the capitalistic regime. The bourgeoisie has proven itself incapable
of realizing a harmonious collaboration of the peoples.

It is only in the camp of the Soviets; it is only under the conditions of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat that has grouped around itself the majority of the people,
that it has been possible to eliminate the oppression of nationalities, to create an
atmosphere of mutual confidence and to establish the basis of a fraternal collabora-
tion of peoples. . . .

. . . National economic re-establishment is impossible as long as the Republics
remain separated.

On the other hand, the instability of the international situation and the danger
of new attacks make inevitable the creation of a united front of the Soviet Repub-
lics in the presence of capitalistic surroundings.

Finally, the very structure of Soviet power, international by nature of class,
pushes the masses of workers of the Soviet Republics to unite in one socialist
family.

All these considerations insistently demand the union of the Soviet Republics
into one federated State capable of guaranteeing security against the exterior, eco-
nomic prosperity internally, and the free national development of peoples.

The will of the peoples of the Soviet Republics recently assembled in Congress,
where they decided unanimously to form the "Union of Socialist Soviet Repub-
lics," is a sure guarantee that this Union is a free federation of peoples equal in
rights, that the right to freely withdraw from the Union is assured to each Repub-
lic, that access to the Union is open to all Republics already existing, as well as
those that may be born in the future, that the new federal state will be the worthy
crowning of the principles laid down as early as October 1917, of the pacific co-
existence and fraternal collaboration of peoples, that it will serve as a bulwark
against the capitalistic world and mark a new decisive step towards the union of
workers of all countries in one World-Wide Socialist Soviet Republic.

Part II: Treaty

The Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic, the Socialist Soviet Republic of
the Ukraine, the Socialist Soviet Republic of White Russia, and the Socialist Soviet
Republic of Transcaucasia (including the Socialist Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan,
the Socialist Soviet Republic of Georgia, and the Socialist Soviet Republic of
Armenia) unite themselves in one federal State—"The Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics." . . .
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Chapter II: Sovereign Rights of the Member Republics

Article 3. The Sovereignty of the member Republics is limited only in the mat-
ters indicated in the present Constitution, as coming within the competence of the
Union. Outside of those limits, each member Republic exerts its public powers in-
dependently; the Union of S.S.R protects the rights of member Republics.

Article 4. Each one of the member Republics retains the right to freely with-
draw from the union. . . .

Stalin on Leninism and the Party

Lenin died on January 21, 1924. He was succeeded as Chairman of the Council of
Peoples' Commissars of the USSR by Alexei Rykov, but the real leadership of the
Communist Party was temporarily shared by Stalin and Zinoviev. Stalin had the decisive
advantage with his control of the party Secretariat, and in the spring of 1924 began to
assert himself in the theoretical field with a series of lectures on "Leninism." Stalin
proved to be Lenin's most adept pupil in both the theory and practice of the disciplined
party organization.

. . . The Party is not only the vanguard detachment of the working class. If it
desires really to direct the struggle of the class it must at the same time be the or-
ganized detachment of its class. The Party's tasks under the conditions of capitalism
are immense and extremely varied. The Party must direct the struggle of the prole-
tariat under the exceptionally difficult conditions of internal and external develop-
ment; it must lead the proletariat in the offensive when the situation calls for an
offensive; it must lead the proletariat in retreat when the situation calls for retreat
in order to ward off the blows of a powerful enemy; it must imbue the millions of
unorganized non-Party workers with the spirit of discipline and system in the
struggle, with the spirit of organization and endurance. But the Party can fulfil
these tasks only if it is itself the embodiment of discipline and organization, if it is
itself the organized detachment of the proletariat. Without these conditions there
can be no talk of the Party really leading the proletarian millions. . . .

. . . The Party is the organized detachment of the working class. But the Party
is not the only organization of the working class. The proletariat has also a number
of other organizations, without which it cannot properly wage the struggle against
capital: trade unions, cooperative societies, factory organizations, parliamentary
groups, non-Party women's associations, the press, cultural and educational organi-
zations, youth leagues, revolutionary fighting organizations (in times of open rev-
olutionary action), Soviets of deputies as the form of state organization (if the
proletariat is in power), etc. The overwhelming majority of these organizations are
non-Party, and only some of them adhere directly to the Party, or represent its off-
shoots. All of these organizations, under certain conditions, are absolutely neces-
sary for the working class, for without them it would be impossible to consolidate
the class positions of the proletariat in the diverse spheres of struggle; for without
them it would be impossible to steel the proletariat as the force whose mission it is
to replace the bourgeois order by the socialist order. . . . The question then arises:

FROM: Stalin, "The Foundations of Leninism"11 (April, 1924; English translation in J. Stalin,
Problems of Leninism, Moscow, Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1953, pp. 100, 102-12).
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who is to determine the line, the general direction, along which the work of all
these organizations is to be conducted? Where is that central organization which is
not only able, because it has the necessary experience, to work out such a general
line, but, in addition, is in a position, because it has sufficient prestige, to induce
all these organizations to carry out this line, so as to attain unity of leadership and
to preclude the possibility of working at cross purposes?

This organization is the Party of the proletariat.
The Party possesses all the necessary qualifications for this because, in the first

place, it is the rallying centre of the finest elements in the working class, who have
direct connections with the non-Party organizations of the proletariat and very fre-
quently lead them; because, secondly, the Party, as the rallying centre of the finest
members of the working class, is the best school for training leaders of the work-
ing class, capable of directing every form of organization of their class; because,
thirdly, the Party, as the best school for training leaders of the working class, is, by
reason of its experience and prestige, the only organization capable of centralizing
the leadership of the struggle of the proletariat, thus transforming each and every
non-Party organization of the working class into an auxiliary body and transmis-
sion belt linking the Party with the class.

The Party is the highest form of class organization of the proletariat. . . .
. . . The Party is the principal guiding force within the class of the proletarians

and among the organizations of that class. But it does not by any means follow
from this that the Party can be regarded as an end in itself, as a self-sufficient force.
The Party is not only the highest form of class association of the proletarians; it is
at the same time an instrument in the hands of the proletariat for achieving the dic-
tatorship when that has not yet been achieved and for consolidating and expanding
the dictatorship when it has already been achieved. The Party could not have risen
so high in importance and could not have overshadowed all other forms of organi-
zation of the proletariat, if the latter had not been confronted with the problem of
power, if the conditions of imperialism, the inevitability of wars, and the existence
of a crisis had not demanded the concentration of all the forces of the proletariat at
one point, the gathering of all the threads of the revolutionary movement in one
spot in order to overthrow the bourgeoisie and to achieve the dictatorship of the
proletariat. The proletariat needs the Party first of all as its General Staff, which it
must have for the successful seizure of power. It need hardly be proved that with-
out a Party capable of rallying around itself the mass organizations of the proletar-
iat, and of centralizing the leadership of the entire movement during the progress
of the struggle, the proletariat in Russia could never have established its revolu-
tionary dictatorship.

But the proletariat needs the Party not only to achieve the dictatorship; it needs
it still more to maintain the dictatorship, to consolidate and expand it in order to
achieve the complete victory of socialism.

"Certainly, almost everyone now realizes," says Lenin, "that the Bolsheviks could not
have maintained themselves in power for two-and-a-half months, let alone two-and-a-
half years, unless the strictest, truly iron discipline had prevailed in our Party, and un-
less the latter had been rendered the fullest and unreserved support of the whole mass
of the working class, that is, of all its thinking, honest, self-sacrificing and influential
elements who are capable of leading or of carrying with them the backward strata."
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Now, what does to "maintain" and "expand" the dictatorship mean? It means
imbuing the millions of proletarians with the spirit of discipline and organization;
it means creating among the proletarian masses a cementing force and a bulwark
against the corrosive influences of the petty-bourgeois elements and petty-bourgeois
habits; it means enhancing the organizing work of the proletarians in re-educating
and re-moulding the petty-bourgeois strata; it means helping the masses of the
proletarians to educate themselves as a force capable of abolishing classes and of
preparing the conditions for the organization of socialist production. But it is im-
possible to accomplish all this without a party which is strong by reason of its so-
lidarity and discipline.

"The dictatorship of the proletariat," says Lenin, "is a persistent struggle—bloody and
bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, educational and administra-
tive—against the forces and traditions of the old society. The force of habit of millions
and tens of millions is a most terrible force. Without an iron party tempered in the
struggle, without a party enjoying the confidence of all that is honest in the given class,
without a party capable of watching and influencing the mood of the masses, it is im-
possible to conduct such a struggle successfully."

The proletariat needs the Party for the purpose of achieving and maintaining the
dictatorship. The Party is an instrument of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

But from this it follows that when classes disappear and the dictatorship of the
proletariat withers away, the Party will also wither away.

. . . The achievement and maintenance of the dictatorship of the proletariat is
impossible without a party which is strong by reason of its solidarity and iron dis-
cipline. But iron discipline in the Party is inconceivable without unity of will, with-
out complete and absolute unity of action on the part of all members of the Party.
This does not mean, of course, that the possibility of contests of opinion within the
Party is thereby precluded. On the contrary, iron discipline does not preclude but
presupposes criticism and contest of opinion within the Party. Least of all does it
mean that discipline must be "blind." On the contrary, iron discipline does not pre-
clude but presupposes conscious and voluntary submission, for only conscious dis-
cipline can be truly iron discipline. But after a contest of opinion has been closed,
after criticism has been exhausted and a decision has been arrived at, unity of will
and unity of action of all Party members are the necessary conditions without
which neither Party unity nor iron discipline in the Party is conceivable. . . .

. . . It follows that the existence of factions is incompatible either with the
Party's unity or with its iron discipline. It need hardly be proved that the existence
of factions leads to the existence of a number of centres, and the existence of a
number of centres connotes the absence of one common centre in the Party, the
breaking up of the unity of will, the weakening and disintegration of discipline, the
weakening and disintegration of the dictatorship. . . .

. . . The source of factionalism in the Party is its opportunist elements. The
proletariat is not an isolated class. It is constantly replenished by the influx of
peasants, petty bourgeois and intellectuals proletarianized by the development of
capitalism. . . .

The Party is strengthened by purging itself of opportunist elements. . . .
. . . Leninism is a school of theory and practice which trains a special type of

Party and state worker, creates a special Leninist style in work.
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What are the characteristic features of this style? What are its peculiarities?
It has two specific features:
a) the Russian revolutionary sweep and
b) American efficiency.
The style of Leninism is a combination of these two specific features in Party

and state work.
The Russian revolutionary sweep is an antidote to inertness, routine, conserva-

tism, mental stagnation and slavish submission to ancestral traditions. The Russian
revolutionary sweep is the life-giving force which stimulates thought, impels things
forward, breaks the past and opens up perspectives. Without it no progress is
possible.

But Russian revolutionary sweep has every chance of degenerating in practice
into empty "revolutionary" Manilovism if it is not combined with American effi-
ciency in work. . . .

. . . American efficiency is that indomitable force which neither knows nor rec-
ognizes obstacles; which with its businesslike perseverance brushes aside all obsta-
cles; which continues at a task once started until it is finished, even if it is a minor
task; and without which serious constructive work is inconceivable.

But American efficiency has every chance of degenerating into narrow and un-
principled commercialism if it is not combined with the Russian revolutionary
sweep. . . .

The combination of the Russian revolutionary sweep with American efficiency is
the essence of Leninism in Party and state work.

This combination alone produces the finished type of Leninist worker, the style
of Leninism in work.

Stalin on Socialism in One Country

In the fall of 1924 some critical publications by Trotsky were taken as the signal for
the party leaders to direct a series of scathing denunciations at him for his alleged ideo-
logical heresies. The "theory of permanent revolution" figured prominently as the basis
for asserting a fundamental opposition between Trotsky and Lenin, although the more
immediate reason for scotching the theory was its implication that the Soviet regime,
unsupported by international revolution, was in danger of losing its socialist qualities.
Stalin's contribution to the defense against Trotsky was the theory of "socialism in one
country," which he contrived out of one distorted quotation from Lenin.

. . . According to Lenin, the revolution draws its strength primarily from
among the workers and peasants of Russia itself. According to Trotsky, the neces-
sary strength can be found only "in the arena of the world proletarian revolution."

But what if the world revolution is fated to arrive with some delay? Is there any
ray of hope for our revolution? Trotsky offers no ray of hope, for "the contradic-
tions in the position of a workers'government . . . can be solved only . . . in the
arena of the world proletarian revolution." According to this plan, there is but one
prospect left for our revolution: to vegetate in its own contradictions and rot away
while waiting for the world revolution. . . .

FROM: Stalin, "The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists" (De-
cember, 1924; Frobhrns of Leninism, pp. 121-130).
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. . . "Permanent revolution" is not a mere underestimation of the revolutionary
potentialities of the peasant movement. "Permanent revolution" is an underestima-
tion of the peasant movement which leads to the repudiation of Lenin's theory of
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Trotsky's "permanent revolution" is a variety of Menshevism. . . .
The second peculiar feature of the October Revolution lies in the fact that this

revolution represents a model of the practical application of Lenin's theory of the
proletarian revolution.

He who has not understood this peculiar feature of the October Revolution will
never understand either the international nature of this revolution, or its colossal
international might, or the specific features of its foreign policy.

"Uneven economic and political development," says Lenin, "is an absolute law of capi-
talism. Hence, the victory of socialism is possible first in several or even in one separate
capitalist country. The victorious proletariat of that country, having expropriated the
capitalists and organized socialist production, would stand up against the rest of the
world, the capitalist world, attracting to its cause the oppressed classes of other coun-
tries, raising revolts in those countries against the capitalists, and in the event of neces-
sity coming out even with armed force against the exploiting classes and their states."
For "the free union of nations in socialism is impossible without a more or less pro-
longed and stubborn struggle of the socialist republics against the backward states."

The opportunists of all countries assert that the proletarian revolution can
begin—if it is to begin anywhere at all, according to their theory—only in indus-
trially developed countries, and that the more highly developed these countries are
industrially the more chances there are for the victory of socialism. Moreover, ac-
cording to them, the possibility of the victory of socialism in one country, and in a
country little developed in the capitalist sense at that, is excluded as something ab-
solutely improbable. As far back as the period of the war, Lenin, taking as his basis
the law of the uneven development of the imperialist states, opposed to the oppor-
tunists his theory of the proletarian revolution on the victory of socialism in one
country, even if that country is less developed in the capitalist sense.

It is well known that the October Revolution fully confirmed the correctness of
Lenin's theory of the proletarian revolution.

How do matters stand with Trotsky's "permanent revolution" in the light of
Lenin's theory of the victory of the proletarian revolution in one country?

Let us take Trotsky's pamphlet Our Revolution (1906).
Trotsky writes:

"Without direct state support from the European proletariat, the working class of Russia
will not be able to maintain itself in power and to transform its temporary rule into a
lasting socialist dictatorship. This we cannot doubt for an instant.

What does this quotation mean? It means that the victory of socialism in one
country, in this case Russia, is impossible "without direct state support from the
European proletariat," i.e., before the European proletariat has conquered power.

What is there in common between this "theory" and Lenin's thesis on the possi-
bility of the victory of socialism "in one separate capitalist country"?

Clearly, there is nothing in common. . . .
It goes without saying that for the complete victory of socialism, for complete se-

curity against the restoration of the old order, the united efforts of the proletarians
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of several countries are necessary. It goes without saying that, without the support
given to our revolution by the proletariat of Europe, the proletariat of Russia could
not have held out against the general onslaught, just as without the support the rev-
olution in Russia gave to the revolutionary movement in the West the latter could
not have developed at the pace at which it has begun to develop since the estab-
lishment of the proletarian dictatorship in Russia. It goes without saying that we
need support. But what does support of our revolution by the West-European pro-
letariat imply? Is not the sympathy of European workers for our revolution, their
readiness to thwart the imperialists' plans of intervention—is not all this support?
Is this not real assistance? Unquestionably it is. . . .

. . . Let us take, for example, Trotsky's "postscript," written in 1922, for the
new edition of his pamphlet Peace Program. Here is what he says in this "Postscript":

"The assertion reiterated several times in the Peace Program that a proletarian revolution
cannot culminate victoriously within national bounds may perhaps seem to some read-
ers to have been refuted by the nearly five years' experience of our Soviet republic. But
such a conclusion would be unwarranted. The fact that the workers' state has held out
against the whole world in one country, and a backward country at that, only testifies to
the colossal might of the proletariat, which in other, more advanced, more civilized
countries will be truly capable of performing miracles. But while we have held our
ground as a state politically and militarily, we have not arrived, or even begun to arrive,
at the building of a socialist society. . . . As long as the bourgeoisie remains in power
in the other European countries we will be compelled, in our struggle against economic
isolation, to strive for agreement with the capitalist world, at the same time it may be
said with certainty that these agreements may at best help us to mitigate some of our
economic ills, to take one or another step forward, but real progress of a socialist econ-
omy in Russia will become possible only after the victory of the proletariat in the major
European countries." [Stalin's italics.]

Thus speaks Trotsky, plainly sinning against reality and stubbornly trying to save
his "permanent revolution" from final shipwreck.

It appears, then, that, twist and turn as you like, we not only have "not arrived,"
but we have "not even begun to arrive" at the building of a socialist society. It ap-
pears that some people have been hoping for "agreements with the capitalist
world," but it also appears that nothing will come of these agreements, for, twist
and turn as you like, a "real progress of a socialist economy" will not be possible
until the proletariat has been victorious in the "major European countries."

Well, then, since there is still no victory in the West, the only "choice" that re-
mains for the revolution in Russia is: either to rot away or to degenerate into a
bourgeois state.

It is no accident that Trotsky has been talking for two years now about the "de-
generation" of our Party. . . .

. . . Trotsky's "permanent revolution" is the negation of Lenin's theory of the
proletarian revolution; and conversely, Lenin's theory of the proletarian revolution
is the negation of the theory of "permanent revolution."

Lack of faith in the strength and capabilities of our revolution, lack of faith in
the strength and capabilities of the Russian proletariat—that is what lies at the root
of the theory of "permanent revolution."

Hitherto only one aspect of the theory of "permanent revolution" has usually
been noted—lack of faith in the revolutionary potentialities of the peasant move-
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ment. Now, in fairness, this must be supplemented by another aspect—lack of faith
in the strength and capabilities of the proletariat in Russia.

What difference is there between Trotsky's theory and the ordinary Menshevik
theory that the victory of socialism in one country, and in a backward country at
that, is impossible without the preliminary victory of the proletarian revolution "in
the principal countries of Western Europe"?

As a matter of fact, there is no difference.
There can be no doubt at all. Trotsky's theory of "permanent revolution" is a

variety of Menshevism. . . .

Preobrazhensky on the Economics of Industrialization

While organizationally defeated, the Trotskyists remained intellectually active. Evgeny
Preobrazhensky, the leading Opposition economist, worked out a penetrating analysis of
the obstacles standing in the way of the industrial progress on which all the Communists
set their hopes. In his view only a systematic exploitation of the peasant majority could
support industrialization by the socialist state. Essentially this was the analysis on which
Stalin later based the Five-Year Plans and the collectivization of the peasants.

. . . It will be no exaggeration to say that for all our theoreticians, and practi-
tioners as well, the most interesting, vital, exciting question since the October coup
of 1917 and the military victory of the revolution is the question of what the Soviet
system represents, in what direction it is developing, what the basic laws of this de-
velopment are, and, finally, what relation this first experience of an economy whose
main links go outside the limits of capitalism has to our old and habitual images of
socialism. The last question could be correctly phrased thus. How after eight years
of the dictatorship of the proletariat in a vast country, should we view our former
images of socialism? . . .

. . . The complex of state socialist production can appear only as the result of
breaking up the old system on all fronts, only as the result of social revolution.
This fact has colossal significance for understanding not only the genesis of social-
ism but also the socialist construction that follows. On the other hand, insufficient
understanding or neglect of the essence of what socialism is has more than once
led and is leading a series of comrades to purely Philistine and sometimes outright
reformist notions about the Soviet economy and the paths of its development. . . .

Primary socialist accumulation, as the period of creating the material prerequi-
sites for socialist production in the proper sense of the word, can only begin with
the seizure of power and nationalization. . . .

. . . On a private or limited scale socialist accumulation is not able to resolve the
basic problem of the socialist organization of the economy. In particular, insofar as
we are concerned with the economy of the Soviet Union, it is essential to have: 1)
accumulation which makes it possible for the state economy to achieve the technical
level of contemporary capitalism wherever it is not possible to move gradually on to
the base of the new technology; 2) accumulation which makes possible the change
in the technological base of the state economy, the scientific organization of labor,

FROM: Preobrazhensky, Novaya ekonomiya (The New Economy, second edition, Moscow, Com-
munist Academy, 1926, pp. 86, 89-90, 92-94, 99, 136-37; editor's translation).
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the planned direction of the whole complex of the state economy, everything that is
not possible without large supplies for insurance and planned reserves; 3) accumu-
lation which guarantees progress for the whole complex, not just its individual
parts, since the chain of dependence in the movement of the whole complex makes
progress on different levels, in the manner of capitalist "partisan warfare," individual
initiative, and competition, completely impossible. . . .

We term socialist accumulation the assimilation to the functioning means of pro-
duction of the surplus product which is created within the amalgamated socialist
economy and which is not distributed as a supplement among the agents of social-
ist production and the socialist state, but contributes to expanded reproduction.*
On the other hand, we term primary socialist accumulation the accumulation in the
hands of the state of most or all of the material resources from sources lying out-
side the complex of the state economy. In a backward peasant country this accumu-
lation must play a colossally important role, to a vast degree hastening the arrival
of the moment when the technological and scientific reconstruction of the state
economy can begin and when this economy can finally achieve purely economic
predominance over capitalism. . . . The basic law of our Soviet economy, which at
the present moment is coursing through this stage, is precisely the law of primary
or preliminary socialist accumulation. To this law are subordinated all the basic
processes of economic life in the sphere of the state economy. This law, on the
other hand, changes and partly liquidates the law of value and all the laws of the
commodity and commodity-capitalistic economy insofar as they manifest them-
selves or can manifest themselves in our system of economy. Consequently, we can
not only speak of primary socialist accumulation, we cannot even understand the essence of
the Soviet economy unless we understand the central role which the law of primary socialist
accumulation plays in this economy, how it determines, in the struggle with the law of
value, the distribution of the means of production in the economy, the distribution of the
working force, and the extent of alienation of the country's surplus product for the expan-
sion of socialist reproduction. . . .

In regard to alienation of part of the surplus product for the benefit of social-
ism, matters are entirely different from all pre-socialist economic forms. Exactions
from the non-socialist forms must not only have a place inevitably in the period of
primary socialist accumulation—they must inevitably assume a vast, directly deci-
sive role in peasant countries like the Soviet Union. . . .

In the period of primary socialist accumulation the state economy cannot do
without alienating part of the surplus product of the village and of craft produc-
tion, in sum, without deductions from capitalistic accumulation for the benefit of
socialist accumulation. We do not know to what extent other countries will emerge
devastated from the civil war in which the dictatorship of the proletariat triumphs.
But a country like the U.S.S.R., with its devastated and in general rather backward
economy, must go through the period of primary accumulation with very broad
use of the sources of the presocialist forms of the economy. We should not forget
that the period of primary socialist accumulation is the most critical period in the
life of the socialist state after the termination of the civil war. In this period the so-
cialist system is not yet in a condition to develop organically all its own advantages,
while at the same time it inevitably liquidates a series of economic advantages

*I.e., an increased investment in industrial plant—Ed.
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which are characteristic of the developed capitalist system. To traverse this period
rapidly, to reach quickly the moment when the socialist system will have developed
all its natural advantages over capitalism—this is a question of life or death for the
socialist state. At least this is how the question stands right now for the U.S.S.R.,
and perhaps it will stand thus for some time in a series of European countries
where the proletariat is victorious. Under such conditions to rely only on accumu-
lation within the socialist sphere means to risk the very existence of socialist eco-
nomics, or to extend indefinitely the period of preliminary accumulation. . . .

. . . At the moment of its victory the working class changes from the object of
exploitation into the subject of it. It cannot regard its own working power, health,
labor and conditions as the capitalists regard them. This constitutes the definition
of the limit to the tempo of socialist accumulation, a limit which capitalistic indus-
try in the first period of its development did not know. . . .

. . . In this period the law of wages is subordinated to the law of socialist ac-
cumulation, which finds its expression in conscious self-restraint by the working
class. . . . Socialist accumulation is a necessity for the working class, but now it
proceeds as a consciously understood necessity. . . .

Soviet Cultural Policy—The Liberal Period

While the Communists were firmly wedded to the Marxian proposition that all as-
pects of life are affected by the class struggle and must be considered in waging class
war, the party leaders during the first decade after the revolution did not imagine that
they had the competence to make commanding decisions in the artistic realm. They
dealt severely with overtly anti-Communist political opinions, but otherwise they were
content to give encouragement to "proletarian" cultural contributions, and, as the 1925
party statement on literature illustrates, allow a variety of aesthetic currents to exist.

. . . As the class war in general has not ended, neither has it ended on the liter-
ary front. In a class society there is not, nor can there be a neutral art, though the
class nature of art generally and of literature in particular is expressed in forms
which are infinitely more various than, for instance, in politics. . . .

It must be remembered, however, that this problem is infinitely more compli-
cated than other problems being solved by the proletariat. Even within the limita-
tions of a capitalist society the working class could prepare itself for a victorious
revolution, build cadres of fighters and leaders and produce a magnificent ideolog-
ical weapon for the political struggle. But it could work out neither the problems of
natural science nor the tasks of technical development; and by the same token the
proletariat, the class which was culturally deprived, was unable to develop its own
literature, its own characteristic artistic forms, its own style. Although the proletariat
has ready infallible criteria regarding the sociopolitical content of any literary work,
it does not have such definite answers to all questions of artistic form. . . .

With relation to the "fellow-travelers" we must bear in mind: (1) their differenti-
ation, (2) the importance of many of them as qualified specialists of literary tech-

FROM: Resolution of the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party, "On the Policy
of the Party in the Field of Literature," July 1, 1925 (English translation in Edward J. Brown, The
Proletarian Episode in Russian Literature, 1918-1932, New York, Columbia University Press, 1952,
pp. 235-40; reprinted by permission of the publisher).
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nique; and (3) the presence of vacillation in this group of writers. The general
directive should be for tactful and careful relations with them, and for such an ap-
proach as will guarantee all the conditions for their earliest possible movement in
the direction of Communist ideology. While discouraging antiproletarian and an-
tirevolutionary elements (now quite insignificant), and while fighting to expose the
ideology of the new bourgeoisie which is taking form among a part of the fellow-
travelers—those of the "change-of-landmarks" stripe—the Party should have a pa-
tient attitude toward intermediate ideological formations, patiently aiding those
inevitably numerous formations to develop in the process of ever closer comradely
cooperation with the cultural forces of Communism. . . .

Communist criticism should fight mercilessly against counterrevolutionary phe-
nomena in literature; and yet at the same time show the greatest tact, attention and
patience toward all those groups which can and will join the proletariat. Commu-
nist criticism must drive out the tone of literary command. Such criticism can have
deep educational significance only when it relies on its own ideological superiority.
Marxist criticism should once and for all drive out of its midst all pretentious, half-
literate, and self-satisfied Communist conceit. Marxist criticism should have as its
slogan "to learn," and should resist every appearance of cheap judgment and ignor-
ant arrogance in its own milieu.

While it has infallible criteria of judgment regarding the class content of literary
tendencies, the Party as a whole must not bind itself to any one tendency in the
field of literary form. Giving general leadership to literature, the Party cannot sup-
port any one faction in literature (classifying these factions according to their dif-
ferent views on form and style), just as it cannot by resolutions settle questions of
the form of the family, though in general it does and should lead in the develop-
ment of new ways of life. Everything indicates that a style proper to the epoch will
be created, but it will be created by different methods, and the solution of this
problem has not yet been begun. In the present phase of cultural development any
attempt to bind the Party in this direction must be repulsed.

Therefore the Party should declare itself in favor of the free competition of var-
ious groups and tendencies in this province. Any other solution of the problem
would be an official, bureaucratic pseudo-solution. In the same way it is inadmissi-
ble to legalize by a decree the monopoly of the literary printing business by any
one group or literary organization. While morally and materially supporting prole-
tarian and proletarian-peasant literature, and aiding the fellow-travelers, the Party
cannot offer a monopoly to any of these groups, even the one most proletarian in
its ideology. For this would be to destroy proletarian literature itself. . . .

Soviet Educational Policy—The Revolutionary Period

The early Communist position on social problems held, according to Marxian logic,
that individual development or defects were the product of social and economic condi-
tions. The ideal was the spontaneous blossoming of the individual proletarian, freed
from legal, family and educational restraints. (Industrial and political discipline would
also have been eliminated had the early left-wing opposition groups had their way.) In

FROM: Pinkevich, Outlines of Pedagogy (1927; translated as The New Education in the Soviet Re-
public by Mucia Perlmutter and edited by George S. Counts, New York, The John Day Co., 1929,
pp. vi, 198-99, 202, 214, 288, 301-2; reprinted by permission of Martha L. Counts).
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education the authority of school and teacher was deemphasized in favor of letting the
child develop freely amid the proper conditioning influences. This was closely akin to
the "learning by doing" of American progressive education, as A. P. Pinkevich, one of
the leading Soviet educational theorists, freely conceded.

. . . The mere enumeration of the names of Hall, Dewey, Russell, Monroe,
Judd, Thorndike, Kilpatrick, and many others, known to every educator in our
country, is a sufficient reminder of the tremendous influence which American edu-
cation has exerted upon us. In spite of the undoubted differences in ideology which
divide Soviet from western educational leaders, mutual understanding and recogni-
tion of scientific attainments are indispensable. . . .

In his volume entitled Fundamental Questions of Social Education Shulgin* has
given an excellent exposition of the demands of the party. He presents the Com-
munist conception of the role of labor in education and the role of the labor school
in society as follows:

"To our mind labor is the best method of so introducing young children to the labor-
ing class and of so merging them with the class-builder that they may not only under-
stand the proletarian ideology, but may actually begin to live, to strive, and to build
according to that ideology. But this is not all. Labor to us is a means of inducting chil-
dren into the working world family in order that they may participate in and understand
the struggle of the masses, follow the history of human society, acquire working, orga-
nizing, and collective habits, and come into possession of the discipline of work. To us
labor, because of its superior integrating power, is the best method of teaching children
how to live the contemporary life. The factory is the first and most sensitive place of
modern society. Since labor, self-government, and contemporary life merge into an in-
separable union, the march of economic events calls for schools which will train the
warrior and builder of life. . . ."

In every school a distinction may be drawn between the teaching of the mate-
rials of instruction and the teaching of behavior. In our schools the latter could
more properly be called the organization of the children's collective or the organi-
zation of behavior. The term behavior is used here in the sense in which it is em-
ployed by the psychologist.

At the beginning of our discussion of the question of the organization of con-
duct we wish to emphasize one guiding principle of Soviet pedagogy. We assign to
the teacher the role of organizer, assistant, instructor, and older comrade, but not
the role of superior officer. In the old school the teacher was a dictator. In the lib-
eral bourgeois school he is at best a leader. With us he is primarily an organizer. . . .

In our opinion the children should organize their own social life in school in
order to develop those collectivistic traits which are indispensable for the creation
of new forms of social life. Naturally they should not be left entirely to themselves.
In order to make full pedagogical use of the efforts of children at self-organization
the teacher should place certain limitations on their social activity. . . .

The most fundamental characteristic, however, which distinguishes our theory of
self-government from that obtained in other countries is its communistic coloring,
or at least its communistic foundation. We need organizers and builders of a new
society, we need warriors for a new way of life. Self-government is our most effective
educational instrument for producing such organizers, builders, and warriors. . . .

*V. N. Shulgin: an early Soviet educational theorist—Ed.
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Our aim is to take the project method and put our own content into it. All
forms of our community purposeful undertakings are as a matter of fact "pro-
jects." . . . The bourgeois American school fails to give to the method that com-
munity quality which is characteristic of our socialistic school. There is no doubt,
however, that of all the contemporary attempts to reform the school, the project
system with appropriate changes is best adapted to the nature and purposes of the
Soviet school. It affords the children greater freedom of activity, encourages them
to engage in practical work, demands of them independent planning, and trains
them in the methods of investigation. . . .

The center of all the work of the school should be human labor. Every school
activity is consequently closely related to this central aim. But an understanding of
labor requires a penetrating study of the productive forces which man utilizes as
well as those social relations which grow out of the particular organization of labor
in a given society. These considerations have led us to adopt as a fundamental
scheme for organizing the curriculum of the labor school the three-fold concept of
nature, labor, and society, or, to put it another way, productive energies, produc-
tive relations, and superstructure. And all teaching is unified through one central
synthetic theme of colossal importance—human labor. Obviously this scheme is dis-
tinctly Marxian. Moreover, it is the first truly Marxian educational plan; and, re-
gardless of the extent to which the program itself may change, we are confident
that the basic scheme of the Soviet school will remain unshaken.

In complete harmony with the content of the new program are the methods of
instruction which it suggests. First of all, it calls for a completely objective method
of teaching, understanding the term in the light of our discussion above. This
means that children are not to study verbal descriptions of phenomena and things
but rather the phenomena and things themselves. In other words the program of
the [State Scientific] Council calls for direct contact with the surrounding nature,
labor, and society in which the child lives. This environment is the starting point of
all the work of the school. . . .

The Zinoviev-Kamenev Opposition

In 1925 the party leadership split. Zinoviev and Kamenev, with the Leningrad party
organization which Zinoviev controlled, went into opposition against the party major-
ity led by Stalin, Bukharin, and Rykov. At the Fourteenth Party Congress in December,
1925, the new opposition vainly attacked the leadership. Zinoviev raised again the theo-
retical problem of "state capitalism" and progress toward socialism, while Kamenev
bluntly warned of the danger of Stalin's becoming a personal dictator. Stalin's domi-
nance in the party organization decided the issue, and Zinoviev and Kamenev were
overwhelmingly defeated.

a) Zinoviev on State Capitalism

What are the chief difficulties in our work? In my opinion there are three. They
form, as it were, the background of the whole picture of our construction. The first

FROM: Zinoviev, Minority Report to the Fourteenth Party Congress, December, 1925 {Four-
teenth Congress of the All-Union Communist Party [of Bolsheviks]: Stenographic Report, Moscow,
Party Press, 1926, pp. 98, 101, 108-9; editor's translation).
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difficulty is the delay of the world revolution. At the beginning of the October Rev-
olution we were convinced that the workers of other countries would provide us
with direct support in a matter of months, or in any case within a few years. Now,
unfortunately, it has been demonstrated that the delay of the world revolution is a
fact, that the partial stabilization of capitalism characterizes a whole period, and
that a new, more complicated set of difficulties is connected with this stabilization.

The second difficulty is well known—this is the building of socialism in a back-
ward country with such an enormous predominance of the peasantry. This is a dif-
ficulty for which we gave ourselves the answer in the first days of the revolution
and which we have been successfully overcoming.

The third difficulty is the creation of a collective leadership for our party after the
death of Vladimir Ilich. Only now, it seems to me, is this being drawn in full clar-
ity. This difficulty is not unimportant, because leading the party means at the same
time directing the state. This is not only an organizational question—this is a polit-
ical problem of the most profound importance. . . .

Recently a dispute about the question of state capitalism descended upon us quite
unexpectedly, out of a clear blue. . . . To take the bull by the horns, Comrades, I
think it is first of all necessary to answer those who are now trying to represent the
matter as though we have no state capitalism and practically nothing of capitalism in
general. I feel that the thing here is really the attempt of certain comrades to declare
that the NEP is socialism. (Laughter, noise.) Such a point of view, such a position
represents the idealization of the NEP, the idealization of capitalism. (Voice: ccWho
thinks so?") It is indisputable that the NEP is the road to socialism, but the assertion
that the NEP is not socialism also seems to me indisputable. (Voice: c(These are ques-
tions from political grammar school") So, Comrades, it appears to me that this is just
what the dispute is about. Of course, he who idealizes the NEP cannot but dispute
Lenin's formulation on the question of state capitalism. . . .

So, Comrades, I think it is indisputable . . . that our state industry consists of
enterprises which are of a type consistent with socialism but are not yet fully social-
ist, as Bukharin admitted in the spring of 1922. Finally, it is indisputable that the
simplest and clearest example of state capitalism in a country like ours is conces-
sions and leases. But it must be just as indisputable for us that this does not ex-
haust state capitalism, that we cannot forget about free trade and its forms, about
planning and distribution, about the revival of capitalism in individual farms. We
cannot forget that all this, insofar as it is subordinated to the control of the state—
all this Vladimir Ilich called state capitalism, adding the qualification that this is a
unique state capitalism, radically distinguished from the state capitalism of the
bourgeois countries in that it is subordinated and limited by the working class, by
the proletarian state. But at the same time Vladimir Ilich said that in order for the
workers to see that we do have capitalism we must not idealize or gloss over reality.

b) Kamenev on Stalin

I turn to intraparty questions. To these questions I give three answers.
The first concerns the organizational forms of our intraparty life. Comrade

Bukharin has said that we bought the controversy with Comrade Trotsky at the

FROM: Kamenev, Speech to the Fourteenth Party Congress, December, 1925 (Stenographic
Report, pp. 273-75; editor's translation).
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price, as he expressed it, of a convulsion in intraparty life. You must resolve this
question in the sense that in the background of a general enlivening and heighten-
ing of the activity of all strata of the population, intraparty democracy is essential,
its further development is essential. According to the testament of Lenin this has
now become possible precisely because the de-classing of the proletariat has ceased.

In the contrary case with this background you will inevitably have a new convul-
sion in intraparty life. This will be a phenomenon on a catastrophic order. I appeal
to you not to choose this path, but the other path.

The things you hear about that path at the congress—about defeatists, liquida-
tors, Axelrodists, etc.—cannot be true; such things had not entered the party's head
even after it assembled at the congress. This must be avoided. This can be avoided only
if the minority, which is not made up of newcomers, which you know about fully—if this
minority is given an opportunity to defend its views in the party, of course with the full re-
sponsibility which the party and the dictatorship impose upon us .

Second: Besides the invigoration of party discussion, besides granting the min-
ority an opportunity to express its views to the whole party, as becomes Bolsheviks,
within those limits which are set by the party statutes and the dictatorship of the
party and the proletariat—it seems to me that you must resist this new tendency in the
party which I have tried to sketch out to you. I am sure that if you find it impossible to
do this now because of some organizational consideration or another—the facts of
life, the course of the class struggle in our country, the growth of differentiation in
the village will compel you to do this, and to say that the school which Bukharin
has established is based on a departure from Lenin. What we need right now is in
the slogan, back to Lenin! (Voice from a seat: "Why back?") Because this is going
forward. Comrades, I know that in the first part of my speech you tried to attribute
the matter to malice. We see that the matter is not one of malice, and I hope you
will say this after a few months.

And finally, the third point: We are against creating a theory of the "Chiefv* we are
against establishing a "Chief" We are against the Secretariat, which has in practice
combined both policy and organization, standing over the political organ. We are
for our upper level being organized in such a fashion that there would be a really all-
powerful Politbureau, bringing together all our party's policies, and at the same time the
Secretariat would be subordinate to it and execute the technical aspects of its decisions.
(Noise) We cannot consider it normal but think it harmful to the party, if such a sit-
uation is continued where the Secretariat combines both policy and organization,
and in fact predecides policy. (Noise) Here, Comrades, is what we need to do.
Everyone who does not agree with me will draw his own conclusions. (Voice from
a seat: "You should have begun with this.") The speaker has the right to begin with
what he wants. You think I ought to have begun with what I have said, that person-
ally I assert that our General Secretary is not the kind of figure that can unite the
old Bolshevik staff around himself. I don't consider this a basic political question. I
don't consider this question more important than the question of the theoretical
line. I feel that if the party adopted (Noise) a definite political line which was
clearly marked off from those deviations which part of the Central Committee is
now supporting, this question would not now be on the agenda. But I must say
this out to the end. Precisely because I more than once told Comrade Stalin this,

* Russian vozhd—"leader," in a then derogatory sense—Ed.
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precisely because I more than once told a group of Leninist comrades, I repeat it
here at the congress: I have arrived at the conviction that Comrade Stalin cannot fulfill
the role of unifier of the Bolshevik staff. (Voices from the audience: "Untrue!" "Non-
sense!" "So that's what it is!" "He's shown his cards!" Noise. Applause by the Len-
ingrad delegation. Shouts: "We won't surrender the commanding heights to you."
"Stalin! Stalin!" The delegates stand and cheer Comrade Stalin. Stormy applause.
Shouts: "Here's where the party has become united. Now the Bolshevik staff must
be united.")

(Yevdokimov, from his seat) "Long live the Russian Communist Party! Hurrah!
Hurrah!" (The delegates stand and shout "Hurrah!" Noise. Stormy, long-sustained
applause)

(Yevdokimov, from his seat) "Long live the Central Committee of our party!
Hurrah!" (The delegates shout "Hurrah!") "The party above all! Right!" (Applause
and shouts, "Hurrah!")

(Voice from a seat) "Long live Comrade Stalin!" (Stormy, continued applause,
shouts) "Hurrah !" (Noise)

(Chairman) "Comrades, I beg you to quiet down. Comrade Kamenev will now
finish his speech."

I began this part of my speech with the words, "We are against the theory of in-
dividual preeminence, we are against creating a Chief!" With these same words I
end my speech. (Applause by the Leningrad delegation)

(Voice from a seat) "And who do you propose?"
(Chairman) "I declare a ten minute recess." . . .

The United Opposition

In 1926, the two defeated opposition groups, Trotskyist and Zinovievist, merged and
undertook a major appeal to the party rank-and-file against the leadership. They had to
resort to conspiratorial organization, and when this activity was detected (the "Lashevich
affair"), the leadership prepared a new condemnation of the Opposition's factionalism.
In reply, the leaders of the Opposition drew up a detailed statement of their case which
they vainly tried to present to the party membership.

. . . /. Bureaucratism as the Source of factionalism
The immediate cause of all of the sharpening crises in the party is in bureaucrat-

ism, which has grown amazingly in the period following the death of Lenin, and
continues to grow.

The Central Committee of the ruling party has at its disposal for action upon the
party not only ideological and organizational, i.e., not only party means, but also
governmental and economic means. Lenin always took into account the danger that
the concentration of administrative power in the hands of the party would lead to
bureaucratic pressure on the Party. Precisely from this arose Vladimir Ilich's idea
about organizing the Control Commission, which, while it had no administrative
power in its hands, would have all the power essential for the struggle with bu-
reaucratism, for the defense of the right of a party member to express his convic-

FROM: The Declaration of the Thirteen, July, 1926 (editor's translation from copy in the
Trotsky Archive, T88oa).
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tions freely and to vote according to his conscience without fearing any punitive
consequences. . . .

Meanwhile, in fact—and this must be said here before anything else—the Cen-
tral Control Commission itself has become a purely administrative organ, which
assists the repression conducted by other bureaucratic organs, executing for them
the punitive part of the work, prosecuting any independent thought in the party,
any voice of criticism, any concern expressed aloud about the fate of the party, any
critical remarks about certain leaders of the party. . . .

An official show prevails in the meetings, together with the apathy which is un-
avoidably connected with it. Frequently only an insignificant minority remains at
the time of voting; the participants in the meeting hasten to leave so that they will
not be compelled to vote for decisions dictated earlier. No resolutions anywhere
are ever adopted otherwise than "unanimously." All this is gravely reflected in the
internal life of the Party organizations. Members of the Party are afraid openly to
express aloud their most cherished thoughts, wishes and demands. This is what
constitutes the cause of the "affair" of Comrade Lashevich et al.

2. The Cause of the Growth of Bureaucratism
It is completely obvious that the more difficult it is for the ruling centers to

carry through their decisions by the methods of party democracy, the less the van-
guard of the working class sees their policy as its own.

The divergence between the direction of economic policy and the direction of
the feelings and thoughts of the proletarian vanguard inevitably strengthens the
need for repression and gives all policy an administrative bureaucratic character.
Any other explanation of the growth of bureaucratism is secondary and does not
encompass the essence of the question.

The lag of industry behind the economic development of the country as a whole
signifies, in spite of the growth in the number of workers, a lowering of the spe-
cific gravity of the proletariat in the society. The lag in the influence of industry on
agriculture and the rapid growth of the kulaks* lowers in the village the specific
gravity of the hired workers and poor peasants and their trust in the state and in
themselves. The lag of wage raises behind the rising living standard of the non-
proletarian elements of the city and the upper groups of the village inevitably signi-
fies the lowering of the political and cultural self-esteem of the proletariat as the
ruling class. From this, in particular, comes the clear decrease in the activity of the
workers and poor peasants in the elections to the Soviets, which is a most serious
warning for our Party. . . .

4. The Question of Industrialization

The present year again reveals with all clarity that state industry is lagging be-
hind the development of the economy as a whole.The new harvest again catches us
without supplies of goods. But movement toward socialism is assured only when
the tempo of development of industry does not lag behind the general development
of the economy, but leads it, systematically bringing the country closer to the tech-
nical level of the advanced capitalist countries. Everything must be subordinated to
this task, equally vital both for the proletariat and for the peasantry. . . .

*Kulak Russian "fist," colloquial expression for a prosperous peasant—Ed.
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The question of the smychka [worker-peasant alliance] is under present conditions
above all a question of industrialization.

Meanwhile the party sees with alarm that the resolution of the Fourteenth Con-
gress on industrialization in reality draws back more and more, following the ex-
ample of what was not carried out in the party's resolution on democracy. In this
fundamental question, on which the life and death of the October Revolution de-
pend, the party cannot and does not want to live with official "cribs," which are
dictated, frequently, not by the interests of the matter but by the interests of fac-
tional struggle. The party wants to know, to think, to check, to decide. The present
regime prevents this, and precisely from this stems the secret distribution of party
documents on the "affair" of Lashevich, etc.

5. Policy in the Village

In questions of agricultural policy in the village the danger of shifts to the side
of the upper groups in the village is all the more clearly defined. . . .

The fact is that under the guise of a union of the poor peasantry with the middle
peasant, we observe steadily and regularly the political subordination of the poor
peasantry to the middle peasants, and through them to the kulaks.

6. The Bureaucratic Perversion of the Workers' State

The number of workers in our state industry does not now reach two million;
together with, transport, it is less than three million. The soviet, trade-union, coop-
erative and all other employees certainly do not number less than that figure, and
this comparison alone testifies to the colossal political and economic role of the
bureaucracy; it is entirely obvious that the state apparatus, in its composition and
level of life, is to an overwhelming degree bourgeois and petty-bourgois, and in-
clines away from the proletariat and the village poor, on the one hand, toward the
displaced intelligentsia, and on the other toward the land-leaser, the merchant, the
kulak, the new bourgeois. How many times did Lenin remind us of the bureau-
cratic perversion of the state apparatus and about the frequent necessity for the
trade unions to defend the workers from the state, while the party bureaucrat in
just this region is infected with the most dangerous self-deception. . . .

7. The Bureaucratic Perversion of the Party Apparatus

In 1920 a party conference under Lenin's direction considered it essential to
point out the impermissibility of the fact that in the mobilization of the comrades,
party organs and individual comrades were guided by some considerations other
than business ones. Any repression whatever against comrades because they think
differently about one or another question or party decision is impermissible. The
whole present practice contradicts this decision at every step. Genuine discipline is
shaken apart and replaced by subordination to the influential figures in the appara-
tus. The comrades on whom the party can rely in the most difficult days are pushed
out of the staff in ever greater numbers, they are thrown around, exiled, persecuted,
and replaced steadily and regularly by casual people, untested, but who are distin-
guished by silent obedience. Now these bureaucratic sins of the party regime are
transferred to the accused comrades Lashevich and Belenki, whom the party has
known in the course of more than two decades as devoted and disciplined members.
The act of accusing them is therefore an act of accusing the bureaucratic perversion
of the party apparatus.
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The significance of a firmly welded, centralized apparatus in the Bolshevik Party
needs no explanation. Without this skeleton the proletarian revolution would be
impossible. The party apparatus in its majority is composed of devoted and
irreproachable party members who have no stimulus other than the struggle of the
working class. Under the correct regime and the proper distribution of forces the
very same party workers could successfully help realize party democracy.

8. Bureaucratism and the Everyday Life of the Working Masses

. . . The bureaucratic regime has spread like rust into the life of every plant and
workshop. If the members of the party are in fact deprived of the right to criticize
by the district committee, the provincial committee, or the Central Committee, in
the plant they are deprived of the right to subject the immediate authorities to crit-
icism. Party members are scared. The administrator who is able as a loyal person to
guarantee himself the support of the secretary of the next higher organization thus
insures himself against criticism from below and not infrequently also from re-
sponsibility for mismanagement or actual stupidity.

In a socialist economy which is under construction, the fundamental condition
for economic expenditure of the nation's resources is vigilant control by the
masses, above all by the workers in the factories and plants. As long as they cannot
move openly against disorders and abuses and expose their perpetrators by name,
without the danger of being counted in the Opposition, among the "dissidents,"
among the troublemakers, or of being driven out of the cell and even from the
plant, the struggle for a regime of economy as well as for the productivity of labor
will inevitably be viewed on bureaucratic lines, i.e., they will most often strike at the
vital interests of the workers. Precisely this is observed right now.

Clumsy or slovenly rate-setting work, harshly striking the workers, is in nine
cases out of ten the direct result of bureaucratic inattention to the most elementary
interests of the workers and even of production itself. It is to this that we must ac-
count the delayed payment of wages, i.e., relegating to the last consideration that
which ought to constitute the prime concern.

The question of the so-called excesses at the top is fully linked to the repression
of criticism. Many circulars are written against the excesses. Not a few cases against
them are conducted in the Control Commissions. But the masses are suspicious of
this kind of office-routine struggle with the excesses. There is one serious solution
here—the masses must not be afraid to say what they think.

Where are these burning questions being discussed? Not in official party meet-
ings but in corners and alleys, under cover, always in danger. From these intoler-
able conditions has stemmed the affair of Comrades Lashevich et al. The basic
conclusion from this affair is: it is necessary to change conditions. . . .

10. The Comintern

Straightening out the class line of the Party means straightening out its interna-
tional line. We must cast aside all doubting survivals of the innovation which repre-
sents the matter as though the victory of socialist construction in our country is
not linked indissolubly with the course and outcome of the struggle of the Euro-
pean and world proletariat for power. We are building socialism and will go on
building it. The European proletariat will struggle for power.The colonial peoples
are struggling for independence. This is the common front. Each unit in each sec-



Soviet Communism: Era of Controversy, iQ22-ig2Q 151

tor must give the maximum that it can give without waiting for the initiative of the
others. Socialism will be victorious in our country in direct connection with the rev-
olution of the European and world proletariat and with the struggle of the East
against the imperialist yoke. . . .

//. On Factionalism
. . . The idea that by mechanically settling with the so-called opposition, it is

possible to broaden the frame of party democracy is a crude self-deception; on the
basis of all its experience the party cannot believe these lullabies any more. The
methods of mechanical adjudication are preparing new splits and cleavages, new re-
movals, new expulsions, new pressure with respect to the party as a whole. This
system inevitably constricts the leading summit, reduces its authority and compels
it to replace its ideological authority with doubled and tripled pressure. Whatever it
does, the party must put a stop to this pernicious process. Lenin showed that firm
leadership of the party does not mean strangling it.

12. For Unity

There cannot be the slightest doubt that the Party is able to straighten out its
difficulties. The idea that there is no way out for the Party on the path of unity
would be the supreme nonsense. There is a way out—moreover, only on the path
of unity. . . .

Only on the foundation of party democracy is healthy, collective leadership pos-
sible. There is no other path. In struggle and in work on this, the only correct path,
our unrecriminating support is guaranteed to the Central Committee wholly and
in full.

Bukharin on the Opposition

Bukharin was the main spokesman of the party leadership on matters of theory dur-
ing the controversy of 1926-27. In the summer of 1926 he replied to the Opposition
with a defense of the cautious economics of the NEP and a warning that Opposition
challenges to the unity of the party endangered the Soviet regime as a whole. The latter
argument prepared the ground for the expulsion of the Opposition in 1927.

. . . The first thesis advanced by the opposition is the assertion that our indus-
try is retrogressing, and that the disproportion between agriculture and city indus-
try is increasing, to the detriment of city industry. . . . The total balance is
undoubtedly in favor of the growth of industry as compared with agriculture.

The second thesis advanced by the opposition in the sphere of economic policy
in its relation to the industrialization of the country is the thesis that we must now
carry on a greatly intensified industrial policy, this to be accomplished in the first
place by increasing the prices of our industrial products. . . .

We believe this policy to be entirely wrong, and we cannot agree to its
pursuance. . . .

FROM: Bukharin, "The Party and the Opposition Bloc" (Report to the Leningrad Party Organi-
zation, July 28, 1926; slightly adapted from English translation in International Press Correspon-
dence, no. 58, August 26, 1926, pp. 978-81, 983-84, 986-87).
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Every monopoly runs a certain danger of rusting, of resting on its laurels. The pri-
vate capitalist and private owner is constantly being spurred onward by competi-
tion. . . . But if we, who have practically all big industry in our hands, who have a
state super-monopoly and own all essentials, do not stimulate the leading staff of
our industry to cheapen production, and to produce on more rational lines, then
indeed we have arrived at the prerequisite stage for the rusting of our industry on
the basis of its monopoly. That which is accomplished by competition . . . in a
capitalist state, we must attain by conscious pressure under the impetus of the needs
of the masses: produce better and cheaper, supply better goods, supply cheap goodsl . . .

It would be entirely wrong to say industry should develop solely upon what is
produced within this industry itself. On the contrary, the whole question is; How
much can we take away from the peasantry, to what extent and by what methods can
we accomplish the pumping-over process, what are the limits of the pumping-over,
and how shall we calculate in order to arrive at favorable results? This is the ques-
tion. Here lies the difference between us and the opposition, a difference which
may be defined by saying that the comrades of the opposition are in favor of an
immoderate amount of pumping-over, and are desirous of putting so severe a pres-
sure upon the peasantry that in our opinion the result would be economically irra-
tional and politically unallowable. . . .

Now the character, the class character of our soviet power in our country is be-
ing questioned. This is another step in the development of the oppositional idea,
another step away from the true Leninist standpoint.

Comrade Trotsky, in one of his speeches at the Plenum of the Central Commit-
tee, advanced the thesis of the "extremely non-proletarian character" of the soviet
power existing in our country. When the peasant question came under discussion,
in connection with the results of the elections, the opposition stated that we are
threatened by a deviation in the direction of the rich peasantry, and demanded deci-
sive intervention on the part of the party, in order to prevent any further shifting in
a state already far from being proletarian. . . .

Our proletarian dictatorship, our workers' state, has the peculiarities of working
in an agricultural country and of having its state apparatus burdened with various
bureaucratic aberrations.

This is perfectly true. But what is the class character of the state? It is a workers'
state. To state that our state is not a workers' state, that it is already semi-bourgeois,
is to assert that our state is already in a condition of degeneration, and to throw
doubts upon the existence of the proletarian dictatorship in our country. . . . If
this were really the case, it would be a very serious matter indeed. If we really had
no proletarian dictatorship, then we should have to pursue a very different line, and
our party, in so far as it is a proletarian party, would obviously place questions on
the agenda aiming at a radical purging of the present Soviet power. . . .

This brings us to the thesis of the degeneration of our whole state apparatus,
and of the deviation of our policy, and of the policy of the present Soviet state,
from the interests of the broad proletarian masses. . . . The opposition has
pointed out that the numerous bureaucratic groups in our state apparatus are
complemented by the equally numerous bureaucratic groups in the economic or-
gans, the cooperatives, the trade unions, etc. It would thus seem that the whole of
the groups composing our apparatus have practically nothing in common with the
interests of the broad masses.



Soviet Communism: Era of Controversy, 1922-1929 153

We have been believing in our simplicity that our party is the vanguard of the
proletariat; but now it turns out that it is a bureaucratic clique entirely detached
from the masses. We believe the Soviet power to represent a form of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, but it appears that all we have is an extremely non-
proletarian state, headed by a completely declassed caste. The logical continuance
of this train of thought is bound to lead sooner or later to the idea of the overthrow
of the Soviet power—it can lead nowhere else. . . .

You are aware that up to now we Leninists have regarded the unity and coher-
ence of our party as the first prerequisite for the maintenance and firmer estab-
lishment of the proletarian dictatorship. We Leninists have always imagined that
the proletarian dictatorship can only be secure in our country if our party plays its
role properly and when this party is in the first place the sole party in our country,
that is, when the legal existence of other parties is made impossible, and in the sec-
ond place the party is unitary in its structure, that is, represents a structure exclud-
ing any independent and autonomous groups, factions, organized currents, etc.
. . . Now this has all changed at one blow. Now the whole opposition, the whole
oppositional bloc—Trotsky, Kamenev, Zinoviev, Krupskaia,* etc.—demands free-
dom for factions within the party. . . .

. . . The Central Committee and the Central Control Commission have been
faced by the fact that a number of comrades, including some holding extremely re-
sponsible positions, had actually taken such steps as the convocation of an illegal
meeting against the party and its leaders. Were we to tolerate such actions, our party
would cease to exist tomorrow as a Leninist party. We cannot tolerate this. We say to
these comrades: Defend your principles, declare your standpoint, speak in the party
meetings; but if you take to the forest, if you will not reply to our questions, if you
refuse to make statements before the Control Commission, if you choose the
method of organizing a new party within our party, the method of illegal organiza-
tion, then we shall fight you relentlessly. . . .

The Theoretical Debate on Socialism in One Country

At the Fifteenth Party Conference in November, 1926, the opposition leaders tried
to expose the forced nature of Stalin's theoretical innovations. A battle of quotations
and hair-splitting distinctions ensued, indicative of the new Communist scholasticism.
Stalin had the last word, thanks to his control of the party organization, and the ma-
nipulation of scripture to fit the political needs of the moment became a permanent fea-
ture of Communism.

a) Kamenev's Criticism of Stalin

. . . Our whole Party holds the standpoint that our revolution is a socialist rev-
olution, that it represents the basis for the further development of international rev-
olution, and that it forms the transitional period from capitalism to socialism. . . .

Why is it then necessary, comrades, to invent differences of opinion on the char-
acter of our revolution and its future, since we are able to agree wholly and entirely

*Nadezhda Krupskaia: Lenin's widow, who sided with the opposition in 1925 and 1926—Ed..

FROM: Kamenev, Speech at the Fifteenth Party Conference (English translation in International
Press Correspondence, no. 79, November 25, 1926, pp. 1365-67).
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with everything expressed in this resolution as the point of departure of the Party in
the question of the nature of our revolution? (A voice: "Can socialism be estab-
lished?") Wait, comrades, I cannot say everything at once. Wait till I come to
that. . . .

Yes, in the course of the transition period between capitalism and communism
the proletariat will be able to establish the completely socialist state of society, pro-
vided it pursues a correct policy in its relations with the peasantry. . . .

. . . But why did Comrade Rykov write, and why did you unanimously decide—
we are in perfect agreement with this standpoint—that we must catch up to and
pass the level of development in the advanced capitalist countries within a histori-
cally comparative minimum of time? . . .

The point is, comrades, that this speed is necessary, and we must ask why it is
considered necessary. It is necessary because the Soviet Union, as the first country
of Socialism, must prove to the millions of the working people, the workers and
peasants, the real superiority of socialist economy. This means that this country
must and can provide for the needs of the population much more completely and
cheaply than capitalist economics are capable of doing. (Comrade: "Thank God for
that!" Laughter.)

. . . It is not only military intervention which may prove an obstacle in the path
of the realisation of the completely socialist state of society, but the failure to carry
out the above instructions. For this reason we raise the question of the rate of de-
velopment of our economics, and not only the question of military intervention.
The rate of our economic development, as compared with the rate of capitalist de-
velopment, the necessity of rapidly attaining and passing the level of capitalism, is
as important a prerequisite for the final victory of Socialism in our country as the
necessity of safeguarding against military intervention. . . .

Comrade Stalin has here given us a detailed analysis of Lenin's views on the
possibility of the realisation of Socialism in one country. In this he referred to an
article of Lenin published in 1915. He proved that the theory and practice of the
establishment of Socialism in the Soviet Union arise, so to speak, from his quota-
tions, and from this law of the inequality of capitalist development. I cannot deal
with this in detail, as the time is too short, and I must still speak of a number of
other questions. But I cannot but observe that one must not refer to this quotation
as indicating how Lenin conceived the tasks of the revolution in Russia at that
time.

The simple duty of being perfectly accurate with respect to quotations from
Lenin forces me to this explanation. This quotation, adduced correctly and com-
pletely by Comrade Stalin, was published in the "Social Democrat," the then cen-
tral organ of our Party on 25 August 1915. The article from which it is taken
contains a general criticism of the standpoint of those social traitors who had said:
We cannot begin the social revolution in Germany or in England or in Italy, we
must begin everywhere at once. Lenin replied to them: You are traitors, for under
the cloak of this theory, which compels one country to wait for another, you wish
to avoid fulfilling your duty of kindling the proletarian revolution in every country.
This was during the epoch of the imperialist war, in 1915. A month and a half
later, in number 47 of the "Social Democrat," published on 13 October, exactly six
weeks afterwards, Lenin wrote an article dealing specially with the tasks then con-
fronting the Bolsheviki in Russia. Since Lenin stated in September that the victory
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of Socialism is possible in one country, even a backward country, and since he
stated that it was the duty of every proletarian revolutionist to maintain this stand-
point, we should naturally expect that he would apply the standpoint first of all to
Russia.

But, comrades, this is not the case. We must not carelessly represent the true
history of Lenin's views in order to score points in debate. Six weeks after the pub-
lication of the passage quoted by comrade Stalin, Lenin wrote in his famous article
"Some Theses":

"While paying due regard to the demands made by our comrades from Russia, we for-
mulate some theses on the actual questions of our present work."

A number of these are then enumerated, of which the fifth runs as follows:

"The social import of the next revolution in Russia can only be the revolutionary demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry."

The sixth thesis reads:

"It is the task of the proletariat of Russia to carry through the bourgeois democratic rev-
olution to its end, in order to arouse socialist revolution in Europe. This second task is
now following very closely upon the first, but it still continues to remain a special and
second task."

(Voices: "What of it?" "We have read that for ourselves." "That will not do.
Nothing can be made of that!") Comrades, I cannot help it if it is disagreeable for
you to hear these sentences. (Voices: "We not only hear them, but we understand
them as well!")

If you will accord a straightforward consideration to the declaration of Lenin,
made six weeks after the appearance of the article correctly quoted by Comrade
Stalin, you will be bound to admit that Lenin's words in 1915 on the establishment
of Socialism in one country referred clearly to the West European States . . . (A
voice: "Nothing of the sort!") and that at the same time he pointed out another ur-
gent task for Russia. That which I have read to you is his definition of the social
import of the impending revolution. . . .

We regard our State as a proletarian State, not only because it is a State ruled by
the dictatorship of the proletariat, but because the proletariat is utilising state
power and state organisation as an instrument for raising up to Socialism the whole
of the non-proletarian strata of the workers.

But, comrades, we must add—and it is our duty to do this—all that Lenin said
on this question. Were we to state that we have a proletarian State and nothing
more, then we should not be stating the truth, nor what Lenin said. For Lenin told
us that we have a proletarian State in a double sense: the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, and the rising of the whole stratum of the workers to an ever higher level;
but we have a proletarian State in a country with a preponderant peasant popula-
tion and with bureaucratic deformations. . . .

And precisely as this fact is the inevitable consequence of the realisation of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and of the proletarian State in an agrarian country, in
the same manner the bureaucratic deformations of the state apparatus are an ex-
pression of class.
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What does this mean? In my opinion it means that the state apparatus, viewed
from the class standpoint, is endeavouring to oust the workers from immediate
participation in the administration of the State. . . .

b) Stalin's Reply to Kamenev

. . . Engels said that the proletarian revolution . . . could not succeed in one
single country alone. The facts, however, show that under the new conditions of
imperialism, such a revolution in its most essential parts has already been carried
through in one single country alone, for we have carried out nine tenths of this pro-
gramme in our country.

Comrade Zinoviev may say that we have committed a mistake by carrying out the
points of this programme (laughter). It is very easily possible that in carrying out
these points we have shown a certain "national limitedness" (laughter). That is very
easily possible. One thing is nevertheless true; that which Engels wrote in the forties
of the last century under the conditions of pre-monopolistic capitalism and which
was impossible for one country alone has become possible under the conditions of
imperialism in our own country.

Naturally, if Engels were alive today, he would not cling to the old formula. On
the contrary, he would welcome our revolution and say: To hell with all old formu-
las! Long live the victorious revolution in the Soviet Union! The gentlemen in the
ranks of the Social Democracy, however, do not think like that. They cling to the
old formulation of Engels in order to facilitate their struggle against the revolu-
tion, against the Bolsheviks. That is naturally their affair. It is only serious when
Comrade Zinoviev attempts to imitate these gentlemen and in this matter to go the
way of the Social Democracy. . . .

One must recognise, comrades, that it was Lenin and no other who first of all
established the proof of the possibility of the victory of socialism in one country
alone. One may not deny Lenin that which is due to him. One must not be afraid
of the truth, one must have the courage to speak the truth, one must have the
courage to declare that Lenin was the first Marxist who formulated the question of
the victory of socialism in one country alone in a new form and answered it in the
affirmative.

I do not wish with this to say that Lenin as a thinker stood higher than Marx or
Engels. I only wish to say two things: First of all, one must not demand of Marx
and Engels, although they were tremendous thinkers and geniuses, that in the pe-
riod of pre-monopolistic capital they could foresee all the possibilities of the prole-
tarian class struggle and the proletarian revolution which developed half a century
later in the period of developed monopolistic capitalism. Secondly, there is nothing
particularly wonderful in the fact that Lenin, himself a genius and a follower of
Engels and Marx, should have understood the new possibilities of the proletarian
revolution under the new conditions of capitalist development and thus establish
the truth that the victory of socialism in one country alone is possible.

. . . Comrade Kamenev took the "trouble" to prove that the basic article of
Comrade Lenin (1915) which deals with the possibility of socialism in one country
alone, allegedly did not refer to Russia, but that when Lenin spoke of such a possi-

FROM: Stalin, Concluding Remarks at the Fifteenth Party Conference (English translation in
International Press Correspondence, no. 78, November 25, 1926, pp. 1350, 1353- 54).
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bility he was thinking not of Russia but of other capitalist countries. Comrade
Kamenev took this doubtful "trouble" in order to clear the way for Comrade
Trotsky whose "scheme" was refuted by the article of Lenin written in 1915.

To put it vulgarly, Comrade Kamenev has played the role of housemaid to
Comrade Trotsky by cleaning the way for him (laughter). It is naturally a sad sight
to observe the director of the Lenin Institute in the role of Housemaid to Comrade
Trotsky. Not that there is anything undignified in the work of a housemaid, but be-
cause Comrade Kamenev is without doubt a capable person who might very well
concern himself with more qualified work. He adopted this role, however, perfectly
voluntarily, as of course he was fully entitled to do, so that nothing is to be done in
the matter. How has Comrade Kamenev carried out this peculiar role? Comrade
Kamenev declared in his speech that the chief theses of Lenin in his article written
in 1915, the theses which have determined the whole policy of our revolution and
its work of reconstruction, the theses which speak of the possibility of the victory
of socialism in one country alone, do not refer to Russia and could not refer to
Russia and that when Lenin spoke of the victory of socialism in one country alone,
he was not thinking of Russia but of other capitalist countries. That is unbelievable
and unheard of, that sounds like a direct slander against Comrade Lenin. But
Comrade Kamenev evidently does not care what the party thinks about such a falsi-
fication of Lenin. He is only concerned to clear the way for Comrade Trotsky at
any price.

How has he attempted to justify this peculiar contention?
He said that two weeks after the publication of the article mentioned, Comrade

Lenin published his well-known theses concerning the character of the coming rev-
olution in which he said that the task of Marxists would be exhausted with the ef-
forts to achieve the victory of the bourgeois democratic revolution in Russia and
that Lenin, when he said this, spoke on the assumption that the Revolution in Rus-
sia would retain its bourgeois stage and not develop into a socialist revolution. As,
however, the article of Lenin upon the possibility of the victory of socialism in one
country alone deals not with the bourgeois revolution but with the socialist revolu-
tion, it is clear that Lenin in his article could not have been thinking of Russia.

According to Kamenev it turns out that Lenin interpreted the extent of the Rus-
sian revolution just as a left bourgeois revolutionary or a reformist of the social
democratic type would have done, according to whose opinions a bourgeois revo-
lution would not develop into a socialist revolution and that between a bourgeois
and a socialist revolution a long historical interval, a long pause of at least several
decades must intervene whilst capitalism develops and the proletariat vegetates.

According to Kamenev it turns out that in 1915 when he wrote his article, Lenin
did not think and did not conceive of directly going on to the socialist revolution
after the victory of the bourgeois revolution. You will say, this is unbelievable and
unheard of. Yes, this contention of Comrade Kamenev is really unbelievable and
unheard of. But Kamenev does not mind about that in the least.

Permit me to mention a few documents which prove that Comrade Kamenev
has vulgarly falsified the opinions of Comrade Lenin in this question. . . .

. . . Where are we to fit in the theses of Lenin from 1915 to which Comrade
Kamenev appealed in his speech and which deal with the tasks of the bourgeois
democratic revolution in Russia? Do not these theses contradict the idea of the de-
velopment of the bourgeois revolution into a socialist revolution? No, they do not,
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on the contrary. The basis of these theses is just the idea of the development of the
bourgeois revolution into the socialist revolution, the idea of the development of
the first stage of the Russian revolution into its second stage.

First of all Lenin by no means says in these theses that the extent of the Russian
revolution and the tasks of the Marxists in Russia are exhausted with the fall of the
tsar and the landowners, by the fulfilment of the tasks set by the bourgeois demo-
cratic revolution. Secondly, Lenin in these theses limited himself to characterising
the tasks of the bourgeois democratic revolution because he regarded this revolu-
tion as the first stage and as the immediate task of the Russian Marxists. Thirdly,
Lenin proceeds from the assumption that the Russian Marxists must not com-
mence their task with the second stage (as comrade Trotsky proposed with his slo-
gan "down with the tsar, form a workers government") but with the first stage,
with the stage of the bourgeois democratic revolution.

Is there any contradition here? Is even the shadow of a contradiction with the
idea of the development of the bourgeois revolution into the socialist revolution
here? The opposite is the case.

We see that Comrade Kamenev has definitely falsified the standpoint of
Lenin. . . .

Stalin on the Expulsion of the Left Opposition

Bitter controversy between the Opposition and the party leadership raged from the
summer of 1926 to the fall of 1927, though Stalin's control of the party organization
left no doubt as to the outcome of the contest. The Opposition leaders were removed
from one post after another, and at the Fifteenth Party Congress in December, 1927,
the active oppositionists were expelled from the party. Stalin justified this as the elimi-
nation of deviant individualists who refused to respect the principle of party discipline.
Zinoviev and Kamenev with their followers thereupon recanted, and were temporarily
reinstated in the party. The Trotskyists were exiled to remote points in Siberia and else-
where. A year later, in February, 1929, Trotsky was ousted from the country altogether.

How could it happen that the entire Party, as a whole, and following it the
working class too, so thoroughly isolated the opposition? After all, the opposition
are headed by well-known people with well-known names, people who know how
to advertise themselves {voices: "Quite right!"), people who are not afflicted with
modesty {applause) and are able to blow their own trumpets.

It happened because the leading groups of the opposition proved to be a group
of petty-bourgeois intellectuals divorced from life, divorced from the revolution,
divorced from the Party, from the working class. {Voices: "Quite right!" Ap-
plause). . . .

Have we the dictatorship of the proletariat or nor? Rather a strange question.
{Laughter) Nevertheless, the opposition raise it in every one of their statements.
The opposition say that we are in a state of Thermidor degeneration. What does
that mean? It means that we have not the dictatorship of the proletariat, that our
economics and our politics are a failure, are going backwards, that we are not go-

FROM: Stalin, Political Report of the Central Committee to the fifteenth Congress of the CP.S.U.(B.)
(December 3, 1927; English translation, Moscow Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1950,
pp. 92, 99, 105-6, I I O - I I ) .
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ing towards Socialism, but towards capitalism. This, of course, is strange and fool-
ish. But the opposition insist on it. . . .

. . . The opposition utterly break away from the Leninist principle of organiza-
tion and take the path of organizing a second party, the path of organizing a new
International. . . . On all these questions the opposition have slipped into Men-
shevism. Can these Menshevik views of the opposition be regarded as compatible
with the Party's ideology, with our Party's program, with its tactics, with the tactics
of the Comintern, with the organizational principles of Leninism?

Under no circumstances; not for a single moment!
You will ask: how could such an opposition come into being among us; where

are their social roots? I think that the social roots of the opposition lie in the fact
that the urban petty-bourgeois strata are being ruined under the conditions of our
development, in the fact that these strata are discontented with the regime of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, in the striving of these strata to change this regime,
to "improve" it in the spirit of establishing bourgeois democracy.

I have already said that as a result of our progress, as a result of the growth of
the relative weight of the socialist forms of economy, a section of the petty-
bourgeoisie, particularly the urban bourgeoisie, is being ruined and is going under.
The opposition reflect the grumbling and discontent of these strata with the re-
gime of the proletarian revolution.

Such are the social roots of the opposition. . . .
Why did the Party expel Trotsky and Zinoviev? Because they are the organizers

of the entire anti-Party opposition {voices: "Quite right!"), because they set them-
selves the aim of breaking the laws of the Party, because they thought that nobody
would dare to touch them, because they wanted to create for themselves the privi-
leged position of nobles in the Party. . . .

If the opposition want to be in the Party let them submit to the will of the Party,
to its laws, to its instructions, without reservations, without equivocation. If they
refuse to do that, let them go wherever they please. {Voices: "Quite right!" Ap-
plause). We do not want new laws providing privileges for the opposition, and we
will not create them. {Applause).

The question is raised about terms. We have only one set of terms: the opposi-
tion must disarm wholly and entirely, in ideological and organizational respects.
(Voices: "Quite right!" Prolonged applause).

They must renounce their anti-Bolshevik views openly and honestly, before the
whole world. (Voices: "Quite right!" Prolonged applause). . . .

Stalin on the Grain Crisis

In 1928, after disposing of the Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition, Stalin began to turn to
a more vigorous policy of industrial development and exploitation of the peasants.
While there is evidence that he was at least partly motivated in this by the desire to em-
barrass Bukharin and Rykov, Stalin nonetheless put his case effectively.

FROM: Stalin, "On the Grain Front11 (Talk to Students of the Institute of Red Professors, the Com-
munist Academy and the Sverdlov University, May 28, 1928; Problems of Leninism, pp. 248-49 ,

)
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. . . The underlying cause of our grain difficulties is that the increase in the
production of grain for the market is not keeping pace with the increase in the de-
mand for grain.

Industry is growing. The number of workers is growing. Towns are growing.
And, lastly, the regions producing industrial crops (cotton, flax, sugarbeet, etc.)
are growing, creating a demand for grain. All this leads to a rapid increase in our
requirements as regards grain—grain available for the market. But the production
of grain for the market is increasing at a disastrously slow rate. . . .

. . . Is it not a fact that the grain crop area has already reached the prewar
mark? Yes, it is a fact. Is it not a fact that already last year the gross production of
grain was equal to the prewar output, i.e., 5,000,000,000 puds?* Yes, it is a fact.
How, then, is it to be explained that, in spite of these facts, the amount of grain we
are producing for the market is only one-half, and the amount we are exporting is
only about one-twentieth of what it was in prewar times?

The reason is primarily and chiefly the change in the structure of our agriculture
brought about by the October Revolution, the change from large-scale landlord and
large-scale kulak farming, which provided the largest proportion of marketed
grain, to small- and middle-peasant farming, which provides the smallest propor-
tion of marketed grain. The mere fact that before the war there were fifteen to six-
teen million individual peasant farms, whereas at present there are 24,000,000 to
25,000,000 peasant farms, shows that now the basis of our agriculture is essen-
tially small-peasant farming, which provides a minimum amount of grain for the
market. . . .

. . . The abolition of landlord (large-scale) farming, the reduction of the kulak
(large-scale) farming to less than one-third, and the change to small-peasant farm-
ing with only 11 per cent of its output available for the market, in the absence, in
the sphere of grain growing, of any more or less developed large-scale socialized
farming (collective farms and state farms), was bound to lead, and in fact has led,
to a sharp reduction in the output of grain for the market as compared with prewar
times. It is a fact that the amount of marketed grain in our country is now half of
what it was before the war, although the gross output of grain has reached the
prewar level. . . .

What is the way out of this situation?
Some people see the way out of this situation in a return to kulak farming, in

the development and extension of kulak farming. These people dare not advocate a
return to landlord farming, for they realize, evidently, that such talk is dangerous
in our times. All the more eagerly, therefore, do they urge the necessity of the ut-
most development of kulak farming in the interest of—Soviet power. These people
think that the Soviet power can simultaneously rely on two opposite classes—the
class of the kulaks, whose economic principle is the exploitation of the working
class, and the class of the workers, whose economic principle is the abolition of all
exploitation. A trick worthy of reactionaries.

There is no need to prove that these reactionary "plans" have nothing in com-
mon with the interests of the working class, with the principles of Marxism, with
the tasks of Leninism. . . .

What, then, is the way out of the situation?

*Onepud = approximately 36 lbs.—Ed.
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1. The way out lies, firstly, in the transition from the small, backward and scat-
tered peasant farms to amalgamated, large-scale socialized farms, equipped with
machinery, armed with scientific knowledge and capable of producing a maximum
of grain for the market. The solution lies in the transition from individual peasant
farming to collective, socialized farming. . . .

1. The way out lies, secondly, in expanding and strengthening the old state
farms, and in organizing and developing new, large state farms. . . .

3. Finally, the way out lies in systematically increasing the yield of the small and
middle individual peasant farms. We cannot and should not lend any support to the
individual large kulak farms. But we can and should assist the individual small- and
middle-peasant farms, helping them to increase their crop yields and drawing them
into the channel of cooperative organizations. . . .

Thus, if all these tasks are fulfilled, the state can in three or four years' time have
at its disposal 250,000,000 to 300,000,000 additional puds of marketable
grain—a supply more or less sufficient to enable us to manoeuvre within the coun-
try as well as abroad. . . .

Should not, in addition to these measures, a number of other measures be
adopted—measures, say, to reduce the rate of development of our industry, the
growth of which is causing a considerable increase in the demand for grain which
at present is outstripping the increase in the production of grain for the market?
No, not under any circumstances! To reduce the rate of development of industry
would mean to weaken the working class; for every step forward in the develop-
ment of industry, every new factory, every new works, is, as Lenin expressed it, ua
new stronghold" of the working class, which strengthens its position in the fight
against the petty-bourgeois element, in the fight against the capitalist elements in
our economy. On the contrary, we must maintain the present rate of development
of industry; we must at the first opportunity speed it up in order to pour goods
into the rural districts and obtain from them more grain, in order to supply agri-
culture, primarily the collective farms and state farms, with machines, in order to
industrialize agriculture and to increase the proportion of its output for the market.

Should we, perhaps, for the sake of greater "caution," retard the development of
heavy industry and make light industry, which produces chiefly for the peasant mar-
ket, the basis of our industry as a whole? Not under any circumstances! That would
be suicidal; it would undermine our whole industry, including light industry. It
would mean abandoning the slogan of industrializing our country, it would trans-
form our country into an appendage of the world capitalist system of economy. . . .

How will the measures proposed affect the alliance between the workers and the
peasants? I think that these measures can only help to strengthen the alliance be-
tween the workers and the peasants.

Indeed, if the collective farms and the state farms develop at increased speed; if,
as a result of direct assistance given to the small and middle peasants, the yield of
their farms increases and the cooperative societies embrace wider and wider masses
of the peasantry; if the state obtains the hundreds of millions oipuds of additional
marketable grain required for the purposes of manoeuvering; if, as a result of these
and similar measures, the kulaks are curbed and gradually overcome—is it not clear
that the contradictions between the working class and the peasantry within the al-
liance of workers and peasants will thereby be smoothed out more and more; that
the need for emergency measures in the purchase of grain will disappear; that the
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large masses of peasantry will turn more and more to collective forms of farming
and that the fight to overcome the capitalist elements in the rural districts will as-
sume an increasingly mass and organized character?

Is it not clear that the cause of the alliance between the workers and the peasants
can only benefit by these measures? . . .

. . . The alliance of the proletariat with the peasantry under the conditions of
the dictatorship of the proletariat should not be regarded as an alliance with the
whole of the peasantry. The alliance of the proletariat with the peasantry is an al-
liance of the working class with the labouring masses of the peasantry. Such an al-
liance cannot be effected without a struggle against the capitalist elements of the
peasantry, against the kulaks. . . .

The Right Opposition

Stalin's political tactics and his desire for stepped-up industrialization and increased
pressure on the peasants produced acute anxiety among many of his colleagues. Bukha-
rin, together with Rykov and the trade-union chief Tomsky, formed a "Right Opposi-
tion" which endeavored to check Stalin in behind-the-scenes maneuvers. In July, 1928,
Bukharin addressed the Central Committee with a vain plea for caution, and then
turned to the broken Left Opposition to reveal his fears and seek help.

a) Bukharin on Peasant Policy

. . . If we want to catch up with Western Europe—and we want to do this—if
we want to increase the tempo of accumulation for socialist industry—and we want
to do this—if we take into account our general economic backwardness, our pov-
erty, then it is perfectly clear that great difficulties for our building stem from all
this. We want to solve a series of great tasks at once: the maximum accumulation in
socialist industry, the maximum increase in agriculture, the maximum consumption
for the working class and the toiling masses in general, their maximum uplift, etc.
These tasks cannot be solved simultaneously. We solve them as we come to them,
heeling over now to one side, now to the other, contradicting ourselves. We are
moving all the time in contradictions. It stands to reason that difficulties of such a
kind really lie in the nature of our reconstruction period. I call your attention, for
example, to the curious fact that we complain of economic disproportions now
from one end and now from the other.
Voroshilov: Give us your panacea.
Bukharin: I don't want to give a panacea, and you, please, don't make fun of me. I
want to say that the reconstruction period quite naturally evokes a series of compli-
cations and difficulties, but at the same time there is no doubt in my mind that
there are different kinds of difficulties. . . . When, taking Comrade Stalin's for-
mulation, we say now, "We have a threat to the srnychka" does this fit into the cate-
gory of circumstances from which a split could issue? Of course it does. A threat to
the smychka is a circumstance from which a split could issue. But Lenin wrote that
the main task of our Central Committee and Central Control Commission, as of
our party as a whole, consists of not allowing these disagreements to grow to the

FROM: Bukharin, Speech to the Central Committee, July 10, 1928 (editor's translation from
partial copy of the minutes of the meeting in the Trotsky Archive, T1901).
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level of serious class disagreements. . . . To undertake the slightest campaign in
the country reversing our election instruction means to mobilize against us to an
ever greater degree the kulak element, the petty bourgeoisie of a whole series of cit-
ies, the middle bourgeoisie, petty-bourgeois strata, etc. The reserves of these forces
remain very great, and the slightest vacillation on this question in the ranks of our
party will have a disproportionately great political significance. . . . Should we
correct the situation we now have as a result of the grain collections by making
concessions in the direction of the kulak, by dropping the slogan of an intensified
offensive against the kulaks'? Absolutely not. The problem at the present time is to
remove the threat to the alliance with the middle peasant which we now find. We
are dropping the extraordinary measures,* and in no case do we identify the ex-
traordinary measures with the decisions of the Fifteenth Congress. . . . Can we
have such difficulties this year as we had last year? We can. How will we react to
this? We will turn to the application of extraordinary measures if such difficulties
are met within the coming year, but if we apply them, will we do so to the same ex-
tent or not? It seems to me that this is the most agonizing and important question
that faces us. As a preliminary I would like to suggest a consideration or analogy
which at first glance will appear wild or joking.

Imagine that you are the proletarian power in a petty-bourgeois country, but
that you are forcibly driving the muzhik [peasant] into communes.
Voroshilov: As in 1918 and 1919, let's say.
Bukharin: Then you will get an uprising of the muzhik, of which the kulak is the
driver; the kulak organizes and leads it.

The petty-bourgeois element rises against the proletariat, beats it on the head,
and as the result of a cruel class war the proletarian dictatorship disappears. What
do you get here?
Stalin: The Son is terrifying but God is gracious. (Laughter). . . .
Bukharin: We must in no case turn toward allowing the expanded reproduction of
extraordinary measures.
Kossior: This is true.
Lozovsky: Right now this doesn't depend on us.
Bukharin: Right now a great deal still depends on us. Therefore, the center of our
policy is the following: We must in no case allow a threat to the smychka. Otherwise
we will not fulfill the basic testament of Lenin. . . .

b) Bukharin on the Menace of Stalin

Kamenev: Is the struggle really serious?
Bukharin: That's just what I wanted to talk about. We feel that Stalin's line is ruin-
ous for the whole revolution. We could be overthrown on account of it. The dis-
agreements between us and Stalin are many times more serious than the disagree-
ments which we used to have with you. Rykov, Tomsky and I agree on formulating
the situation thus: "It would be much better if Zinoviev and Kamenev were in the
Politbureau instead of Stalin." I have spoken with Rykov and Tomsky about this

*Le., the pressure applied to the peasants to get grain during the winter of 1927-28—Ed.

FROM: Bukharin-Kamenev Talk, July 11, 1928 (Notes by Kamenev; editor's translation from
copy in the Trotsky Archive, Ti 897).
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quite frankly. I have not spoken with Stalin for several weeks. He is an unprincipled
intriguer, who subordinates everything to the preservation of his own power. He
changes his theory according to whom he needs to get rid of. In the "seven"* our
arguing with him reached the point of saying, "false," "you lie," etc. Now he has
made concessions, so that he can cut our throats. We understand this, but he ma-
neuvers so as to make us appear to be the schismatics. . . . This is the line which
he pronounced at the plenum: 1) Capitalism grew either on account of colonies, or
loans, or the exploitation of the workers. We have no colonies, we can get no loans,
therefore our basis is tribute from the peasantry. You understand that this is just
what Preobrazhensky's theory is. 2) The more socialism grows, the greater will be
the resistance [to it]. . . . This is idiotic illiteracy. 3) Since tribute is necessary and
resistance will grow, we need firm leadership. Self-criticism must not apply to the
leadership, but only to those who carry out orders. Self-criticism is in fact aimed at
Tomsky and Uglanov.* As a result we are getting a police regime. This is not a
"cuckoo" matter, but will really decide the fate of the revolution. With this theory
everything can perish. . . .

The Petersburg [Leningrad] people are in general with us, but they got scared
when the talk got to the possibility of removing Stalin. . . . Our potential forces
are vast, but 1) the middle-ranking Central Committee member still does not un-
derstand the depth of the disagreements, 2) there is a terrible fear of a split. There-
fore, when Stalin conceded on the extraordinary measures, he made it difficult for
us to attack him. We don't want to come forth as schismatics, for then they would
slaughter us. But Tomsky in his latest speech showed clearly that Stalin is the
schismatic. . . .

Kuibyshev on Industrialization

Stalin's chief spokesman on industrial development was Valerian V. Kuibyshev, head
of the Supreme Economic Council. In September, 1928, Kuibyshev set forth the basic
intention of developing heavy industry at the maximum possible rate, and dismissed all
criticism of this course as a "petty-bourgeois" deviation.

Is it right that we should particularly accelerate the rate of development of in-
dustry producing the means of production in regard both to the investment of
funds and to an augmentation of the quantities produced, while the peasant ques-
tion becomes more and more acute and there is an ever-increasing demand for
mass-articles on the rural markets? I believe such a line of procedure to be abso-
lutely correct. . . .

Our economic development cannot be expected to proceed quite without fail-
ure, disproportions, or anomalies. We shall constantly be involved in anomalies,
seeing that we had not the possibility during the first years of the existence of the

*The informal leadership group, including most of the Politbureau—Ed.

*N. A. Uglanov: pro-Bukharin secretary of the Moscow party organization, removed in the fall
of 1928—Ed.

tROM: Kuibyshev, "The Economic Situation of the Soviet Union" (Report to the Leningrad
Party Organization, September 19, 1928; English translation in International Press Correspondence,
no. 73, October 19, 1928, pp. 1337-38, and no. 75, October 26, 1928, p. 1383).
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Soviet Union to live in peace and to proceed smoothly and uninterruptedly with all
branches of our development. We were deprived of this possibility because a great
number of contradictions existed even in former times in our industry and in all
other branches of our economy, in which connection it must be borne in mind that
the more successfully we progress in our socialist development, the greater will be
the difficulties that will be laid in our path by our opponents at home and abroad.
The elimination of class differences, which is the final aim of our entire develop-
ment, will and must be effected in the form of ever greater class struggle. Naturally
we shall need more than a decade to eradicate these differences and to ensure a
smooth and harmonious development of our economic organism without dispro-
portions and anomalies. These differences and anomalies are inevitable and we shall
be occupied with them for a long time to come. They will lead to new difficulties
and complications in our economic life. But they will not hinder us, they must not
be allowed to diminish the energy with which we carry on development along the
lines laid down by our Party. The industrialisation of the country and the enhance-
ment of the rate of industrialisation are both tasks continually confronting us. . . .

. . . We must be prepared to meet with discontent and active resistance in cer-
tain sections of the population, which will increase the difficulties with which we
are faced in an economic respect. On the other hand, this same discontent pene-
trates through all sorts of channels even as far as certain parts of our soviet appara-
tus, the result being doubts as to the possibility of executing such great tasks and
as to the wisdom of aspiring to such difficult objectives as are involved in the in-
dustrialisation of agriculture and the industrialisation of our entire economy. By
penetrating into our soviet apparatus, such sentiments also find ingress in a small
measure into our Party. The Party will have recourse to all available measures for
the purpose of nipping in the bud such sentiments as pessimism or lack of confi-
dence. The July plenum of the C[entral] C[ommittee] openly stated that, apart
from its energetic struggle against pseudo-radical tendencies of the nature of
Trotskyism, "left" tendencies which in reality hide a Social Democratic core, the
Party must also combat such pessimistic currents as are occasioned by the existing
difficulties and tend to diminish the energy and activity essential for the solution of
the tremendous tasks with which we are faced. Seeing that the difficulties before us
are very great and that the unity, discipline, and solidarity of our Party are our only
guarantee of success, we must seek not only to combat the pessimistic tendencies,
which are to a great part no more than the reflection of the discontent of the petty-
bourgeois chaos at our policy of industrialisation, but also to combat the attitude
of tolerance observed with regard to these tendencies. . . .

. . . We are told we are "over-industrialising" and "biting off more than we can
chew." History, however, will not permit us to proceed more slowly, otherwise the
very next year may lead to a series of even more serious anomalies than are appar-
ent to-day. Any careful student of our economy will, I am sure, agree with me that
the most serious misproportion, which is most disadvantageous in its effect on our
economy, is that between the output of the means of production and the require-
ments of the country. . . .

The difficulty of the economic tasks before us upon the one hand and the
growth of the hostile forces arrayed against us (both by international capitalism
and by the capitalistic elements within our country) upon the other, are naturally
reflected in the attitude of the engineers and other technical staffs.
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The process of differentiation among the technical staffs has greatly increased,
dividing them into a very small group of outright enemies of the Soviet authority
and undermines of our economy on the one side, and upon the other such of the
engineers and technical operatives as are wholly devoted to the object of socialist
development and inspired with the [sense] of the grand task before us. This process
of differentiation not only deserves our closest attention, but must also furnish us
with various valuable conclusions. While most energetically opposing the enemies
of our economy, who are direct agents of the bourgeoisie, we must give all possible
aid and encouragement to the honest and devoted technical operatives and see to it
that the conditions of their activity are such as will facilitate the execution of the
tasks with which they are charged. . . .

All organisations that are in touch with the technical staffs are beginning to un-
derstand that without a healthy relationship and without the honest co-operation of
the technical staffs with the Soviet authorities, we shall not be able to realise the
gigantic plan of the reconstruction of our industry, which is not only completely
indispensable to us but which is also the very best guarantee for our economy and
for the development of socialism.

Without technical staffs, the technical equipment of our industry is an impossi-
bility. At the same time, however, all the necessary steps must naturally be taken to
train new cadres of Red engineers. This side of the question deserves more atten-
tion than has ever been paid to it before. . . .

Bukharin on Equilibrium

In reply to the Stalinists' new industrialization emphasis, Bukharin published a plea
for caution and balance in which he opposed sacrificing the standard of living of the
population. This "consumptionist" attitude recurred from time to time in the Commu-
nist movement, particularly in the Communist regimes of Eastern Europe.

. . . The relative planlessness—or relative planjulness—of the economy of the tran-
sition period has its basis in the existence of small enterprises, of market connec-
tions, i.e., significant elements of . . . spontaneity. . . . Hence the very plan has a
special nature: it is by no means the more or less 'finished' plan of a developed so-
cialist society. In this plan there are many elements of the forecasting of the spon-
taneous or incalculable (for example, estimate of the crop, the amount of grain
coming to market, the amount of products of peasant production as a whole that
will be offered on the market, and, consequently, also the estimate of prices, etc.
etc.), and these forecasts become the starting point of one or another directive. It is
just for this reason that with us there is no possibility of an "ideal" plan. And just
for this reason there is room up to a certain point for errors. But the fact that an er-
ror can be explained and may even be unavoidable does not prevent it from being an
error. This is the first point. Secondly, the gravest violations of fundamental propor-
tions (as was the case with us in the grain economy, of which more below), and the
resultant miscalculations are by no means unavoidable errors. Thirdly, even if a good

FROM: Bukharin, "Notes of an Economist" (September 30, 1928; English translation by Ber-
tram D. Wolfe in Khrushchev and Staling Ghost, New York, Praeger, 1957, pp. 299-302, 3 0 4 - 6 ,
309-11, 314-15; reprinted by permission of Mrs. Bertram D. Wolfe).
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plan is not omnipotent, then a bad "plan" and bad economic maneuvering in
general can ruin even a good cause. . . .

. . . For this reason, despite the relativism of our planning, its role is really
enormous. Major errors in the directing of the economy which result in a violation
of the basic economic proportions in the country, therefore, of themselves may en-
gender a highly unfavorable change in the relations of the classes. The reverse side
of such a violation of the necessary economic proportions would be a resultant up-
setting of the political equilibrium in the country.

To avoid a "goods famine" and a "crisis-like" violation of the basic economic
proportions, which are by no means inevitable or absolute laws, it follows that:

In order to attain the most favorable possible march of social reproduction (the most
crisis-free), and to attain the systematic growth of socialism, and, in consequence, to attain
the most favorable possible situation for the proletariat in the relations of class forces in the
country—it is necessary to achieve a coordination of the basic elements of the national econ-
omy, to "balance" them, arrange them, arrange them in such fashion that they best fulfill
their respective functions, and actively influence the course of economic life and the class
struggle so as to attain the best possible balance or equilibrium. . . .

In their simplicity, the ideologists of Trotskyism assume that the maximum an-
nual pumping out of resources from the peasant economy into industry will assure
the maximum tempo of the development of industry. But that is clearly not so. The
greatest not temporary but continuous tempo can be attained by such a coordination
in which industry develops on the foundation of a rapidly growing agricultural
economy. It is then that industry attains its own record-breaking figures in its
development. . . .

. . . What the Trotskyites fail to comprehend is that the development of industry is
dependent on the development of agriculture. . . .

. . . Along with a stormy growth of industry, along with a significant growth in the
population and a rise in the needs of the population, the quantity of grain has not grown in
the country. Isn't it clear that a contemptuous attitude to the grain problem under
such conditions would be a real crime? And is it not clear . . . that a Trotskyist
"solution" would lead straight to a real, and not an imaginary collapse? . . .

. . . One thing is clear: if any branch of production systematically fails to re-
ceive in return for its products the costs of production, plus a certain addition cor-
responding to a part of the surplus labor which can serve as a source of expanding
reproduction, then that branch of industry either stagnates or retrogresses. This law
"applies" to grain growing as it does to any other branch of the economy. . . .

Those who believe that the growth of the planned economy brings with it the
possibility—as a result of the dying out of the law of value—of doing whatever one
pleases, simply do not understand the ABC of economics. These considerations are
sufficient to define the limit of the process of "pumping over" resources from agri-
culture to industry. The opponents of industrialization come out against any alienation
even of a part of the surplus product, i.e. against all "pumping over" whatsoever.
But in that case the tempo of industrialization will be slowed up. The Trotskyists
define the magnitude of the pumping over by the limits of the "technically achiev-
able," i.e., they go even beyond the limits of the entire surplus product. It is clear
that in that case there can be no thought of the development of agriculture or its
grain section, which in turn is required for the development of industry itself. Here
the truth lies somewhere in between. . . .
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The center of all our plan calculations, of all our economic policy, must be con-
cern for the steadily developing industrialization of our country. . . . From every
point of view—development of the productive forces, development of agriculture,
growth of the specific gravity of socialism in the total economy, strengthening of
the class alliances within the country, strengthening of our powers of self-defense,
growth of mass consumption, etc. etc.—the industrialization of the country is for
us a law.

But in carrying this out we must always remember that our socialist industriali-
zation must differ from capitalist industrialization in that it is carried out by the pro-
letariat, for the purposes of socialism, that its effect upon the peasant economy must
be quite different and distinct in character, that its whole attitude towards the vil-
lage economy must be different and distinct. Capitalism effected the debasement of
agriculture. Socialist industrialization, however, is not a parasitic process in its rela-
tions with the village (under capitalism, despite the development of agriculture
under the influence of industry, the elements of such a parasitism are present), but
a means of its great transformation and upswing. The industrialization of the coun-
try therefore signifies also the industrialization of agriculture and thereby it pre-
pares the abolition of the antagonism between city and village. . . .

We should strive for the fastest possible tempo of industrialization. Does that
mean that we ought to put everything into capital construction? The question is
quite a meaningless one. But behind this meaningless question there is hidden
another that is quite meaningful: namely, the question of the limits of accumula-
tion, of the upper limit for the sum of capital investment.

Above all, when we are drawing up our program of capital construction we
must keep in mind the directive of the party on reserves (of valuta, gold, grain,
goods). Of late it has become the fashion to keep quiet about the question of re-
serves. . . . Though silence may be golden and we short of gold, still we cannot
afford to play at silence in this. We not only have no reserves; but in meeting the
current supply problem itself "waiting one's turn" and "queuing up" have become
our "way of life," which to a significant degree also disorganizes our productive
life. . . .

. . . I have the impression that the People's Supreme Economic Council in
drawing up its Five-Year Plan has forgotten the policy of reserves altogether . . .
and that the excessive demands put upon the budget make it 'unrealistic' But 'lack
of realism' is 'quite' an essential deficiency in a plan.

It's clear that the question of reserves is tied up with the question of consump-
tion, both productive consumption (including capital construction) and personal
consumption (the personal consumption of the masses). And we all know that in
this the bow is already drawn at high tension. To increase this tension still farther, and
increase still more the goods famine, is impossible. . . .

We must mobilize and put in motion the maximum number and kind of eco-
nomic factors which work in favor of socialism. This requires a most complicated
combination of personal, group, mass, social and state initiative. We have too much
overcentralized everything. We must ask ourselves: ought we not now to take some
steps in the direction of the Leninist commune-state? This does not by any means
signify "letting go of the reins." Quite the contrary. The fundamental leadership,
the solving of the more important problems, are matters which must be dealt with
more firmly, more severely—but for that reason more carefully thought out "at the cen-



Soviet Communism: Era of Controversy, 1922-1929 169

ter." But within the strict framework of these decisions the lower organs must act
on their own initiative and be responsible for their own range of problems, etc. Su-
percentralization in a number of fields had led to our depriving ourselves of addi-
tional forces, means, resources and possibilities. And we are in no position to utilize the
entire mass of these possibilities, thanks to a number of bureaucratic barriers. We
could act with more elasticity, more maneuverability, more successfully, if, begin-
ning with the individual state enterprises, we were in a position to adapt ourselves
to the real, concrete conditions, and thereby avoid the thousand small and large
stupidities we are committing. . . .



CHAPTER FOUR

Soviet Communism:
The Transformation under Stalin, 1929-1953

The Communist movement, despite the impersonal sociology em-
bodied in its doctrine, bore a unique impress of dominant individual personalities—
specifically, Lenin and Stalin. Lenin launched the movement and gave it the
qualities necessary for seizing and holding power; Stalin accomplished the perma-
nent adaptation of the movement to the circumstances of its time and setting. The
insane purging and self-glorification in which Stalin indulged were perhaps transi-
tory, but the other changes for which he was responsible were deeply assimilated
into the Communist system in Soviet Russia—the priority of the industrialization
effort and national power, the shift to conservative social and intellectual norms,
and the monolithic control of all communication to enforce the pseudo-Marxist ra-
tionalization of the system. So constituted, the Soviet dictatorship proved itself in
Stalin's eyes by emerging victorious from World War II, and he made every effort
to keep it unchanged until his death in 1953.

Stalin's Revolution

Wielding the unchallenged personal control over the Communist Party and the So-
viet state which he had attained with the defeat of the Right Opposition, Stalin com-
menced the drastic reconstruction of the economic foundations of Soviet society. The
two cardinal lines of effort, as he set them forth in his final attack on the Bukharin
group in April, 1929, were collectivization of the peasantry and intensive development
of heavy industry. Shortly afterward the First Five-Year Plan was formally approved by
the Sixteenth Party Conference, with its commencement set retroactively back to Oc-
tober, 1928.

. . . What is the theoretical basis for the blindness and bewilderment of Bukha-
rin's group?

I think that the theoretical basis for this blindness and bewilderment is Bukha-
rin's incorrect, non-Marxian approach to the question of the class struggle in our
country. I have in mind Bukharin's non-Marxian theory that the kulaks will grow
into socialism, his failure to understand the mechanism of the class struggle under
the dictatorship of the proletariat. . . .

Hitherto, we Marxist-Leninists thought that between the capitalists of town and
country, on the one hand, and the working class, on the other, there is an irreconcil-
able antagonism of interest. This is exactly what the Marxian theory of the class
struggle rests on. But now, according to Bukharin's theory that the capitalists will
peacefully grow into socialism, all this is turned topsy-turvy; the irreconcilable an-

FROM: Stalin, "The Right Deviation in the CPSU(B)" (Speech to the Central Committee,
April, 1929; Problems of Leninism, pp. 309-13, 326-27, 331, 336-37, 371-72).
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tagonism of class interests between the exploiters and the exploited disappears, the
exploiters grow into socialism. . . .

Either one thing or the other; either there is an irreconcilable antagonism of in-
terests between the capitalist class and the class of the workers who have assumed
power and have organized their dictatorship, or there is no such antagonism of in-
terests, in which case only one thing remains: to proclaim the harmony of class
interests. . . .

What can there be in common between Bukharin's theory that the kulaks will
grow into socialism and Lenin's theory of the dictatorship as a fierce class struggle?
Obviously, there is not, nor can there be, anything in common between them.

Bukharin thinks that under the dictatorship of the proletariat the class struggle
must subside and pass away so that the abolition of classes may be brought about.
Lenin, on the contrary, teaches us that classes can be abolished only by means of a
stubborn class struggle, which under the dictatorship of the proletariat becomes
ever fiercer than it was before the dictatorship of the proletariat. . . .

. . . In addition to the ordinary taxes, direct and indirect, which the peasantry is
paying to the state, it also pays a certain supertax in the form of an overcharge on
consumer goods, and in the form of low prices received for agricultural pro-
duce. . . .

. . . We also call it "the scissors," "drainage" of resources from agriculture into
industry for the purpose of speeding up industrial development.

Is this "drainage" really necessary? Everybody agrees that it is, as a temporary
measure, if we really wish to maintain a speedy rate of industrial development. In-
deed, we must at all cost maintain a rapid growth of our industry, for this growth
is necessary not solely for our industrial production, but primarily for our agricul-
ture, for our peasantry, which at the present time needs most of all tractors, agri-
cultural machinery and fertilizers.

Can we abolish this supertax at the present time? Unfortunately, we cannot. We
must abolish it at the first opportune moment, in the coming years. But we cannot
abolish it right now.

Now, as you see, this supertax obtained by means of "the scissors" is in fact
"something like a tribute." Not a tribute, but "something like a tribute." It is
"something like a tribute" which we are paying for our backwardness. We need this
supertax to stimulate the development of our industry and to do away with our
backwardness. . . .

. . . It was no accident that Bukharin and his friends took exception to the
word "tribute" and began to speak of military-feudal exploitation of the peasants.
Their outcry about military-feudal exploitation was undoubtedly an expression of
their extreme discontent with the Party policy toward the kulaks, which is being
applied by our organizations. Discontent with the Leninist policy of the Party in its
leadership of the peasantry, discontent with our grain-purchasing policy, with our
policy of developing collective and state farms to the utmost, and lastly, the desire
to "unfetter" the market and to establish complete freedom of private trade—there
you have the underlying reason for Bukharin's screams about military-feudal ex-
ploitation of the peasantry.

In the whole history of our party I cannot recall another single instance of the
Party being accused of carrying on a policy of military-feudal exploitation. This
anti-Party weapon was not borrowed from a Marxian arsenal. From where, then,
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was it borrowed? From the arsenal of Milyukov, the leader of the Constitutional-
Democrats. . . .

. . . We have two different plans of economic policy.
The Party's Plan:
1. We are re-equipping industry (reconstruction).
2. We are beginning seriously to re-equip agriculture (reconstruction).
3. For this we must expand the development of collective farms and state farms,

employ on a mass scale the contract system and machine-and-tractor stations as
means of establishing a bond between industry and agriculture in the sphere of
production.

4. As for the present grain-purchasing difficulties, we must admit the necessity
for temporary emergency measures that are bolstered up by the popular support of
the middle- and poor-peasant masses, as one of the means of breaking the resis-
tance of the kulaks and of obtaining from them the maximum grain surplus neces-
sary to be able to dispense with imported grain and to save foreign currency for the
development of industry.

5. Individual poor- and middle-peasant farming plays, and will continue to play,
a predominant part in supplying the country with food and raw materials; but
alone it is no longer adequate—the development of individual poor- and middle-
peasant farming must therefore be supplemented by the development of collective
farms and state farms, by the contract system applied on a mass scale, by accelerat-
ing the development of machine-and-tractor stations, in order to facilitate the
squeezing out of the capitalist elements from agriculture and the gradual transfer
of the individual peasant farms to large-scale collective farming, to collective
labour.

6. But in order to achieve all this, it is necessary first of all to accelerate the de-
velopment of industry, of metallurgy, chemicals, machine building, of tractor
works, agricultural-machinery works, etc. Failing this it will be impossible to solve
the grain problem just as it will be impossible to reconstruct agriculture.

Conclusion: The key to the reconstruction of agriculture is the speedy rate of develop-
ment of our industry.

Bukharin's Plan:
1. "Normalize" the market; permit the free play of prices on the market and a

rise in the price of grain, undeterred by the fact that this may lead to a rise in the
price of manufactured goods, raw materials and bread.

2. The utmost development of individual peasant farming accompanied by a
certain reduction of the rate of development of collective farms and state farms
(Bukharin's theses of July and his speech at the July Plenum).

3. Grain purchasing on the spontaneity principle, precluding under all circum-
stances even the partial application of emergency measures against the kulaks, even
though such measures are supported by the middle- and poor-peasant masses.

4. In the event of shortage of grain, to import about 100,000,000 rubles
worth of grain.

5. And if there is not enough foreign currency to pay for imports of grain and
equipment for industry, to reduce imports of equipment and, consequently, the
rate of development of our industry—otherwise our agriculture will simply "mark
time," or will even "directly decline."

Conclusion: The key to the reconstruction of agriculture is the development of individ-
ual peasant farming.
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This is how it works out, comrades.
Bukharin's plan is a plan to reduce the rate of development of industry and to

undermine the new forms of the [worker-peasant] bond.
Such are our divergencies. . . .
. . . The fight against the Right deviation is one of the most decisive duties of

our Party. If we, in our own ranks, in our own Party, in the political General Staff
of the proletariat, which is directing the movement and is leading the proletariat
forward—if we in this General Staff should tolerate the free existence and the free
functioning of the Right deviationists, who are trying to demobilize the Party, to
demoralize the working class, to adapt our policy to the tastes of the "Soviet"
bourgeoisie, and thus yield to the difficulties of our socialist construction—if we
should tolerate all this, what would it mean? Would it not mean that we want to
send the revolution downhill, demoralize our socialist construction, flee from diffi-
culties, surrender our positions to the capitalist elements?

Does Bukharin's group understand that to refuse to fight the Right deviation is
to betray the working class, to betray the revolution?

Does Bukharin's group understand that unless we overcome the Right deviation
and the conciliationist tendency, it will be impossible to overcome the difficulties
facing us, and that unless we overcome these difficulties it will be impossible to
achieve decisive successes in socialist construction?

Compared with this, what is the value of this pitiful talk about the "civil execu-
tion" of three members of the Political Bureau?

No, comrades, the Bukharinites will not frighten the Party with liberal chatter
about "civil execution." The Party demands that they should wage a determined
struggle against the Right deviation and the conciliationist tendency side by side
with all the members of the Central Committee of our Party. It demands this of the
Bukharin group in order to help to mobilize the working class, to break down the
resistance of the class enemies and to make sure that the difficulties of our socialist
construction will be overcome.

Either the Bukharinites will fulfill this demand of the Party, in which case the
Party will welcome them, or they will not, in which case they will have only them-
selves to blame. . . .

Disciplining the Intellectuals

Simultaneously with his forceful new economic policies Stalin imposed stringent
party controls over most fields of intellectual life. The toleration of variety came to an
end with the silencing or imprisonment of large numbers of nonconforming thinkers,
Communist and non-Communist alike. A spirit of class war, devotion to the interests of
the party, and unqualified acceptance of the official version of Marxist orthodoxy be-
came the guidelines for Soviet intellectual life, as was made clear in the 1929 purge of
philosophers.

. . . 1. The Marxist-Leninist philosophy—dialectical materialism—is the only
scientific theory which gives the proletariat a complete world view and weapon in

FROM: Resolution of the Second All-Union Conference of Marxist-Leninist Scientific Research
Institutions, April, 1929, ""On Contemporary Problems of the Philosophy of Marxism-Leninism,"
Pod Znamenem Marksizma (Under the Banner of Marxism), No. 5, 1929, pp. 6-8; editor's
translation.
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the struggle for the proletarian dictatorship and the socialist reconstruction of so-
ciety. It is the outcome of the whole accumulation of knowledge which mankind
has achieved, and is confirmed by the everyday experience of the class struggle and
every forward step of scientific research.

The significance of the materialistic dialectic in particular grows under the con-
ditions of the present epoch—the epoch of dying capitalism, of proletarian revolu-
tion, and of socialism under construction. The deep contradictions of contemporary
bourgeois society, the unusual complexity of all social phenomena, the rapid flux
of events, the struggle of nascent social forms with dying ones, can be compre-
hended only from the point of view of dialectical materialism.

2. The condition of contemporary bourgeois philosophy reflects the disruption
of capitalist society. Contemporary bourgeois philosophy not only does not fructify
positive knowledge, but in every way retards its development. Sad epigonism,
creeping empiricism, formalism, open acceptance of priests and mysticism—such is
the philosophical countenance of the contemporary bourgeoisie. . . .

3. At the same time, in the USSR, dialectical materialism is steadily broadening
its influence on the broadest masses and more and more is penetrating into all
areas of scientific knowledge. . . . The solution of the problems of contemporary
natural science from the point of view of dialectical materialism has begun. A cadre
of Communist workers in the area of philosophy and natural science has been es-
tablished and has grown.

4. Meanwhile, however, it is necessary to note that the successes which have
been achieved are far from sufficient in comparison to the needs and great tasks
facing Marxism-Leninism at the present time. In particular, in the area of natural
science only the first steps have been taken to apply the Marxist method. It is essen-
tial to strengthen and deepen the connection of work in the field of philosophy
with a series of actual problems in the field of social science; it is essential to de-
velop to a significantly broader degree work in instilling the methodology of Marx,
Engels and Lenin in the various fields of specialized knowledge. Finally, it is essen-
tial to adopt all measures to broaden the cadres of trained workers in the field of
Marxist philosophy.

5. The class struggle which is going on under the conditions of developing so-
cialist construction leads to the familiar invigoration of ideological tendencies
openly inimical to Marxism-Leninism, as well as various revisionist deviations from
it. The purest idealism and revisionism, adapting themselves to the conditions of
the dictatorship of the proletariat, sometimes array themselves in Marxist dress and
come forth under the flag of specialized knowledge, or else they distort Marx, En-
gels and Lenin, and conceal themselves with incorrectly explained citations from
their works.

On the other hand, the failure to understand all the complexity of the transi-
tional period and the contradictory character of our development, and the conse-
quences of this—narrow practicality, oversimplification, and failure to understand
the vast theoretical tasks posed by our epoch—and on the other hand, the resis-
tance to the penetration of Marxism-Leninism into new fields of knowledge, all feed
the various anti- and pseudo-Marxist deviations in philosophy: positivism, the de-
nial of the significance of the materialist dialectic or the distortion of it, deviations
from the Marxist and Leninist understanding of the problems of historical mate-
rialism, etc. . . .
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7. . . . The crisis which contemporary theoretical natural science is undergoing
is a continuation of that crisis the analysis of which was made by Lenin. The latest
successes of natural science cannot be fitted into the framework of the old, mecha-
nistic and formally logical theories. Bourgeois philosophy lives on the crisis like a
parasite, trying to utilize the crisis in natural science for its own ends. However, a
real solution of the basic methodological difficulties in scientific research can be
achieved only by applying the method of the materialist dialectic. Contemporary
natural science "lies in child-birth. It is giving birth to dialectical materialism"
(Lenin).

The conference observes that the solution of the tasks of working out the theory
of the materialist dialectic and the methodology of contemporary natural science is
possible only on the basis of the closest link of the work of Marxists in the field of
philosophy and natural science.

8. The proletarian revolution, after shaking up old notions and prejudices
among the broad masses, puts forth the task of working out a new world view
among the broadest strata of the working class.

A decisive blow to religious ideology can be dealt only by disseminating the
dialectical-materialist world view among the masses. Antireligious propaganda can
be given positive content only by building it on the foundation of dialectical
materialism.

Therefore the conference considers it essential to expand the publishing of athe-
istic literature, in order to satisfy the new stage of antireligious propaganda. . . .

Rakovsky on Bureaucracy

Christian Rakovsky, a Rumanian-born Bulgarian who had served as prime minister
of the Ukraine and Soviet ambassador to Great Britain, was one of the most articulate
and determined critics of Stalin among the exiled Trotskyists. He began to analyze So-
viet social trends in terms that recalled the warnings of the early left-wing Communist
deviations: the "workers' state" had come under the domination of a bureaucratic social
group which was well on the way to becoming a ruling class in its own right. This view
was elaborated by Trotsky in his book The Revolution Betrayed, and paralleled later on in
The New Class by Milovan Djilas.

a) Letter on the Causes of the Degeneration of the Party
and Governmental Apparatus

. . . When a class seizes power, a certain part of this class is transformed into
agents of the power itself. In this way the bureaucracy arises. In the proletarian
state, where capitalistic accumulation is not permitted for members of the ruling
party, this differentiation is at first functional, but then it becomes social. I do not
say class, but social. I mean that the social position of the Communist who has an
automobile at his disposal, a good apartment, regular leaves, and earns the party
maximum, is distinct from the position of that same Communist if he works in the
coal mines where he gets fifty to sixty rubles a month. (While we are speaking of

FROM: Rakovsky, Letter on the Causes of the Degeneration of the Party and Governmental
Apparatus, August 2, 1928, Biulleten Oppozitsii (Bulletin of the Opposition), No. 6, October, 1929,
pp. 15, 17; editor's translation.
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workers and employees, you know that they are classified among eighteen different
grades.)

The second consequence is that part of those functions which formerly the
whole party or the whole class itself carried out has now shifted to the power, i.e.,
to a certain number of people from this party, from this class.

The unity and solidarity which formerly were a natural consequence of the revo-
lutionary class struggle can now be preserved only through a whole system of ac-
tions which have as their aim the preservation of the equilibrium between the
different groups of that class and that party and their,, subordination to the com-
mon goal.

But this is a long, difficult process, comprising the political education of the
ruling class and the knowledge which it must acquire to keep its hands on the gov-
ernmental, party and union apparatuses, to control them and direct them.

I repeat, this is a matter of education. No one class has been born with the skill
to rule—this is acquired only through experience, by making mistakes and learning
from one's mistakes. The most ideal Soviet constitution is not in a position to guar-
antee to the working class the unimpeded application of its dictatorship and its
class control, if it does not know how to make use of the constitutional rights
granted to it. . . .

I feel that we should note above all that when we manipulate the concepts
"party" and "masses" we should not overlook the content with which a decade of
history has invested them.

Neither the working class nor the party is physically or morally what it was ten
years ago. I think I do not exaggerate when I say that the party member of 1917
would hardly recognize himself in the person of the party member of 1928. . . .

b) Circular of the Bolshevik-Leninist Opposition

In our declaration to the Central Committee and the Central Control Commis-
sion of October 4 of last year the Bolshevik-Leninist opposition warned against ex-
traordinary administrative measures in the villages because they are followed by
negative political consequences.

We also warned against the harmful theory of the possibility of building a so-
cialist society in one country, a theory which could arise only in the imagination of
a bureaucracy believing in the omnipotence of the apparatus, the theory advanced
by Stalin-Bukharin after Lenin's death. We wrote that this theory creates harmful il-
lusions, that it leads to underestimation of the very great difficulties which stand in
the path of socialist construction and thus leaves the party and the proletariat un-
prepared to overcome them. In our declaration we also pointed out that the correct
assumptions of principle which were embodied in the decisions of the Sixteenth
Party Conference on industrialization and collectivization lead, under conditions
of bureaucratic administration, when the class has been replaced by officials who
have been transformed into a specialized ruling stratum, not to the development
but to the disruption of socialist construction.

FROM: Rakovsky, Kossior, Muralov and Kasparova, "Circular of the Bolshevik-Leninist Opposi-
tion to the Central Committee, the Central Control Commission, and All Members of the
CPSU," April, 1930 (Bulletin of the Opposition, No. 17-18, November-December, 1930, pp. 11 -12,
16).
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We pointed out that the restoration and strengthening of party and workers'
democracy is the primary condition for eliminating the avarice, irresponsibility,
stubbornness and arbitrariness of the apparatus, the reverse side of which is the
oppression, humiliation and lack of rights of the toiling masses. . . .

The Central Committe has issued a directive which is per se the crudest deviation
from socialism. The slogan of intensive collectivization—no matter whether a term of
fifteen years is assigned for this, as it was at first, or one year, as they have made it
since—is per se the greatest economic absurdity. We are Marxists, and we know that
new forms of ownership can be created on the basis of new productive relations.
But these productive relations still do not exist. . . .

Secretaries, chairmen of executive committees, procurement officials, heads of
co-operatives, heads of state farms, party and nonparty directors of enterprises,
specialists, foremen, who, following the line of least resistance, install in our indus-
try the sweat-shop system and factory despotism—here is the real power in the pe-
riod of the proletarian dictatorship which we are now experiencing. This stage can
be characterized as domination by the corporative interests of the various catego-
ries of the bureaucracy, and internecine struggle between them.

From the workers3 state with bureaucratic perversions—as Lenin defined our form of
government—we have developed into a bureaucratic state with proletarian-Communist
survivals.

Before our eyes a great class of rulers has been taking shape and is continuing to
develop. It has its own internal subdivisions, and grows by way of calculated co-
optation, through the direct or indirect appointment system (by way of bureau-
cratic promotion or the system of fictitious elections). The unifying factor of this
unique class is that unique form of private property, governmental power. "The bu-
reaucracy has the state in its possession," wrote Marx, "as rights of private
property."

Stalin on the Liquidation of the Kulaks

Late in 1929 the collectivization of the peasants was shifted from a relatively gradual
and nonviolent basis to one of urgency and violence. There was much uneasiness in the
party about this, but Stalin identified such qualms with the Right Opposition and de-
nounced them as evidence of pro-capitalist sentiment. In the winter of 1929-30 over
half of the Soviet peasantry was collectivized, but at the cost of such a growth in mass
hostility to the regime that Stalin himself had to call a temporary retreat. Collectiviza-
tion was then resumed at a more gradual pace and on the basis of a compromise that al-
lowed small private plots to each peasant family, but the damage to agriculture which
the program caused undoubtedly contributed to the grave famine of 1932-33. By the
mid-1930's collectivization was virtually complete.

. . . The so-called theory of the "equilibrium" between the sectors of our na-
tional economy is still current among Communists. This theory has, of course,
nothing in common with Marxism. Nevertheless, this theory is advocated by a
number of people in the camp of the Right deviators.

FROM: Stalin, "Problems of Agrarian Policy in the USSR" (Speech at a conference of Marxist
students of the agrarian question, December 27, 1929; Problems of Leninism, pp. 391-93, 408-9,
411-12).
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This theory is based on the assumption that to begin with we have a socialist
sector—which is one compartment, as it were—and that in addition we also have a
nonsocialist or, if you like, capitalist sector—which is another compartment. These
two "compartments" move on different rails and glide peacefully forward, without
touching each other. Geometry teaches that parallel lines do not meet. But the au-
thors of this remarkable theory believe that these parallel lines will meet eventually,
and that when they do, we will have socialism. This theory overlooks the fact that
behind these so-called "compartments" there are classes, and that these compart-
ments move as a result of a fierce class struggle, a life-and-death struggle, a strug-
gle on the principle of "who will win?"

It is not difficult to see that this theory has nothing in common with Leninism.
It is not difficult to see that, objectively, the purpose of this theory is to defend the
position of individual peasant farming, to arm the kulak elements with a "new"
theoretical weapon in their struggle against the collective farms, and to destroy
confidence in the collective farms. . . .

. . . Can we advance our socialized industry at an accelerated rate as long as we
have an agricultural base, such as is provided by small-peasant farming, which is in-
capable of expanded reproduction, and which, in addition, is the predominant
force in our national economy? No, we cannot. Can Soviet power and the work of
socialist construction rest for any length of time on two different foundations: on
the most large-scale and concentrated socialist industry, and the most scattered and
backward, small commodity peasant farming? No, they cannot. Sooner or later this
would be bound to end in the complete collapse of the whole national economy.

What, then, is the solution? The solution lies in enlarging the agricultural units,
in making agriculture capable of accumulation, of expanded reproduction, and in
thus transforming the agricultural bases of our national economy.

But how are the agricultural units to be enlarged?
There are two ways of doing this. There is the capitalist way, which is to enlarge

the agricultural units by introducing capitalism in agriculture—a way which leads to
the impoverishment of the peasantry and to the development of capitalist enterprises
in agriculture. We reject this way as incompatible with the Soviet economic system.

There is a second way: the socialist way, which is to introduce collective farms
and state farms in agricultue, the way which leads to the amalgamation of the
small-peasant farms into large collective farms, employing machinery and scientific
methods of farming, and capable of developing further, for such agricultural en-
terprises can achieve expanded reproduction.

And so, the question stands as follows: either one way or the other, either back—
to capitalism, or forward—to socialism. There is no third way, nor can there be.

The "equilibrium" theory is an attempt to indicate a third way. And precisely be-
cause it is based on a third (nonexistent) way, it is Utopian and anti-Marxian. . . .

The characteristic feature in the work of our Party during the past year is that
we, as a Party, as the Soviet power,

a) have developed an offensive along the whole front against the capitalist ele-
ments in the countryside;

b) that this offensive, as you know, has brought about and is bringing about
very palpable, positive results.

What does this mean? It means that we have passed from the policy of restricting
the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks to the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a
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class. This means that we have made, and are still making, one of the decisive turns
in our whole policy.

Until recently the Party adhered to the policy of restricting the exploiting pro-
clivities of the kulaks. . . .

. . . Could we have undertaken such an offensive against the kulaks five years or
three years ago? Could we then have counted on success in such an offensive? No,
we could not. That would have been the most dangerous adventurism. It would have
been playing a very dangerous game at offensive. We would certainly have failed, and
our failure would have strengthened the position of the kulaks. Why? Because we
still lacked a wide network of state and collective farms in the rural districts which
could be used as strongholds in a determined offensive against the kulaks. Because
at that time we were not yet able to substitute for the capitalist production of the
kulaks the socialist production of the collective farms and state farms. . . .

. . . Now we are able to carry on a determined offensive against the kulaks, to
break their resistance, to eliminate them as a class and substitute for their output
the output of the collective farms and state farms. Now, the kulaks are being ex-
propriated by the masses of poor and middle peasants themselves, by the masses
who are putting solid collectivization into practice. Now, the expropriation of the
kulaks in the regions of solid collectivization is no longer just an administrative
measure. Now, the expropriation of the kulaks is an integral part of the formation
and development of the collective farms. Consequently it is now ridiculous and
foolish to discourse on the expropriation of the kulaks. You do not lament the loss
of the hair of one who has been beheaded.

There is another question which seems no less ridiculous: whether the kulaks
should be permitted to join the collective farms. Of course not, for they are sworn
enemies of the collective-farm movement. . . .

The Socialized Economy and Revolutionary Law

For the first two decades after the revolution the Communists took the Marxian
view that law was a manifestation of the class struggle, and hence anticipated the even-
tual "withering away" of law. Meanwhile, jurists like E. B. Pashukanis argued, law was
to be employed by the Soviet state not as a set of absolute norms but as a flexible in-
strument of policy in the transition from economic individualism to socialism.

. . . Our transition period cannot be regarded as a final social-economic con-
ception but must be regarded as a movement—an ever accelerating movement—to
socialism.The social-economic conception for whose sake the proletarian dictator-
ship exists and actively manifests itself is socialism and communism. Behind us lies
capitalism. Now we are achieving the revolutionary transition from capitalism to
socialism. The production of petty goods is being socialized and becoming socialist
production. But we shall be told there is, of course, a "dominant leading sector."
That is true. But, of course, when this dominant sector shall have absorbed every-
thing, the disappearance of law will begin thereupon. How do you wish to build a

FROM: Pashukanis, "The Soviet State and the Revolution in Law" (1930; English translation in
Hugh W. Babb and John Newbold Hazard, Soviet Legal Philosophy, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard
University Press, 19 51, pp. 278-79; reprinted by permission of the publisher).
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final legal system when you start from social relationships which already comprise
the necessity that law of every sort wither away? This is a task completely unthink-
able. But if you reduce everything merely to the subjective will element—"to
constraint"—then it is inconceivable why Marx and Engels spoke of the "bour-
geois" form of law. It is specifically because we are starting from the objective rela-
tionships which the proletarian dictatorship is remaking every hour—it is specifically
for this reason that we cannot be occupied with the creation of a system of prole-
tarian law. . . .

The relationship of law to policy and to economics is utterly different among us
from what it is in bourgeois society. In bourgeois-capitalist society, the legal super-
structure should have maximum immobility—maximum stability—because it rep-
resents a firm framework for the movement of the economic forces whose bearers
are capitalist entrepreneurs. Accordingly, the aspiration to create final and inte-
grated systems of law, free from inner contradictions, is characteristic of bourgeois
jurists. Among us it is different. We require that our legislation possess maximum
elasticity. We cannot fetter ourselves by any sort of system, because every day we are
demolishing the structure of production relationships and replacing them by new
production relationships: we are doing this consciously and through the medium
of the state—which the bourgeois state does not do. The bourgeois state is or-
iented in form. All the activity of the proletarian state is oriented in the attainment
of results according to the essence of the matter. Accordingly, at a time when
bourgeois political scientists are striving to depict policy itself as law—to dissolve
policy in law—law occupies among us, on the contrary, a subordinate position with
reference to policy. We have a system of proletarian policy, but we have no need for
any sort of juridic system of proletarian law. The system of proletarian policy con-
sists in this, that—resting upon our attainments in the economic and cultural
fields—we transfer production relationships (utilizing the lever of state constraint)
into another phase: we make them different. It is sufficient to enumerate such
things as industrialization, grain collections under contract with the state, collectiv-
ization, the liquidation of the kulaks as a class, the struggle for an industrial and
financial plan—all these are examples of how we are achieving a change of arrange-
ments, drawing nearer to socialism and actively changing production relationships
and replacing them by others. . . .

Stalin on the Ends and Means of Industrialization

In two speeches in 1931 Stalin spelled out some of the political and social implica-
tions of a socialist state dedicated to industrial development. He discarded the last pre-
tenses of collectivistic equality in favor of a system of strict individual responsibility and
incentives, with rewards in proportion to effort and skill. He recognized that the tech-
nical officialdom, properly trained, paid, and respected, is the backbone of a modern
industrial system. At the same time he lent urgency to the industrialization effort by
pointing to considerations of national power and defense.

a) The Tasks of Business Executives

. . . The underlying cause of wrecking activities is the class struggle. Of course,

FROM: Stalin, "The Tasks of Business Executives" (Speech at the First Ail-Union Conference of
Managers of Socialist Industry, February, 1931; Problems of Leninism^ pp. 454-58).
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the class enemy is furiously resisting the socialist offensive. This alone, however, is
not an adequate explanation for the luxuriant growth of wrecking activities.

How is it that sabotage has assumed such wide dimensions? Who is to blame
for this? We are to blame. Had we handled the business of industrial management
differently, had we started much earlier to learn the technique of the business, to
master technique, had we more frequently and efficiently intervened in the man-
agement of production, the wreckers could not have done so much damage.

We must ourselves become experts, masters of the business; we must turn to
technical science—such was the lesson life itself was teaching us. But neither the
first warning nor even the second brought about the necessary change. It is time, it
is high time that we turned towards technique. It is time we cast aside the old slo-
gan, the obsolete slogan of nonintereference in technique, and ourselves become
specialists, experts, complete masters of our economy.

It is frequently asked: Why have we not one-man management? We do not have
it and will not have it until we have mastered technique. Until there are among us
Bolsheviks a sufficient number of people thoroughly familiar with technique, eco-
nomics and finance, we will not have real one-man management. You can write as
many resolutions as you please, take as many vows as you please, but, unless you
master the technique, economics and finance of the mill, factory or mine, nothing
will come of it, there will be no one-man management.

Hence, the task is for us to master technique ourselves, to become the masters
of the business ourselves. This is the sole guarantee that our plans will be carried
out in full, and that one-man management will be established.

This, of course, is no easy matter; but it can certainly be accomplished. Science,
technical experience, knowledge, are all things that can be acquired. We may not
have them today, but tomorrow we will. The main thing is to have the passionate
Bolshevik desire to master technique, to master the science of production. Every-
thing can be achieved, everything can be overcome, if there is a passionate desire to
do so.

It is sometimes asked whether it is not possible to slow down the tempo some-
what, to put a check on the movement. No, comrades, it is not possible! The
tempo must not be reduced! On the contrary, we must increase it as much as is
within our powers and possibilities. This is dictated to us by our obligations to the
workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R. This is dictated to us by our obligations to
the working class of the whole world.

To slacken the tempo would mean falling behind. And those who fall behind get
beaten. But we do not want to be beaten. No, we refuse to be beaten! One feature
of the history of old Russia was the continual beatings she suffered because of her
backwardness. She was beaten by the Mongol khans. She was beaten by the Turkish
beys. She was beaten by the Swedish feudal lords. She was beaten by the Polish and
Lithuanian gentry. She was beaten by the British and French capitalists. She was
beaten by the Japanese barons. All beat her—because of her backwardness, military
backwardness, cultural backwardness, political backwardness, industrial backward-
ness, agricultural backwardness. They beat her because to do so was profitable and
could be done with impunity. Do you remember the words of the prerevolutionary
poet: "You are poor and abundant, mighty and impotent, Mother Russia."* Those
gentlemen were quite familiar with the verses of the old poet. They beat her, say-

*From N. A. Nekrasov's "Who Is Happy in Russia?" (1876)—Ed.
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ing: "You are abundant," so one can enrich oneself at your expense. They beat her,
saying; "You are poor and impotent," so you can be beaten and plundered with im-
punity. Such is the law of the exploiters—to beat the backward and the weak. It is
the jungle law of capitalism. You are backward, you are weak—therefore you are
wrong; hence, you can be beaten and enslaved. You are mighty—therefore you are
right; hence, we must be wary of you.

That is why we must no longer lag behind.
In the past we had no fatherland, nor could we have one. But now that we have

overthrown capitalism and power is in our hands, in the hands of the people, we
have a fatherland, and we will defend its independence. Do you want our socialist
fatherland to be beaten and to lose its independence? If you do not want this you
must put an end to its backwardness in the shortest possible time and develop gen-
uine Bolshevik tempo in building up its socialist system of economy. There is no
other way. That is why Lenin said on the eve of the October Revolution: "Either
perish, or overtake and outstrip the advanced capitalist countries."

We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must make
good this distance in ten years. Either we do it, or we shall be crushed.

This is what our obligations to the workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R dictate
to us.

But we have other, still more serious and more important obligations. They are
obligations to the world proletariat. They coincide with our obligations to the
workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R. But we place them higher. The working class
of the U.S.S.R is part of the world working class. We achieved victory not solely
through the efforts of the working class of the U.S.S.R, but also thanks to the
support of the working class of the world. Without this support we would have
been torn to pieces long ago. It is said that our country is the shock brigade of the
proletariat of all countries. This is a fitting definition. But this imposes very serious
obligations upon us. Why does the international proletariat support us? How did
we merit this support? By the fact that we were the first to hurl ourselves into the
battle against capitalism, we were the first to establish a working-class state, we
were the first to start building socialism. By the fact that we are doing work which,
if successful, will change the whole world and free the entire working class. But
what is needed for success? The elimination of our backwardness, the development
of a high Bolshevik tempo of construction. We must march forward in such a way
that the working class of the whole world, looking at us, may say: This is my van-
guard, this is my shock brigade, this is my working-class state, this is my father-
land; they are promoting their cause, which is our cause, and they are doing this
well; let us support them against the capitalists and promote the cause of the world
revolution/Must we not live up to the hopes of the world's working class, must we
not fulfill our obligations to them? Yes, we must if we do not want utterly to dis-
grace ourselves.

Such are our obligations, internal and international.
As you see, they dictate to us a Bolshevik tempo of development.
I will not say that we have accomplished nothing in regard to economic man-

agement during these years. In fact, we have accomplished a good deal. We have
doubled our industrial output as compared with the prewar level. We have created
the largest-scale agricultural production in the world. But we could have accom-
plished more had we tried hard during this period really to master production, the
technique of production, the financial and economic side of it.
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In ten years at most we must make good the distance which separates us from
the advanced capitalist countries. We have all the "objective" possibilities for this.
The only thing lacking is the ability to take proper advantage of these possibilities.
And that depends on us. Only on us! It is time we learned to take advantage of
these possibilities. It is time to put an end to the rotten policy of noninterference in
production. It is time to adopt a new policy, a policy adapted to the present
times—the policy of interfering in everything. If you are a factory manager, then in-
terfere in all the affairs of the factory, look into everything, let nothing escape you,
learn and learn again. Bolsheviks must master technique. It is time Bolsheviks
themselves became experts. In the period of reconstruction technique decides every-
thing. And a business executive who does not want to study technique, who does
not want to master technique, is a joke and not an executive.

It is said that it is hard to master technique. That is not true! There are no for-
tresses which Bolsheviks cannot capture. We have solved a number of most difficult
problems. We have overthrown capitalism. We have assumed power. We have built
up a huge socialist industry. We have swung the middle peasants to the path of so-
cialism. We have already accomplished what is most important from the point of
view of construction. What remains to be done is not so much: to study technique,
to master science. And when we have done that we will develop a tempo of which
we dare not even dream at present.

And we will do that if we really want to.

b) New Conditions—New Tasks in Economic Construction

. . . What is the cause of the heavy turnover of labour power?
The cause is the wrong structure of wages, the wrong wage scales, the "Leftist"

practice of wage equalization. In a number of our factories wage scales are drawn
up in such a way as to practically wipe out the difference between skilled and un-
skilled labour, between heavy and light work. The consequence of wage equaliza-
tion is that the unskilled worker lacks the incentive to become a skilled worker and
is thus deprived of the prospect of advancement; as a result he feels himself a "vis-
itor" in the factory, working only temporarily so as to "earn a little" and then go
off to "seek his fortune" elsewhere. The consequence of wage equalization is that
the skilled worker is obligated to wander from factory to factory until he finds one
where his skill is properly appreciated.

Hence, the "general" drift from factory to factory; hence, the heavy turnover of
labour power.

In order to put an end to this evil we must abolish wage equalization and dis-
card the old wage scales. In order to put an end to this evil we must draw up wage
scales that will take into account the difference between skilled and unskilled la-
bour, between heavy and light work. We cannot tolerate a situation where a rolling-
mill hand in a steel mill earns no more than a sweeper. We cannot tolerate a
situation where a locomotive driver earns only as much as a copying clerk. Marx
and Lenin said that the difference between skilled and unskilled labour would exist
even under socialism, even after classes had been abolished; that only under com-
munism would this difference disappear and that, consequently, even under social-
ism "wages" must be paid according to work performed and not according to

FROM: Stalin "New Conditions—New Tasks in Economic Construction" (Speech at a confer-
ence of business executives, June, 1931; Problems of Leninism, pp. 463-64, 466-67, 471-73)-
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needs. But the equalitarians among our business executives and trade union offi-
cials do not agree with this and believe that under our Soviet system this difference
has already disappered. Who is right, Marx and Lenin, or the equalitarians? We
must take it that it is Marx and Lenin who are right. But if that is so, it follows that
whoever draws up wage scales on the "principle" of wage equalization, without tak-
ing into account the difference between skilled and unskilled labour, breaks with
Marxism, breaks with Leninism. . . .

. . . Can it be said that the present organization of labour in our factories
meets the modern requirements of production? Unfortunately, this cannot be said.
At all events, there are still a number of factories where work is organized abomina-
bly, where instead of order and coordination of work there is disorder and confu-
sion, where instead of responsibility for the work there is absolute irresponsibility,
absolute lack of personal responsibility.

What does lack of personal responsibility mean? It means complete lack of re-
sponsibility for work that is entrusted to anyone, lack of responsibility for machin-
ery and tools. Naturally, when there is not personal responsibility we cannot expect
a tangible increase in productivity of labour, and improvement in the quality of the
goods, the exercise of care in handling machinery and tools. You know what lack of
personal responsibility led to on the railways. It is leading to the same result in in-
dustry. We have abolished the system under which there was lack of personal re-
sponsibility on the railways and have thus improved their work. We must do the
same in industry in order to raise its work to a higher level.

Formerly, we could "manage" somehow or other with bad organization of la-
bour, which gets on quite nicely without personal responsibility, without every man
being responsible for the job entrusted to him. Now it is a different matter. Condi-
tions have entirely changed. With the present vast scale of production and the exis-
tence of giant enterprises, lack of personal responsibility has become the plague of
industry which is jeopardizing all our achievements in our factories in the sphere of
production and organization. . . .

. . . We can no longer manage our industry with the very small engineering,
technical and administrative staffs with which we managed it formerly. It follows
that the old centres for training engineering and technical forces are no longer
adequate, that we must create a network of new centres—in the Urals, in Siberia
and in Central Asia. We must now ensure the supply of three times, five times the
number of engineering, technical and administrative staffs for industry if we really
intend to carry out the program of the socialist industrialization of the U.S.S.R.

But we do not need just any kind of administrative, engineering and technical
forces. We need such administrative, engineering and technical forces as are capable
of understanding the policy of the working class of our country, are capable of as-
similating that policy and are ready to carry it out conscientiously. And what does
this mean? This means that our country has entered a phase of development in
which the working class must create its own industrial and technical intelligentsia, one
that is capable of upholding the interests of the working class in production as the
interests of the ruling class.

No ruling class has managed without its own intelligentsia. There are no
grounds for believing that the working class of the U.S.S.R. can manage without its
own industrial and technical intelligentsia.

The Soviet government has taken this fact into account and has opened wide the
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doors of all the higher educational institutions in every branch of national economy
to members of the working class and labouring peasantry. You know that tens of
thousands of working class and peasant youths are now attending higher educa-
tional institutions. Formerly, under capitalism, the higher educational institutions
were the monopoly of the scions of the rich—today, under the Soviet system, the
working class and peasant youth predominate in these institutions. There is no
doubt that our educational institutions will soon be turning out thousands of new
technicians and engineers, new leaders for our industries.

But that is only one side of the matter. The other side is that the industrial and
technical intelligentsia of the working class will be recruited not only from among
those who have passed through the institutions of higher learning, but also from
among practical workers in our factories, from the skilled workers, from among
the working-class cultural forces in the mills, factories and mines. The initiators of
socialist emulation, the leaders of shock brigades, those who inspire in practice la-
bour enthusiasm, the organizers of work in the various sections of our construc-
tion—such is the new stratum of the working class that, together with the
comrades who have passed through the institutions of higher learning, must form
the core of the intelligentsia of the working class, the core of the administrative
staffs of our industry. It is our duty not to discourage these "rank-and-file" com-
rades who show initiative, but boldly to promote them to responsible positions; to
give them the opportunity to display their organizing abilities and the opportunity
to supplement their knowledge; to create suitable conditions for their work, not
stinting money for this purpose. . . .

Stalin on the Sanctity of Leninism

In 1931, reacting to an article which cast doubt on Lenin's infallibility, Stalin made it
clear that the pursuit of truth—"rotten liberalism"—would henceforth be subordinated
to considerations of the glory and discipline of the party.

Dear Comrades!
I emphatically protest against the publication in Proletarskaya Revolyutsia (No. 6,

1930) of Slutsky's anti-party and semi-Trot skyite article, "The Bolsheviks on Ger-
man Social-Democracy in the Period of its Prewar Crisis," as a discussion article.

Slutsky asserts that Lenin (the Bolsheviks) underestimated the danger of cen-
trism in German Social-Democracy and in pre-war Social-Democracy in general;
that is, he underestimated the danger of camouflaged opportunism, the danger of
conciliation with opportunism. In other words, according to Slutsky, Lenin (the
Bolsheviks) did not wage a relentless struggle against opportunism, for, in essence,
underestimation of centrism is tantamount to the renunciation of a forceful strug-
gle against opportunism. Thus, it is suggested that in the period before the war
Lenin was not yet a real Bolshevik; that it was only in the period of the imperialist
war, or even at the close of that war, that Lenin became a real Bolshevik.

This is the tale Slutsky tells in his article. And you, instead of branding this new-
found "historian" as a slanderer and falsifier, enter into discussion with him, pro-

FROM: Stalin, "Some Questions Concerning the History of Bolshevism" (Letter to the Editorial
Board of Proletarian Revolution, 1931; Problems of Leninism, pp. 483-84 , 493-94).
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vide him with a forum. I cannot refrain from protesting against the publication of
Slutsky's article in your journal as a discussion article, for the question of Lenin's
Bolshevism, the question as to whether Lenin did or did not wage a relentless prin-
cipled struggle against centrism as a certain form of opportunism, the question as
to whether Lenin was or was not 2. real Bolshevik, cannot be made the subject of
discussion. . . .

Everyone knows that Leninism was born, grew up and became strong in its
ruthless struggle against opportunism of every brand, including centrism in the
West (Kautsky) and centrism in our country (Trotsky, etc.). This cannot be denied
even by the outspoken enemies of Bolshevism. It is an axiom. But you are trying to
drag us back by turning an axiom into a problem requiring "further analysis."
Why? On what grounds? Perhaps through ignorance of the history of Bolshevism?
Perhaps for the sake of a rotten liberalism, so that the Slutskys and other disciples
of Trotsky may not be able to say that they are being gagged? A rather strange sort
of liberalism, this, exercised at the expense of the vital interests of Bolshevism. . . .

. . . The more reliable method of testing the Bolseviks by their deeds would
have upset Slutsky's whole position in a flash.

Because a test of the Bolsheviks by their deeds would have shown that the Bol-
sheviks are the only revolutionary organization in the world which has completely
smashed the opportunists and centrists and driven them out of the Party.

Because the real deeds and the real history of the Bolsheviks would have shown
that Slutsky's teachers, the Trotskyites, were the principal and basic group which
fostered centrism in Russia, and for this purpose created a special organization—
the August Bloc,* which was a hotbed of centrism.

Because a test of the Bolsheviks by their deeds would have exposed Slutsky once
and for all as a falsifier of the history of our Party, who is trying to cover up the
centrism of prewar Trotskyism by slanderously accusing Lenin and the Bolsheviks
of underestimating the danger of centrism.

That, comrade editors, is how matters stand with Slutsky and his article.
As you see, the editorial board made a mistake in permitting a discussion with a

falsifier of the history of our Party.
What induced the editorial board to take this wrong road?
I think that they were induced to take that road by the rotten liberalism which

has spread to some extent among a section of the Bolsheviks. Some Bolsheviks
think that Trotskyism is a faction of Communism—one which makes mistakes, it is
true, which does many foolish things, is sometimes even anti-Soviet, but which,
nevertheless, is a faction of Communism. Hence, there is a somewhat liberal atti-
tude towards the Trotskyites and Trotskyite-minded people. It need hardly be
proved that such a view of Trotskyism is profoundly wrong and pernicious. As a
matter of fact, Trotskyism has long ceased to be a faction of Communism. As a mat-
ter of fact, Trotskyism is the vanguard of the counterrevolutionary bourgeoisie
which is fighting Communism, fighting the Soviet regime, fighting the building of
socialism in the U.S.S.R. . . .

*"August Bloc": the largely Menshevik group which met in Vienna in August, 1912—Ed.
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The New Educational Policy

The impact of the industrialization drive was quickly felt in various areas of social
policy, where revolutionary notions about conditioning the ideal man gave way to the
practical necessity for imparting knowledge and evoking effort. In a series of decrees
beginning in 1931, the experiment in progressive education was repudiated in favor of
academic education of the traditional disciplinarian type.

The "polytechnical" approach stressed at this time (to combine regular instruction
with practical labor training) was abandoned between the late thirties and Stalin's death.
Khrushchev failed in his effort to revive it in the 1950s.

. . . The Soviet school, taking as its task "the preparation of the all around
developed member of communist society," gives the children an incomparably
broader social-political outlook and more general development than the pre-
revolutionary and bourgeois school. In the last few years the level of general educa-
tion of the children in the Soviet school has risen.

Especially significant successes have been achieved by the school since the his-
toric decision of the Sixteenth Party Congress July, [1930] on the introduction of
universal primary education. Just in the last year the number of students in the
primary and secondary school has risen from 13.5 million to 20 million. In addi-
tion to this the factory-plant schools and technicums have 1,400,000 students.

Together with decisive steps toward the realization of compulsory instruction
for children of school age the school has moved significantly forward on the path
of combining school instruction with productive labor and social work, thanks to
which the fundamental reconstruction of the school on the basis of polytechnicism
has been started. . . .

However, in spite of all these achievements, the Central Committee states that
the Soviet school is still far from meeting the tremendous demands which are
placed upon it in the present stage of socialist construction. The Central Commit-
tee considers that a radical inadequacy of the school at the present moment lies in
the fact that instruction in the school does not give sufficient breadth of general
educational knowledge, and does not satisfactorily meet the task of preparing liter-
ate people who have mastered the basic sciences (physics, chemistry, mathematics,
the native language, geography, etc.), for the technicums and higher schools. As a
result of this, the polytechnicization of the school in many cases acquires a formal
character and does not prepare children as all-around developed builders of social-
ism who have tied theory and practice together and have mastered technique. . . .

While applying in the Soviet school various new methods of instruction which
can facilitate the education of energetic and initiative-possessing participants in the
building of socialism, it is essential to unleash a decisive struggle against light-
minded methodological projectism, the dissemination on a mass scale of methods
not verified in preliminary practice, which has recently been revealed with special
clarity in the application of the so-called "project method." Attempts, stemming
from the anti-Leninist theory of the "withering-away of the school," to put all

FROM: Decision of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party on the Primary
and Secondary School, September 5, 1931, VPuti k Novoi Shkole (On the Way to the New School),
October, 1931, pp. 3-4, 8; editor's translation.
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school work on the basis of the so-called "project method" have actually led to the
ruin of the school. . . .

In the period of socialism, when the proletariat is accomplishing the final de-
struction of classes under conditions of sharpened class struggle, sustained Com-
munist education in the Soviet school and intensification of the struggle against all
attempts to inoculate children in the Soviet school with elements of anti-proletarian
ideology assume exceptionally weighty significance.

In connection with this the Central Committee proposes that the party organi-
zations strengthen their guidance of the school and take under their immediate su-
pervision the setting up of the teaching of social-political discipline in the seven-year
schools, pedagogical technicums and higher pedagogical institutes.

Confirming the necessity of the timely fulfillment of the decision of the Central
Committee of July 25, 1930, on universal compulsory primary instruction, the
Central Committee proposes, toward the goal of the quickest realization of the
demands of the party program on general and polytechnical education for all chil-
dren and youth up to 17 years of age, that the Council of People's Commissars of
the USSR work out a plan of universal compulsory seven-year instruction. . . .

The Central Committee underscores the growing significance and role of the
school in the building of socialism. The Central Committee proposes that all or-
ganizations systematically and undeviatingly conduct a struggle against opportunist
anti-Leninist perversions of the policy of the party in the area of school work.
The success of the struggle with the chief danger on the path of setting up the poly-
technical school—the right-opportunist claimants of party policy, who would lead
it to reject the polytechnicization of the school, to attempt to preserve the old, ver-
balistic school, to divorce theoretical instruction and practice—requires the intensi-
fication of the struggle against left-opportunist perversions, against theories of the
"withering-away of the school" and reduction of the role of the teacher.

The Central Committee directs the attention of all party organizations to the
necessity of decisively heightening attention on the mass school, the work of the
teacher, and the strengthening of day-to-day concrete guidance of the school.

The Famine of 1932-33

Collectivization and seizure of food supplies inflicted a catastrophic famine in the
Ukraine and other southern regions of the USSR in the winter and spring of 1932-33.
At the time the existence of the famine was officially denied, but documents released in
1991 confirmed the many unofficial reports that had come out in the meantime.

a) Grain Collections

The fifth five-day period in the four main provinces (Dnepropetrovsk, Odessa,
Kharkov, Kiev) resulted in a decrease of 574 thousand poods.* In the other pro-
vinces the level of grain procurement still has not ensured fulfillment of the pro-

FROM: Resolution of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Communist Party (Bol-
sheviks) of the Ukraine, November 27, 1932, Central Party Archive (English translation by the Li-
brary of Congress).

* One, pud = approx. 36 lbs.—Ed.
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curement plan set for the period. A reduction has been allowed to happen in a
number of key districts and in these provinces.

Such a steep decline cannot be explained by any objective factors such as rain,
etc. The Central Committee finds the primary cause to be poor organization of
procurement in the provinces as well as in the districts and villages.

After making a degree of progress during the fourth five-day period, these suc-
cesses were not reinforced; instead, they rested on their laurels, assuming that an
accelerated pace of grain procurement had been accomplished. The result of this
complacency was a reduction in procurement for this five-day period, while a level
that would have ensured fulfillment of the plan had not yet been achieved. The re-
duction in procurement during this period indicates that the measures called for in
the CC's decree of November 18 have not yet been taken; on the contrary, that
resistance and sabotage organized by kulak counterrevolutionary elements and
their degenerate party member supporters have not yet been broken, and that re-
pressive measures against them have been insufficiently and indecisively applied.

In this connection the CC orders:
1. Regarding kolkhozes that have most persistently sabotaged procurement, al-

lowing concealment and theft of grain while not significantly contributing to pro-
curement, the kulak and antisoviet elements organizing sabotage must be exposed
and isolated, speedily brought to trial, and the sentence of the court together with
notice of its execution must be published in the local district press.

2. First to be held to judicial account must be the degenerate supporters of ku-
laks, party members in responsible positions in the kolkhozes—accountants, store-
keepers and the like. Their arrest and trial must immediately be publicized.
Communists who have abetted deception of the state and organized sabotage of
procurement must be especially severely dealt with by the courts, and the verdicts
and notices of execution of sentences published in the district press. . . .

b) Famine Relief

On the elimination of food shortages in the collective farms, areas of acute malnutrition,
and cases of famine.

I. Approve the measures taken by the Secretariat and the party group of the Re-
gional Executive Committee.

II. Require all district Party Committees to proceed with the rapid liquidation
of centers of extreme exhaustion among collective and individual farmers, resulting
from severe malnutrition. By March 5th, all cases of swelling must be eliminated
and all who have become completely disabled because of emaciation must be put
back on their feet.

For this purpose:
I. In 48 hours, take all—both children and adults—who are swollen or unable

to walk because of malnutrition, to facilities specially designated and adapted for
this purpose. Make food available to them for as long as it is necessary to rid them
of their unhealthy condition. Under no circumstances are they to be allowed to stay
at home in such a state.

FROM: Supplement to Minutes of the Bureau of the Kiev Regional Committee of the Com-
munist Party of the Ukraine, February 22, 1933, Central Party Archive (English translation by the
Library of Congress).
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2. In the villages affected, make the serving of hot breakfasts mandatory in
schools, bringing in all the emaciated children of preschool age as well, and set up
special food service stations for them.

3. Because of the many cases of acute malnutrition among collective farmers
who have earned many man-days—the result of abuses in the distribution of collec-
tive farm products or because of large family size—consider it necessary to use col-
lective farm funds to help such families. The eligibility of these people is determined
case by case, by the administration of the collective farm. . . .

8. As to the existing cases of squandering collective farm resources—especially
in the form of continued public food service in the collective farms, and placing
these resources in the hands of so-called permanent collective farm staff—the Re-
gional Committee warns that expropriation of any collective farm resources not
provided for by existing directives and not reported to the Regional Committee by
the District Party Committee will be interpreted as actions directed against social-
ist property and will be punished most severely according to the law. . . .

1 o. In view of the continued attempts by our enemies to use these facts against
the construction of collective farms—the District Party Committees are to conduct
systematic clarification work bringing to light the real causes of the existing famine
(abuses in the collective farms, laziness, decline in labor discipline, etc.). . . .

Stalin's Social Ideal

At the Seventeenth Party Congress in 1934, Stalin set forth his revised conception of
the positive virtues of socialism—class struggle instead of the withering away of the
state, inequality instead of equality, and the decisiveness of individual effort instead of
the sway of economic circumstances. By this time Stalin's reinterpretation of doctrine
under cover of a pretended orthodoxy had cut the Communist movement entirely off
from any guiding influence of Marxist principle.

. . . It goes without saying that a classless society cannot come of itself, spon-
taneously, as it were. It has to be achieved and built by the efforts of all the work-
ing people, by strengthening the organs of the dictatorship of the proletariat, by
intensifying the class struggle, by abolishing classes, by eliminating the remnants of
the capitalist classes, and in battles with enemies both internal and external.

The point is clear, one would think.
And yet, who does not know that the promulgation of this clear and elementary

thesis of Leninism has given rise to not a little confusion and to unhealthy senti-
ments among a section of Party members? The thesis that we are advancing to-
wards a classless society—which was put forward as a slogan—was interpreted by
them to mean a spontaneous process. And they began to reason in this way: If it is
a classless society, then we can relax the class struggle, we can relax the dictatorship
of the proletariat, and get rid of the state altogether, since it is fated to wither away
soon in any case. They dropped into a state of moon-calf ecstasy, in the expectation
that soon there will be no classes, and therefore no class struggle, and therefore no

FROM: Stalin, Report on the Work of the Central Committee, to the Seventeenth Congress of
the CPSU (B) (January, 1934; Problems of Leninism, pp. 631-32, 634-35, 643-45).
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cares and worries, and therefore we can lay down our arms and retire—to sleep and
to wait for the advent of a classless society. (General laughter). . . .

It goes without saying that if this confusion of mind and these non-Bolshevik
sentiments obtained a hold over the majority of our Party, the Party would find it-
self demobilized and disarmed.

Now take the question of the agricultural artel and the agricultural commune.
Everybody admits now that under present conditions the artel is the only proper
form of the collective-farm movement. . . .

Unlike the artel, where only the means of production are socialized, the com-
munes, until recently, socialized not only the means of production, but also the ap-
purtenances of life of every member of the commune; that is to say, the members of
a commune, unlike the members of an artel, did not individually own poultry, small
livestock, a cow, grain, or household land. This means that in the commune the in-
dividual, everyday interests of the members have not so much been taken into ac-
count and combined with the public interests as they have been eclipsed by the
latter in the pursuit of petty-bourgeois equalization. . . .

. . . There are those who think that in declaring the artel to be the fundamental
form of the collective-farm movement the Party has drifted away from socialism,
has retreated from the commune, from the higher form of the collective-farm
movement, to a lower form. The question arises—why? Because, it is suggested,
there is no equality in the artel, since differences in the requirements and in the in-
dividual lives of the members of the artel are preserved; whereas in the commune
there is equality, because the requirements and the individual life of all its members
have been made equal. But in the first place, there are no longer any communes
which practise levelling, equalization in requirements and in individual life. Prac-
tice has shown that the communes would certainly have been doomed had they not
abandoned equalization and had they not actually assumed the status of artels.
Hence, it is useless talking about what no longer exists. Secondly, every Leninist
knows (that is, if he is a real Leninist) that equalization in the sphere of require-
ments and individual life is a piece of reactionary petty-bourgeois absurdity worthy
of a primitive sect of ascetics, but not of a socialist society organized on Marxian
lines; for we cannot expect all people to have the same requirements and tastes, and
all people to live their individual lives on the same model. And, finally, are not dif-
ferences in requirements and in individual life still preserved among the workers?
Does that mean that the workers are more remote from socialism than the
members of the agricultural communes?

These people evidently think that socialism calls for equalization, for levelling
the requirements and the individual lives of the members of society. Needless to
say, such an assumption has nothing in common with Marxism, with Leninism. By
equality Marxism means, not equalization of individual requirements and individ-
ual life, but the abolition of classes, i.e., a) the equal emancipation of all working
people from exploitation after the capitalists have been overthrown and expropri-
ated; b) the equal abolition for all of private property in the means of production
after they have been converted into the property of the whole of society; c) the
equal duty of all to work according to their ability, and the equal right of all work-
ing people to receive remuneration according to the amount of work performed
(socialist society); d) the equal duty of all to work according to their ability, and the
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equal right of all working people to receive remuneration according to their needs
(communist society). Furthermore, Marxism proceeds from the assumption that
people's tastes and requirements are not, and cannot be, identical, equal, in regard
to quality or quantity, either in the period of socialism or in the period of
communism.

That is the Marxian conception of equality. . . .
. . . Victory never comes of itself—it usually has to be attained. Good resolu-

tions and declarations in favour of the general line of the Party are only a begin-
ning; they merely express the desire for victory, but not the victory itself. After the
correct line has been laid down, after a correct solution of the problem has been
found, success depends on how the work is organized; on the organization of the
struggle for the application of the Party line; on the proper selection of personnel;
on the way a check is kept on the fulfilment of the decisions of the leading bodies.
Otherwise the correct line of the Party and the correct solutions are in danger of
being seriously prejudiced. Furthermore, after the correct political line has been
laid down, organizational work decides everything, including the fate of the politi-
cal line itself, its success or failure.

As a matter of fact, victory was achieved and won by a stern and systematic
struggle against all sorts of difficulties that stood in the way of carrying out the
Party line; by overcoming the difficulties; by mobilizing the Party and the working
class for the purpose of overcoming the difficulties; by organizing the struggle to
overcome the difficulties; by removing inefficient executives and choosing better
ones, capable of waging the struggle against difficulties.

What are these difficulties; and wherein are they lodged?
They are difficulties attending our organizational work, difficulties attending

our organizational leadership. They are lodged in ourselves, in our leading people,
in our organizations, in the apparatus of our Party, state, economic, trade union,
Young Communist League, and all other organizations.

We must realize that the strength and prestige of our Party, state, economic,
and all other organizations, and of their leaders, have grown to an unprecedented
degree, and precisely because their strength and prestige have grown to an un-
precedented degree, it is their work that now determines everything, or nearly every-
thing. There can be no justification for references to so-called objective conditions.
Now that the correctness of the Party's political line has been confirmed by the ex-
perience of a number of years, and that there is no longer any doubt as to the readi-
ness of the workers and peasants to support this line, the part played by so-called
objective conditions has been reduced to a minimum; whereas the part played by
our organizations and their leaders has become decisive, exceptional. What does
this mean? It means that from now on nine tenths of the responsibility for the fail-
ures and defects in our work rest, not on "objective" conditions, but on ourselves,
and on ourselves alone. . . .

Bureaucracy and red tape in the administrative apparatus; idle chatter about
"leadership in general" instead of real and concrete leadership; the functional struc-
ture of our organizations and lack of individual responsibility; lack of personal re-
sponsibility in work, and wage equalization; the absence of a systematic check upon
the fulfilment of decisions; fear of self-criticism—these are the sources of our diffi-
culties; this is where our difficulties are now lodged. . . .
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The New History

In keeping with Stalin's stress on individual responsibility, the old ultra-Marxist line
of economic determinism in history and social science was sharply criticized in 1934. A
much more conventional presentation of history, with emphasis on individuals and na-
tions, was enjoined upon Soviet schools and historians. This was followed by the repu-
diation of anti-nationalist attacks on the past of tsarist Russia.

The Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) find that the teaching of history in
schools of the USSR is not conducted satisfactorily. The textbooks and the instruc-
tion have an abstract, schematic character. Instead of the teaching of civic history in
a lively, engaging form with an exposition of the most important events and facts
in their chronological sequence, with characterizations of historical personages, the
pupils are presented with abstract definitions of socio-economic formations, which
thus replace the connected exposition of civic history with abstract sociological
schemes.

The decisive condition of a firm mastery of the history course by the pupils is
the observance of historical and chronological sequence in the exposition of histor-
ical events, with mandatory consolidation in the pupils' memory of important his-
torical events, historical personages, and chronological dates. Only such a history
course can ensure to the pupils the necessary understanding, clarity, and concrete-
ness of historical material, on which basis alone is it possible to have the correct
analysis and correct generalizations about historical events that will lead pupils to a
Marxist understanding of history. .

The New Nationalism

After an accumulation of hints about the paramountcy of national interest, the So-
viet government proclaimed the supreme virtue of national tradition and patriotism—
which, incidentally, served as the justification for intensifying the penalties for treason.

. . . The country of the October Revolution is endlessly dear to the workers,
the kolkhozniks [collective farmers] and the Soviet intelligentsia. The working peo-
ple are bound to their factories, sovkhozes [state farms] and kolkhozes [collective
farms], to their soil and to their culture by the indissoluble links of blood, heroism
and love. For proletarians and kolkhozniks, for honest Soviet specialists, there is
nothing more beautiful and more clear than their own country liberated from the
yoke of landowners and capitalists.

The best traditions of the Civil War and of the struggle with the intervention-

FROM: Decree of the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), "On the Teaching of Civic History in Schools of
the USSR," May 16, 1934; Pravda, May 17, 1934 (editor's translation).

FROM: 'Tor the Fatherland!" Pravda, June 9, 1934 (English translation in The Communist Con-
spiracy, Part I: Communism outside the U. S., Section B: the USSR; U. S. House of Representatives
Report No. 2241, 84th Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, Government Printing Office, 1956,
pp. 287-88).
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ists, when the workers and peasants were armed to defend their right to a new life,
are now being multiplied in the progress of techniques and Socialistic culture. That
is why the Soviet Union has become an impregnable fortress and is capable of
crushing all those who would dare to attempt to violate the sanctity of its
boundaries.

For our fatherland! This call fans the flame of heroism, the flame of creative ini-
tiative in pursuits and all fields of our rich life. For our fatherland! This call arouses
millions of workers and alerts them in the defence of their great country.

The defence of the fatherland is the supreme law of life. And he who raises his
hand against his country, he who betrays his country should be destroyed.

Today we publish the decree of the Central Executive Committee of the
U.S.S.R. regarding the supplementing of the statutes of the state criminal code
with articles on treason. The Soviet country is very dear to the workers and kolkhoz-
niks. They have paid for it dearly in blood and suffering in their struggle with ex-
ploiters and interventionists and they will not allow anyone to betray their country
and will not allow anyone to bargain with her interests.

For high treason, for acts detrimental to the country's military might, or state
independence, or inviolability of her territories, for espionage, for divulging mil-
itary or state secrets, for deserting to the enemy, or escaping across the border, the
Soviet court will punish the guilty by shooting or by confiscating all his property.
In the case of a civilian, some leniency will be shown according to circumstances,
and for the death penalty will be substituted the confiscation of his property or im-
prisonment for ten years. For a person in military service, however, for treason
there will be only one measure of punishment—execution by shooting with confis-
cation of all his property. Individual members of his family are also responsible for
the acts of traitors. In the case of the escape or flight across the border of a person
in military service, all mature members of his family, if they are implicated in aiding
the criminal, or knew of his intentions and did not report them to the authorities,
are punished by imprisonment for five to ten years with confiscation of all their
property.

The other members of the family of the traitor and all his dependents at the
time he committed treason are subject to disfranchisement and exile to some re-
mote region in Siberia for five years.

Traitors should be punished unmercifully. On the other hand, if a person in mil-
itary service was aware of a plot to betray the government or of an act of betrayal
and did not report this to the authorities, he is subject to imprisonment for ten
years. One cannot be a neutral observer where the interests of the country or the
workers and peasants are concerned. This is a terrible crime; this is complicity in
the crime.

This decree of the Central Executive Committee gives the workers of the great
Soviet Union a new weapon in their hands in the struggle against the enemies of
the proletarian dictatorship. The one hundred and seventy million working people
who regard the Soviet land as their own mother who has nursed them to a happy
and joyous life will deal with the traitors of their fatherland with all their force.

For the fatherland, for its honor and glory, might and well-being!
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Socialist Realism

Artistic activity, like other fields of intellectual endeavor in the USSR, was subjected
to stringent party control from 1929 on. After a dismal experiment in "proletarian" art
the party line shifted to conservative nineteenth-century fashions which were applied to
the task of propagandizing an official optimism. The famous revolutionary writer
Maxim Gorky was restored to favor as the leading exponent of the "new" literature,
which he extolled at a writer's congress in 1935 as "socialist realism." With some atten-
uation after Khrushchev's "thaw," this was the Communist line in the arts until the
1980s. Modernistic experiments were systematically condemned as "bourgeois for-
malism."

The Communist-Leninist Party, the workers' and peasants' government of the
Union of Socialist Soviets, which have destroyed capitalism throughout the length
and breadth of tsarist Russia, which have handed over political power to the
workers and the peasants, and which are organizing a free classless society, have
made it the object of their daring, sage and indefatigable activity to free the work-
ing masses from the age-old yoke of an old and outworn history, of the capitalist
development of culture, which today has glaringly exposed all its vices and its crea-
tive decrepitude. And it is from the height of this great aim that we honest writers
of the Union of Soviets must examine, appraise and organize our work. . . .

. . . We must grasp and fully realize the fact that in our country the socially or-
ganized labour of semi-literate workers and a primitive peasantry has in the short
space of ten years created stupendous values and armed itself superbly for defence
against an enemy's attack. Proper appreciation of this fact will reveal to us the cul-
tural and revolutionary power of a doctrine which unites the whole proletariat of
the world.

All of us—writers, factory workers, collective farmers—still work badly and
cannot even fully master everything that has been made by us and for us. Our work-
ing masses do not yet quite grasp the fact that they are working only for them-
selves. This feeling is smouldering everywhere, but it has not yet blazed up into a
mighty and joyous flame. But nothing can kindle until it has reached a certain
temperature, and nobody ever was so splendidly capable of raising the temperature
of labour energy as is the party organized by the genius of Vladimir Lenin, and the
present-day leader of this party.

As the principal hero of our books we should choose labour, i.e., a person, or-
ganized by the processes of labour, who in our country is armed with the full
might of modern technique, a person who, in his turn, so organizes labour that it
becomes easier and more productive, raising it to the level of an art. . . .

The party leadership of literature must be thoroughly purged of all philistine in-
fluences. Party members active in literature must not only be the teachers of ideas
which will muster the energy of the proletariat in all countries for the last battle for
its freedom; the party leadership must, in all its conduct, show a morally authorita-
tive force. This force must imbue literary workers first and foremost with a con-
sciousness of their collective responsibility for all that happens in their midst.

FROM: Gorky, "Soviet Literature" (Speech at the First Ail-Union Congress of Soviet Writers,
August, 1934; English translation in H. G. Scott, ed., Problems of Soviet Literature, Moscow, Coop-
erative Publishing Society of Foreign Workers in the U.S.S.R., 1935, pp. 53— 54, 64-67).
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Soviet literature, with all its diversity of talents, and the steadily growing number
of new and gifted writers, should be organized as an integral collective body, as a
potent instrument of socialist culture.

The Writers' Union is not being created merely for the purpose of bodily unit-
ing all artists of the pen, but so that professional unification may enable them to
comprehend their corporate strength, to define with all possible clarity their varied
tendencies, creative activity, guiding principles, and harmoniously to merge all aims
in that unity which is guiding all the creative working energies of the country.

The idea, of course, is not to restrict individual creation, but to furnish it with
the widest means of continued powerful development.

It should be realized that critical realism originated as the individual creation of
"superfluous people," who, being incapable of the struggle for existence, not find-
ing a place in life, and more or less clearly realizing the aimlessness of personal be-
ing, understood this aimlessness merely as the senselessness of all phenomena in
social life and in the whole historical process.

Without in any way denying the broad, immense work of critical realism, and
while highly appreciating its formal achievements in the art of word painting, we
should understand that this realism is necessary to us only for throwing light on
the survivals of the past, for fighting them, and extirpating them.

But this form of realism did not and cannot serve to educate socialist individual-
ity, for in criticizing everything, it asserted nothing, or else, at the worst, reverted
to an assertion of what it had itself repudiated.

Socialist individuality, as exemplified by our heroes of labour, who represent the
flower of the working class, can develop only under conditions of collective labour,
which has set itself the supreme and wise aim of liberating the workers of the
whole world from the man-deforming power of capitalism.

Life, as asserted by socialist realism, is deeds, creativeness, the aim of which is
the uninterrupted development of the priceless individual faculties of man, with a
view to his victory over the forces of nature, for the sake of his health and longev-
ity, for the supreme joy of living on an earth which, in conformity with the steady
growth of his requirements, he wishes to mould throughout into a beautiful dwell-
ing place for mankind, united into a single family. . . .

The high standard demanded of literature, which is being rapidly remoulded by
life itself and by the cultural revolutionary work of Lenin's party, is due to the high
estimation in which the party holds the importance of the literary art. There has
never been a state in the world where science and literature enjoyed such comradely
help, such care for the raising of professional proficiency among the workers of art
and science.

The proletarian state must educate thousands of first-class "craftsmen of cul-
ture," "engineers of the soul." This is necessary in order to restore to the whole
mass of the working people the right to develop their intelligence, talents and
faculties—a right of which they have been deprived everywhere else in the world.
This aim, which is a fully practicable one, imposes on us writers the need of strict
responsibility for our work and our social behaviour. This places us not only in the
position, traditional to realist literaure, of "judges of the world and men," "critics
of life," but gives us the right to participate directly in the construction of a new
life, in the process of "changing the world." The possession of this right should
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impress every writer with a sense of his duty and responsibility for all literature, for
all the aspects in it which should not be there. . . .

The New Family Ideal

Together with the rejection of most other early revolutionary social norms in the
mid-i93O5s, the Soviet government discarded the ideal of sexual freedom in favor of the
stable family and parental responsibility.

The published draft of the law prohibiting abortion and providing material as-
sistance to mothers has provoked a lively reaction throughout the country. It is be-
ing heatedly discussed by tens of millions of people and there is no doubt that it
will serve as a further strengthening of the Soviet family. Parents' responsibility for
the education of their children will be increased and a blow will be dealt at the
lighthearted, negligent attitude toward marriage.

When we speak of strengthening the Soviet family, we are speaking precisely of
the struggle against the survivals of a bourgeois attitude toward marriage, women
and children. So-called "free love" and all disorderly sex life are bourgeois through
and through, and have nothing to do with either socialist principles or the ethics
and standards of conduct of the Soviet citizen. Socialist doctrine shows this, and it
is proved by life itself.

The elite of our country, the best of the Soviet youth, are as a rule also excellent
family men who dearly love their children. And vice versa: the man who does not
take marriage seriously, and abandons his children to the whims of fate, is usually
also a bad worker and a poor member of society.

Fatherhood and motherhood have long been virtues in this country. This can be
seen at the first glance, without searching enquiry. Go through the parks and
streets of Moscow or of any other town in the Soviet Union on a holiday, and you
will see not a few young men walking with pink-cheeked, well-fed babies in their
arms.

The rise in the standard of living has brought the joy of parenthood within the
reach of all adults. The Soviet land cannot complain of too low a birth-rate. The
birth-rate is rising steadily, and the mortality rate is as steadily going down. . . ,

More than once the enemies of the people suggested to us the foul and poison-
ous ideal of liquidating the family and disrupting marriage. The bourgeoisie has
tried to use it as a weapon in the struggle against socialist progress. It is enough to
recall with what persistence they spread the slander about the "nationalization of
women." And during the great move to collectivize the villages, the kulaks again
broadcast this favourite bourgeois allegation, The kulaks used it to scare the peas-
ants: "In the collective farms you will all sleep under the same 30-yard-wide blanket."

The bourgeois who establishes his family order with the aid of a knout, the
bourgeois for whom his own family is but a thin veneer covering prostitution and
sexual debauchery, naturally thought that everyone would fall for his lie about "free

FROM: Discussion of the Law on Abolition of Legal Abortion, Pravda, Editorials of May 28
and June 9, 1936 (English translation in Rudolf Schlesinger, ed., Changing Attitudes in Soviet Rus-
sia: The Family in the USSR, London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1949, pp. 251-54, 268-69; re-
printed by permission of the publisher).
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love" in the country where the exploitation of man by man has been abolished and
women have been liberated. But he failed. This weapon, too, was shattered by the
stubborn facts of Soviet reality. . . .

There is no point in denying that in towns and villages there are still men and
women whose attitude towards family and children is superficial and devil-may-
care. Marriage and divorce are, of course, private affiars—but the State cannot al-
low anyone to mock at women or to abandon his children to the mercy of fate. The
irresponsible profligate who gets married five times a year cannot enjoy the respect
of Soviet youth. Nor can a girl who flutters from one marriage into the next with
the swiftness of a butterfly enjoy respect. Men and women of this sort merely de-
serve social contempt. Marriage is a serious, responsible business and one that
must not be approached lightheartedly. . . .

Social education is being widely developed in this country. The State is coming
to the aid of the family. But the State in no wise relieves the mother or the father of
their care of the children. Under Soviet conditions the father is the social educator.
He has to prepare good Soviet citizens: that is his duty, that is also his pride—and
the Soviet land has heard many proud declarations by fathers and mothers about
the sons and daughters they gave to the Soviet fatherland, about gallant pilots and
parachutists, engineers, doctors, teachers. . . .

A man who cowardly and basely abandons his children, shuns his responsibility,
hides in corners and puts all the paternal duties on the mother's shoulders, shames
the name of a Soviet citizen. Evading the payment of alimony is not a weakness,
though it is treated with such leniency by some of our institutions. It is a crime,
and not only the man who befouls the name of Soviet citizen, but all those who
protect him are guilty of this crime. . . .

A Soviet child has a right to a real father, an educator and friend. A father who
abandons his children is guilty both before them and before the socialist State
which has entrusted the children to his care. An irresponsible attitude towards
marriage and family is a bad recommendation as a citizen.

Socialism provides every toiler with a happy, beautiful life. For the first time in
history it creates for the workers a possibility of fatherhood and motherhood in the
fullest sense of the word. It therefore makes serious demands on mother and father.
A bourgeois attitude towards the family cannot be tolerated.

The published law-project and its widespread discussion are signs of a new so-
cialist morality, imbued with force, confidence and vitality. It lies in the flowering
and enrichment of human personality, in love for Man. In the light of this morality,
the mother wears a new face, and so does the father. "Paternal pride"—these words
sound real only in the Soviet land, because a father who has raised new builders of
socialism can feel a worthy citizen of his country. . . .

The Kirov Affair

By 1933 the rigors of the Five Year Plan, collectivization, and famine had produced a
new wave of opposition to Stalin among the party officialdom, crystallizing around the
Leningrad party chief Sergei M. Kirov. Stalin allowed a brief period of political and
economic relaxation, rudely interrupted by the assassination of Kirov in December,

FROM: Letter of an Old Bolshevik (New York, The Rand School, and London, George Allen and
Unwin, 1938), pp. 22-25, 27-29, 69-71; reprinted by permission of Allen Unwin, Inc.
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1934. Though Stalin later became suspected of complicity in the murder, he took it as
the pretext to launch his purge of the Old Bolsheviks.

A behind-the-scenes version of this episode was published anonymously in 1936 by
the Menshevik emigre Boris I. Nicolaevsky on the basis of conversations he had with
Bukharin in Paris.

Kirov played an important part in the Politburo. He was a 100 percent supporter
of the "general line," and distinguished himself during its operation by great
energy and inflexibility. This caused Stalin to value him highly. But there was al-
ways a certain independence in Kirov's attitude which annoyed Stalin. The story is
that Stalin had prevented Kirov from attending the meetings of the Politburo in
Moscow for several months under the pretext that his presence in Leningrad was
indispensable. However, Stalin could never make up his mind to take strong mea-
sures against Kirov. It would have been folly to add to the already large number of
the dissatisfied an important party leader such as Kirov, especially since Kirov had
succeeded in surrounding himself in Leningrad with reliable and devoted aides. A
new conflict with the Leningrad party might have been more fatal now than in Zi-
noviev's day. In the winter of 1933- 1934, Kirov had so strengthened his position
that he could afford to follow his own line. He aimed not only at a "Western orien-
tation" in foreign policy, but also at the conclusions which would follow logically
from this new orientation as far as home policy was concerned.

The task, therefore, was not only that of creating a mighty army in preparation
for the impending military conflict, a conflict which appeared inevitable, but also,
politically speaking, of creating the proper psychologic frame of mind on the home
front. There were two alternatives: to pursue the former policy of crushing all dis-
senters, with the administrative pressure ruthlessly tightened and the terror intensi-
fied, or to try "reconciliation with the people," to gain their voluntary cooperation
in the political preparation of the country for the coming war. The most convinced
and most prominent advocates of the second alternative were Kirov and Gorki
[Maxim Gorky, the writer]. It would be worthwhile to describe in greater detail
Gorki's influence in the life of the party, particularly as it is now possible to speak
more openly since his death. But that is another matter, and would take us too far
afield. Gorki had exercised a great and beneficent influence upon Stalin. But, despite
all his influence, Gorki was not a member of the Politburo, and had no direct part in
the making of its decisions. Kirov's part became, therefore, all the more important.

Kirov stood for the idea of abolition of the terror\ both in general and inside the
party. We do not desire to exaggerate the importance of his proposals. It must not
be forgotten that when the First Five-Year Plan was being put into effect, Kirov was
one of the heads of the party, that he was among those who inspired and carried
through the notoriously ruthless measures against the peasants and the wiping out
of the kulaks. The Kern and Murmansk coasts, with their prison camps, and so
forth, were under his jurisdiction. Furthermore, he was in charge of the construc-
tion of the Baltic-White Sea Canal. This is enough to make it clear that Kirov could
not be reproached with any undue tenderness in the manner in which he disposed
of human lives. But this very fact added to his strength in the official circles in
which he had to defend his point of view. That he had so large a share of responsi-
bility in the horrors of the First Five-Year Plan made it possible for him to come
forward as a leader and protagonist of the policy of moderating the terror during
the Second Five-Year Plan. Kirov's line of thought ran as follows: The period of
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destruction, which was necessary to extirpate the small proprietor elements in the
villages, was now at an end; the economic position of the collectives was consoli-
dated and made secure for the future.This constituted a firm basis for future devel-
opment, and as the economic situation continued to improve, the broad masses of
the population would become more and more reconciled to the government; the
number of "internal foes" would diminish. It was now the task of the party to rally
those forces which would support it in the new phase of economic development,
and thus to broaden the foundation upon which Soviet power was based. Kirov,
therefore, strongly advocated reconciliation with those party elements who, during
the period of the First Five-Year Plan, had gone over to the Opposition, but who
might be induced to cooperate on the new basis, now that the "destructive" phase
was over. . . .

. . . Early in the summer of 1933, when it became certain that the harvest
would be good, Kamenev, Zinoviev and a number of other former members of the
Opposition were once again readmitted as members of the party. They were even
permitted to choose their spheres of work, and some of them actually received invi-
tations to the party congress (February 1934).

At that congress Kirov appeared in triumph. Previously, his election in Lenin-
grad had been celebrated as was no other. At district conferences in various parts
of the city, all of which he toured on the same day, he had been received with wild
cheers. "Long live our Mironich!"* the delegates shouted; it had been an exceed-
ingly impressive demonstration and it showed that the entire Leningrad proletariat
was behind Kirov. At the party congress, too, Kirov received an extraordinarily en-
thusiastic reception. He was cheered, the entire assembly rising to its feet on hear-
ing his report. During the recesses there was discussion as to who had had the
more tumultuous reception, Kirov or Stalin. This very comparison shows how
strong Kirov's influence had already become.

Not only was Kirov reelected to the Politburo, but he was also chosen a secre-
tary of the Central Committee, making it necessary for him to move to Moscow
within a short time to take over direction of a whole group of departments which
had heretofore been under Postyshev and Kaganovich. This was to insure putting
into effect the new line which Kirov had inspired. His removal to Moscow was de-
layed, however. The official reason given was that his presence in Leningrad was
indispensable; a substitute was supposedly being sought in Leningrad, but until
someone could be found fit to take his place, his transfer to Moscow had to be
postponed. In spite of this, he took part in the work of the Politburo, and his in-
fluence there continued to grow. . . .

. . . [Kirov's assassination put an end to any chance for liberalization within the
party. Thereafter] the trend was in quite the opposite direction: not toward reconcil-
iation inside the party, but toward intensification of the terror inside the party to
its logical conclusion, to the stage of physical extermination of all those whose party
past might make them opponents of Stalin or aspirants to his power. Today, I have not
the slightest doubt that it was at that very period, between the murder of Kirov and
the second Kamenev Trial, that Stalin made his decision and mapped out his plan
of "reforms," an essential component part of which was the trial of the sixteen and
other trials yet to come. If, before the murder of Kirov, Stalin still had some hesita-
tion as to which road to choose, he had now made up his mind.

*Mironich: Kirov's middle name (patronymic), a respectful-familiar form of address—Ed.
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The determining reason for Stalin's decision was his realization, arrived at on
the basis of reports and information reaching him, that the mood of the majority of
the old party workers was really one of bitterness and hostility toward him.

The trials and investigations which followed the Kirov affair had demonstrated
unmistakably that the party had not reconciled itself to Stalin's personal dictator-
ship; that, in spite of all their solemn declarations, the old Bolsheviks rejected
Stalin in the depths of their hearts, that this attitude of hostility, instead of dimin-
ishing, was growing, and that the majority of those who cringed before him, pro-
testing devotion, would betray him at the first change of the political atmosphere.

This was the basic fact that emerged for Stalin from the documents compiled in
the course of the investigation of Nikolayev's act [the assassination of Kirov], It
must be conceded that Stalin was able to provide a reasonable basis for this deduc-
tion, and from it he fearlessly drew his ultimate conclusions. As Stalin perceived it,
the reasons for the hostility toward him lay in the basic psychology of the old Bolsheviks.
Having grown up under the conditions of revolutionary struggle against the old
regime, we had all been trained in the psychology of oppositionists, of irreconcil-
able nonconformists. Involuntarily, our minds work in a direction critical of the ex-
isting order; we seek everywhere its weak sides. In short, we are all critics,
destructionists—not builders. This was all to the good—in the past; but now, when
we must occupy ourselves with constructive building, it is all hopelessly bad. It is
impossible to build anything enduring with such human materials, composed of
skeptics and critics. What must be considered now, first and foremost, is the neces-
sity of enduring Soviet construction, particularly because Soviet Russia is facing
tremendous perturbations, such as will arise inevitably with the coming of war. It
was thus that Stalin reasoned

The conclusion that he drew from all this was certainly daring: if the old Bol-
sheviks, the group constituting today the ruling caste in the country, are unfit to
perform this function, it is necessary to remove them from their posts, to create a
new ruling caste. Kirov's plans presupposed reconciliation with the nonparty intel-
ligentsia and enlistment of nonparty workers and peasants in the tasks of social and
political life, as a means of widening the social basis of the Soviet regime and pro-
moting its cooperation with the democratic elements of the population. Under
Stalin's plan these very same proposals acquired quite a different significance; they
were to facilitate a complete revision of the personnel of the ruling caste by expel-
ling from its midst all those infected with the spirit of criticism, and the substitution
of a new ruling caste, governed by a new psychology aiming at positive con-
struction. . . .

Trotsky on the New Soviet Society

In 1937 Trotsky published a general critique of Stalin's regime, "The Revolution Be-
trayed." He elaborated Rakovsky's argument, with the thesis that the bureaucracy dom-
inated the Soviet state and had raised Stalin to power as a "Bonaparte" to protect its
group interests. While Trotsky explained this phenomenon as the inevitable result of

FROM: Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed: What Is the Soviet Union and Where Is It Going? (English
translation by Max Eastman, Garden City, N.Y., Doubleday, Doran & Co., 1937, pp. 47, 51-52,
89, 93, 111-13, 255, 277-78, 288-90; reprinted by permission of the coyright holder, Pioneer
Publishers).
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Russian backwardness, he nonetheless defended the "socialist" character of the Soviet
economy and expressed hope that a new proletarian movement would restore the ideals
of the revolution.

. . . Marx expected that the Frenchman would begin the social revolution, the
German continue it, the Englishman finish it; and as to the Russian, Marx left him
far in the rear. But this conceptual order was upset by the facts. Whoever tries now
mechanically to apply the universal historic conception of Marx to the particular
case of the Soviet Union at the given stage of its development, will be entangled at
once in hopeless contradictions.

Russia was not the strongest, but the weakest link in the chain of capitalism.
The present Soviet Union does not stand above the world level of economy, but is
only trying to catch up to the capitalist countries. If Marx called that society which
was to be formed upon the basis of a socialization of the productive forces of the
most advanced capitalism of its epoch, the lowest stage of communism, then this
designation obviously does not apply to the Soviet Union, which is still today con-
siderably poorer in technique, culture and the good things of life than the capitalist
countries. It would be truer, therefore, to name the present Soviet regime in all its
contradictoriness, not a socialist regime, but a preparatory regime transitional from
capitalism to socialism. . . .

However you may interpret the nature of the present Soviet state, one thing is
indubitable: at the end of its second decade of existence, it has not only not died
away, but not begun to "die away." Worse than that, it has grown into a hitherto
unheard of apparatus of compulsion. The bureaucracy not only has not disap-
peared, yielding its place to the masses, but has turned into an uncontrolled force
dominating the masses. The army not only has not been replaced by an armed peo-
ple, but has given birth to a privileged officers' caste, crowned with marshals, while
the people, "the armed bearers of the dictatorship," are now forbidden in the So-
viet Union to carry even nonexplosive weapons. With the utmost stretch of fancy it
would be difficult to imagine a contrast more striking than that which exists be-
tween the schema of the workers' state according to Marx, Engels and Lenin, and
the actual state now headed by Stalin. While continuing to publish the works of
Lenin (to be sure, with excerpts and distortions by the censor), the present leaders
of the Soviet Union and their ideological representatives do not even raise the
question of the causes of such a crying divergence between program and reality. We
will try to do this for them. . . .

The proletarian character of the October revolution was determined by the
world situation and by a special correlation of internal forces. But the classes them-
selves were formed in the barbarous circumstances of tsarism and backward capital-
ism, and were anything but made to order for the demands of a socialist revolution.
The exact opposite is true. It is for the very reason that a proletariat still backward
in many respects achieved in the space of a few months the unprecedented leap
from a semifeudal monarchy to a socialist dictatorship, that the reaction in its ranks
was inevitable. . . .

Before he felt out his own course, the bureaucracy felt out Stalin himself. He
brought it all the necessary guarantees: the prestige of an old Bolshevik, a strong
character, narrow vision, and close bonds with the political machine as the sole
source of his influence. The success which fell upon him was a surprise at first to
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Stalin himself. It was the friendly welcome of the new ruling group, trying to free
itself from the old principles and from the control of the masses, and having need
of a reliable arbiter in its inner affairs. A secondary figure before the masses and in
the events of the revolution, Stalin revealed himself as the indubitable leader of the
Thermidorean bureaucracy, as first in its midst. . . .

The present Soviet society cannot get along without a state, nor even—within
limits—without a bureaucracy. But the cause of this is by no means the pitiful rem-
nants of the past, but the mighty forces and tendencies of the present. The justifica-
tion for the existence of a Soviet state as an apparatus of compulsion lies in the fact
that the present transitional structure is still full of social contradictions, which in
the sphere of consumption—most close and sensitively felt by all—are extremely
tense, and forever threaten to break over into the sphere of production. The tri-
umph of socialism cannot be called either final or irrevocable.

The basis of bureaucratic rule is the poverty of society in objects of consump-
tion, with the resulting struggle of each against all. When there is enough goods in
a store, the purchasers can come whenever they want to. When there is little goods,
the purchasers are compelled to stand in line. When the lines are very long, it is nec-
essary to appoint a policeman to keep order. Such is the starting point of the power
of the Soviet bureaucracy. It "knows" who is to get something and who has to wait.

A raising of the material and cultural level ought, at first glance, to lessen the
necessity of privileges, narrow the sphere of application of "bourgeois law," and
thereby undermine the standing ground of its defenders, the bureaucracy. In reality
the opposite thing has happened: the growth of the productive forces has been so
far accompanied by an extreme development of all forms of inequality, privilege
and advantage, and therewith of bureaucratism. That too is not accidental.

In its first period, the Soviet regime was undoubtedly far more equalitarian and
less bureaucratic than now. But that was an equality of general poverty. The re-
sources of the country were so scant that there was no opportunity to separate out
from the masses of the population any broad privileged strata. At the same time the
"equalizing" character of wages, destroying personal interestedness, became a brake
upon the development of the productive forces. Soviet economy had to lift itself
from its poverty to a somewhat higher level before fat deposits of privilege became
possible. The present state of production is still far from guaranteeing all necessi-
ties to everybody. But it is already adequate to give significant privileges to a minor-
ity, and convert inequality into a whip for the spurring on of the majority. That is
the first reason why the growth of production has so far strengthened not the so-
cialist, but the bourgeois features of the state.

But that is not the sole reason. Alongside the economic factor dictating capital-
istic methods of payment at the present stage, there operates a parallel political fac-
tor in the person of the bureaucracy itself. In its very essence it is the planter and
protector of inequality. It arose in the beginning as the bourgeois organ of a
workers' state. In establishing and defending the advantages of a minority, it of
course draws off the cream for its own use. Nobody who has wealth to distribute
ever omits himself. Thus out of a social necessity there has developed an organ
which has far outgrown its socially necessary function, and become an independent
factor and therewith the source of great danger for the whole social organism.

The social meaning of the Soviet Thermidor now begins to take form before us.
The poverty and cultural backwardness of the masses has again become incarnate in
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the malignant figure of the ruler with a great club in his hand. The deposed and
abused bureaucracy, from being a servant of society, has again become its lord. On
this road it has attained such a degree of social and moral alienation from the pop-
ular masses, that it cannot now permit any control over either its activities or its
income. . . .

The Soviet Union is a contradictory society halfway between capitalism and so-
cialism, in which: (a) the productive forces are still far from adequate to give the
state property a socialist character; (b) the tendency toward primitive accumulation
created by want breaks out through innumerable pores of the planned economy;
(c) norms of distribution preserving a bourgeois character lie at the basis of a new
differentiation of society; (d) the economic growth, while slowly bettering the sit-
uation of the toilers, promotes a swift formation of privileged strata; (e) exploiting
the social antagonisms, a bureaucracy has converted itself into an uncontrolled
caste alien to socialism; (f) the social revolution, betrayed by the ruling party, still
exists in property relations and in the consciousness of the toiling masses; (g) a
further development of the accumulating contradictions can as well lead to social-
ism as back to capitalism; (h) on the road to capitalism the counterrevolution
would have to break the resistance of the workers; (i) on the road to socialism the
workers would have to overthrow the bureaucracy. In the last analysis, the question
will be decided by a struggle of living social forces, both on the national and the
world arena. . . .

The increasingly insistent deification of Stalin is> with all its elements of carica-
ture, a necessary element of the regime. The bureaucracy has need of an inviolable
superarbiter, a first consul if not an emperor, and it raises upon its shoulders him
who best responds to its claim for lordship. That "strength of character" of the
leader which so enraptures the literary dilettantes of the West, is in reality the sum
total of the collective pressure of a caste which will stop at nothing in defense of its
position. Each one of them at his post is thinking: Vetat—c^est mot. In Stalin each
one easily finds himself But Stalin also finds in each one a small part of his own
spirit. Stalin is the personification of the bureaucracy. That is the substance of his
political personality.

Caesarism, or its bourgeois form, Bonapartism, enters the scene in those mo-
ments of history when the sharp struggle of two camps raises the state power, so to
speak, above the nation, and guarantees it, in appearance, a complete independence
of classes—in reality, only the freedom necessary for a defense of the privileged.
The Stalin regime, rising above a politically atomized society, resting upon a police
and officers' corps, and allowing of no control whatever, is obviously a variation of
Bonapartism—a Bonapartism of a new type not before seen in history.

Caesarism arose upon the basis of a slave society shaken by inward strife. Bo-
napartism is one of the political weapons of the capitalist regime in its critical pe-
riod. Stalinism is a variety of the same system, but upon the basis of a workers'
state torn by the antagonism between an organized and armed Soviet aristocracy
and the unarmed toiling masses.

As history testifies, Bonapartism gets along admirably with a universal, and even
a secret, ballot. The democratic ritual of Bonapartism is the plebiscite. From time to
time, the question is presented to the citizens: for or against the leader? And the
voter feels the barrel of a revolver between his shoulders. Since the time of Napo-
leon III, who now seems a provincial dilettante, this technique has received an ex-
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traofdinary development. The new Soviet constitution which establishes Bonapartism
on a plebiscite basis is the veritable crown of the system.

In the last analysis, Soviet Bonapartism owes its birth to the belatedness of the
world revolution. But in the capitalist countries the same cause gave rise to fascism.
We thus arrive at the conclusion, unexpected at first glance, but in reality inevit-
able, that the crushing of Soviet democracy by an all-powerful bureaucracy and the
extermination of bourgeois democracy by fascism were produced by one and the
same cause: the dilatoriness of the world proletariat in solving the problems set for
it by history. . . .

This is the first time in history that a state resulting from a workers' revolution
has existed. The stages through which it must go are nowhere written down. It is
true that the theoreticians and creators of the Soviet Union hoped that the com-
pletely transparent and flexible Soviet system would permit the state peacefully to
transform itself, dissolve, and die away, in correspondence with the stages of the
economic and cultural evolution of society. Here again, however, life proved more
complicated than theory anticipated. The proletariat of a backward country was
fated to accomplish the first socialist revolution. For this historic privilege, it must,
according to all evidences, pay with a second supplementary revolution—against
bureaucratic absolutism. . . .

It is not a question of substituting one ruling clique for another, but of chang-
ing the very methods of administering the economy and guiding the culture of the
country. Bureaucratic autocracy must give place to Soviet democracy. A restoration
of the right of criticism, and a genuine freedom of elections, are necessary condi-
tions for the further development of the country. This assumes a revival of freedom
of Soviet parties, beginning with the party of Bolsheviks, and a resurrection of the
:rade unions. The bringing of democracy into industry means a radical revision of
plans in the interests of the toilers. Free discussion of economic problems will de-
crease the overhead expense of bureaucratic mistakes and zigzags. Expensive
playthings—palaces of the Soviets, new theaters, show-off subways—will be crowded
out in favor of workers' dwellings. "Bourgeois norms of distribution" will be con-
fined within the limits of strict necessity, and, in step with the growth of social
wealth, will give way to socialist equality. Ranks will be immediately abolished. The
tinsel of decorations will go into the melting pot. The youth will receive the oppor-
tunity to breathe freely, criticize, make mistakes, and grow up. Science and art will
be freed of their chains. And, finally, foreign policy will return to the traditions of
revolutionary internationalism. . . .

The Great Purge

The era of the purges commencing after the assassination of Kirov was distinguished
by the elaborately staged "Moscow Trials" of 1936, 1937 and 1938, in which most of the
old opposition leaders were sentenced to death after confessing to a fantastic series of
imaginary crimes. By 1937 the purge began to spread from the ranks of old opposition
sympathizers to the government, the army and the party itself, as more and more people
were implicated in the false confessions of "plots" which the police, now in the form of

FROM: Stalin, "On Inadequacies of Party Work and Measures for Liquidating Trotskyist and
Other Double-Dealers" (Speech to the Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU, March 3,
1937; Pravda, March 29, 1937; editor's translation).
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the NKVD (People's Commissariat of Internal Affairs) under N. I. Yezhov, extracted
from their victims. Stalin apparently convinced himself that the menace of "Trotskyist
wreckers" employed by "intelligence services of foreign states" was real, and warned the
party to prepare for ever sharper struggle with the hidden enemies of socialism.

Comrades!
From the reports and the discussions of them heard at this Plenum it is obvious

that we have to deal here with the following three basic facts.
In the first place, the wrecking and diversionary-spying work of agents of for-

eign states, among whom a rather active role has been played by the Trotskyists,
has touched to one degree or another all or almost all of our organizations, admin-
istrative and party as well as economic.

In the second place, agents of foreign states, including Trotskyists, have pene-
trated not only into the lower organizations but even into certain responsible posts.

In the third place, certain of our leading comrades, at the center as well as in the
provinces, have not only been unable to see the real face of these wreckers, diver-
sionists, spies and murderers, but have proved to be careless, indifferent and naive
about it, and not uncommonly have cooperated in promoting agents of foreign
states to some responsible post or other. . . .

. . . Our party comrades . . . have forgotten that the Soviet power has won
only in one-sixth of the earth, that five-sixths of the earth constitute the realm of
the capitalist states. They forget that the Soviet Union finds itself in the circum-
stances of a capitalistic encirclement. . . .

Capitalistic encirclement means that there is one country, the Soviet Union,
which has established the socialist order, and that apart from this there are many
countries—bourgeois countries—which continue to lead the capitalistic way of life
and which surround the Soviet Union, awaiting the chance to attack it and destroy
it, or in any case to undermine its might and weaken it. . . .

Is it not clear that as long as the capitalist encirclement exists we will have
wreckers, spies, diversionists and murderers sent into our interior by agents of for-
eign states?

Our party comrades have forgotten about all this, and having forgotten this,
have been caught completely off guard.

This is why the spying and diversionary work of the Trotskyist agents of the
Japanese-German police force has proved to be a complete surprise for some of our
comrades.

Further: While struggling with Trotskyist agents our party comrades did not
notice—they overlooked the fact—that present-day Trotskyism is no longer what it
was, say, seven or eight years ago; that during this time Trotskyism and the Trotsky-
ists have undergone an important evolution which has radically changed the face of
Trotskyism; that in view of this the struggle with Trotskyism and the methods of
struggle with it must be radically changed. Our party comrades have not noticed
that Trotskyism has ceased to be a political tendency in the working class . . . and
has turned into a frantic and unprincipled band of wreckers, diversionists, spies and
murderers working under the orders of the intelligence organs of foreign states. . . .

At the 1937 trial Piatakov, Radek and Sokolnikov* . . . admitted that they had

*Karl Radek: a Comintern leader and Trotsky supporter in the twenties; G. Y. Sokolnikov:
Commissar of Finance, 1922-26, and a follower of Zinoviev—Ed.
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a definite political platform . . . , an antipopular and antiproletarian platform.
The restoration of capitalism, the liquidation of the collective farms and state
farms, the restoration of the system of exploitation, alliance with the fascist forces
of Germany and Japan to bring war to the Soviet Union, the struggle for war and
against the policy of peace, the territorial dismemberment of the Soviet Union with
the cession of the Ukraine to the Germans and of the Maritime Province to Japan,
preparations for the military defeat of the Soviet Union in the event of an attack on
it by hostile powers, and—as the means of fulfilling these tasks—wrecking, diver-
sion, individual terror against the leaders of the Soviet government, espionage in
the service of the Japanese-German fascist forces—such is the political platform of
present-day Trotskyism set forth by Piatakov, Radek and Sokolnikov. . . .

. . . Now that we have technically well-trained Bolshevik cadres, the role of
wrecker is played not by openly alien people . . . but by people who possess party
cards and enjoy all the rights of party members. Now the weakness of our people
consists not in technical backwardness but in political carelessness, in blind trust of
people who have accidentally acquired party cards, in the absence of checkups on
people not just on the basis of their political declarations but according to the re-
sults of their work. Now the key question for us is not the liquidation of the tech-
nical backwardness of our cadres, for this has basically already been liquidated, but
the liquidation of political carelessness and political trustingness toward wreckers
who have accidentally acquired party cards. . . .

We must smash and throw out the rotten theory that with each forward move-
ment we make the class struggle will die down more and more, that in proportion
to our successes the class enemy will become more and more domesticated.

This is not only a rotten theory but a dangerous theory, for it lulls our people to
sleep, leads them into a trap, and makes it possible for the class enemy to rally for
the struggle against the Soviet power.

On the contrary, the more we move forward, the more success we have, then the
more wrathful become the remnants of the beaten exploiter classes, the more
quickly they turn to sharper forms of struggle, the more mischief they do the So-
viet state, the more they grasp at the most desperate means of struggle, as the last
resort of the doomed. . . .

We must smash and throw out a second rotten theory which says that he who
does not always wreck things and sometimes may be successful in his work cannot
be a wrecker.

This strange theory reveals the naivete of its authors. No wrecker wrecks things
all the time if he doesn't want to be exposed very quickly. On the contrary, the real
wrecker must from time to time be successful in his work, for this is the only way
for the wrecker to get people's confidence and continue his wrecking work. . . .

We must smash and throw out a third rotten theory which says that the syste-
matic fulfillment of the economic plans reduces wrecking and the results of wreck-
ing to nothing.

Such a theory can serve only one end—to tickle the bureaucratic conceit of our
functionaries, soothe them and weaken their struggle against wrecking. . . .

We must smash and throw out [another] rotten theory which says that the
Trotskyist wreckers do not have large reserves, that they are assembling their last
cadres, as it were.

This is untrue, comrades. Only naive people could think up such a theory. The
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Trotskyist wreckers have their reserves. They consist above all of the remnants of
the beaten exploiter classes in the USS& They consist of a whole series of groups
and organizations outside the borders of the USSR which are hostile to the Soviet
Union.

Take, for example, the Trotskyist counterrevolutionary Fourth International,
which is two-thirds made up of spies and diversionists. Isn't this a reserve? Is it not
clear that this International of spies will spawn cadres for the spying and wrecking
work of the Trotskyists? . . .

The Gulag

The most infamous feature of Stalinism was its vast expansion of the system of
forced labor camps to accommodate the millions of victims of the collectivization drive
and the purges. During World War II and after the death of Stalin when many surviving
inmates were amnestied, reports of the camp regime finally found their way to the West.
One of these documents, first published in the Socialist Messenger in 1961, was an eye-
witness account of the Trotskyists who were incarcerated at the far northern coal-
mining center of Vorkuta.

During the middle and at the end of the 1930s, the Trotskyists formed a quite
disparate group at Vorkuta; one part of them kept its old name of "Bolshevik-
Leninists." There were almost 500 at the mine, close to 1,000 at the camp of
Ukhta-Pechora, and certainly several thousands altogether around the Pechora
district.

The Orthodox Trotskyists were determined to remain faithful to the end to their
platform and their leaders. In 1927, following the resolutions of the Fifteenth Con-
gress of the party, they were excluded from the Communist Party and, at the same
time, arrested. From then on, even though they were in prison, they continued to
consider themselves Communists; as for Stalin and his supporters, "the apparatus
men," they were characterized as renegades from Communism.

Among these "Trotskyists" were also found people who had never formally be-
longed to the CP and did not join the Left Opposition, but who tied their own fate
with it to the very end—even when the struggle of the Opposition was most acute.

In addition to these genuine Trotskyists, there were in the camps of Vorkuta and
elsewhere more than 100,000 prisoners who, members of the party and the youth,
had adhered to the Trotskyist Opposition and then at different times and for di-
verse reasons (of which the principal were, evidently, repressions, unemployment,
persecutions, exclusion from schools and university facilities, etc.) were forced to
"recant their errors" and withdraw from the Opposition. . . .

In the autumn of 1936, soon after the frame-up trials against the leaders of the
Opposition, Zinoviev, Kamenev, and the others, the entire group of "Orthodox"
Trotskyists at the mine got together to confer with one another.

Opening the meeting, Gevorkian addressed those present: "Comrades! Before
beginning our meeting, I ask you to honor the memory of our comrades, guides,

FROM: "M.B.," "Trotskyists at Vorkuta: An Eyewitness Report" (English translation in Internar
tional Socialist Review, Summer, 1963, pp. 206, 210-16; reprinted by permission of Monad Press,
copyright 1974 by The Anchor Foundation, Inc.)



Soviet Communism: Transformation under Stalin, 1929-1953 209

and leaders who have died as martyrs at the hands of the Stalinist traitors to the
revolution."

The entire assembly stood up. Then, in a brief and very trenchant speech, Ge-
vorkian explained that it was necessary to examine and resolve the key problem: what
should be done and how should they conduct themselves from now on.

"It is now evident that the group of Stalinist adventurers have completed their
counterrevolutionary coup d'etat in our country. All the progressive conquests of
our revolution are in mortal danger. Not twilight shadows, but those of deep black
night envelop our country. No Cavaignac spilled as much working class blood as
has Stalin. Physically annihilating all the opposition groups within the party, he
aims at total personal dictatorship. The party and the whole people are subjected to
surveillance and to summary justice by the police apparatus. The predictions and
the direct fears of our Opposition are fully confirmed. The nation slides irresistibly
into the Thermidorean swamp. This is the triumph of the centrist petty-bourgeois
forces, of which Stalin is the interpreter, the spokesman, and the apostle.

"No compromise is possible with the Stalinist traitors and hangmen of the revo-
lution. Remaining proletarian revolutionaries to the very end, we should not enter-
tain any illusion about the fate awaiting us. But before destroying us, Stalin will try
to humiliate us as much as he can. By throwing political prisoners in with common
criminals, he strives to scatter us among the criminals and to incite them against us.
We are left with only one means of struggle in this unequal battle: the hunger
strike. With a group of comrades, we have already drawn up a list of our demands
of which many of you are already informed. Therefore, I now propose to you that
we discuss them together and make a decision."

The meeting lasted only a short time; the question of the hunger strike and of
concrete demands had already been debated for some months by the Trotskyists.
Some Trotskyist groups in other camps (Usa station, Chib-Yu, Kochmes, etc.) had
also been discussing the matter and had sent their agreement to support the de-
mands and to participate in the hunger strike. These demands were ratified unan-
imously by those present. They stipulated:

1. Abrogation of the illegal decision of the NKVD, concerning the transfer of
all Trotskyists from administrative camps to concentration camps. Affairs relating
to political opposition to the regime must not be judged by special NKVD tribu-
nals, but in public juridical assemblies.

2. The work day in the camp must not exceed eight hours.
3. The food quota of the prisoners should not depend on their norm of output.

A cash bonus, not the food ration, should be used as a production incentive.
4. Separation, at work as well as in the barracks, of political prisoners and

common criminals.
5. The old, the ill, and women political prisoners should be moved from the po-

lar camps to camps where the climatic conditions were more favorable.
It was recommended, at the time of the meeting, that the sick, the invalids, and

the old should not participate in the hunger strike; however, all those in question
energetically rejected this proposal.

The meeting did not decide the day on which the hunger strike should begin; a
five-member directorate, headed by Gevorkian, was delegated to inform the other
Trotskyist groups spread over the immense territory containing the camps of
Ukhta-Pechora.
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Three weeks later, October 27, 1936, the massive hunger strike of the political
prisoners began, a strike without precedent and a model under Soviet camp condi-
tions. In the morning, at reveille, in almost every barrack, prisoners announced
themselves on strike. The barracks occupied by the Trotskyists participated 100
percent in the movement. Even the orderlies struck. Close to 1 ,ooo prisoners, of
whom half worked in the mine, participated in this tragedy, which lasted more than
four months.

Having begun the end of October 1936, the hunger strike lasted 132 days, end-
ing in March 1937. It culminated with the complete victory of the strikers who re-
ceived a radiogram from the headquarters of the NKVD, drawn up in these words:
"Inform the hunger strikers held in the Vorkuta mines that all their demands will
be satisfied."

The Trotskyists were then taken back to the mine, received food reserved for the
sick and, after a period of time, they went back to work, but only above ground;
certain of them worked in the office of the director of the mine, in the capacity of
paid workers, bookkeepers, economists, etc. Their work day did not exceed eight
hours; their food ration was not based on their production norm.

But little by little the other prisoners' interest in the strikers began to diminish.
Everyone's interest was now focused on the new trial at Moscow, which was being
broadcast by radio; besides, new prisoners began arriving at the end of June. Their
stories described mass arrests, outrages, executions without trial behind the walls
of the NKVD, and this all over the country. At the beginning, no one wanted to
believe this, particularly since the new arrivals spoke unwillingly and rather enig-
matically. But little by little, the bonds between them became tighter and the con-
versations franker. Without letup, new prisoners arrived from Russia; old friends
and acquaintances discovered each other: it no longer was possible not to believe
the stories.

In spite of these obvious facts, a certain number of prisoners waited with impa-
tience for the autumn of 1937 and the twentieth anniversary of the October Revo-
lution; they hoped, on this occasion as in 1927, that the government would declare
a large-scale amnesty, particularly since a little while earlier the very promising
"Stalinist Consititution" had been adopted. But the autumn brought bitter dis-
illusions.

The harsh regime of the camps grew abruptly worse. The sergeants and their as-
sistants in maintaining order—common criminals—having received new orders
from the camp director, armed themselves with clubs and pitilessly beat the prison-
ers. The guards, the watchmen close to the barracks, tormented the prisoners. To
amuse themselves during the night they fired on those who went to the toilets. Or
else, giving the order "On your bellies" they forced the prisoners to stretch out,
naked, for hours on the snow. Soon there were massive arrests. Almost every night,
GPU agents appeared in the barracks, called out certain names and led away those
called.

Certain Trotskyists, including Vladimir Ivanov, Kossior, and Trotsky's son, Ser-
gei Sedov, a modest and likeable youth, who had imprudently refused to follow his
parents into exile in 1928, were taken in a special convoy to Moscow. We can only
believe that Stalin was not satisfied simply to hurl them into the tundra; his sadistic
nature thirsted not only for blood; he wished first to immeasurably humiliate them
and torture them, coercing them into false self-accusations. Ivanov and Kossior dis-
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appeared without trace behind the walls of the Lubyanka prison. As for Sergei
Sedov, after a "treatment" at the Lubyanka he was "tried" at Sverdlovsk, where he
had worked as an engineer at the electric station; according to the newspaper stor-
ies, "He recalled having devoted himself to acts of sabotage" and other "crimes," for
which he was condemned to be shot. . . .

The whole winter of 1937-38 some prisoners, encamped in barracks at the
brickyard, starved and waited for a decision regarding their fate. Finally, in March,
three NKVD officers, with Kashketin at their head, arrived by plane at Vorkuta,
coming from Moscow. They came to the brickyard to interrogate the prisoners.
Thirty to forty were called each day, superficially questioned five to ten minutes
each, rudely insulted, forced to listen to vile name-calling and obscenities. Some
were greeted with punches in the face; Lt. Kashketin himself several times beat up
one of them, the Old Bolshevik Virap Virapov, a former member of the Central
Committee of Armenia.

At the end of March, a list of twenty-five was announced, among them Gevor-
kian, Virapov, Slavin, etc. . . . To each was delivered a kilo of bread and orders to
prepare himself for a new convoy. After fond farewells to their friends, they left the
barracks, and the convoy departed. Fifteen or twenty minutes later, not far away,
about half a kilometer, on the steep bank of the little river Verkhnyaya Vorkuta
(Upper Vorkuta), an abrupt volley resounded, followed by isolated and disorderly
shots; then all grew guiet again. Soon,the convoy's escort passed back near the bar-
racks. And it was clear to all in what sort of convoy the prisoners had been sent.

Two days later, there was a new call, this time of forty names. Once more there
was a ration of bread. Some, out of exhaustion, could no longer move; they were
promised a ride in a cart. Holding their breath, the prisoners remaining in the bar-
racks heard the grating of the snow under the feet of the departing convoy. For a
long time there was no sound; but all, on the watch, still listened. Nearly an hour
passed in this way. Then, again, shots resounded in the tundra; this time, they came
from much further away, in the direction of the narrow railway which passed three
kilometers from the brickyard. The second "convoy" definitely convinced those re-
maining behind that they had been irremediably condemned.

The executions in the tundra lasted the whole month of April and part of May.
Usually one day out of two, or one day out of three, thirty to forty prisoners were
called. It is characteristic to note that each time, some common criminals, repeat-
ers, were included. In order to terrorize the prisoners, the GPU, from time to time,
made publicly known by means of local radio, the list of those shot. Usually broad-
casts began as follows: "For counterrevolutionary agitation, sabotage, brigandage
in the camps, refusal to work, attempts to escape, the following have been
shot . . ." followed by a list of names of some political prisoners mixed with a
group of common criminals.

One time, a group of nearly a hundred, composed mainly of Trotskyists, was led
away to be shot. As they marched away, the condemned sang the "Internationale,"
joined by the voices of hundreds of prisoners remaining in camp.

At the beginning of May, a group of women were shot. Among them were the
Ukrainian Communist, Chumskaya, the wife of I. N. Smirnov, a Bolshevik since
1898 and ex-peoples' commissar (Olga, the daughter of Smirnov, a young girl, a
political, passionately fond of music, had been shot a year before in Moscow); the
wives of Kossior, of Melnais, etc. . . . One of these women had to walk on
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crutches. At the time of execution of a male prisoner, his imprisoned wife was au-
tomatically liable to capital punishment; and when it was a question of well-known
members of the Oppositon, this applied equally to any of his children over the age
of twelve.

In May, when hardly a hundred prisoners remained, the executions were inter-
rupted. Two weeks passed quietly; then all the prisoners were led in a convoy to the
mine. There it was learned that Yezhov had been dismissed, and that his place had
been taken by Beria. . . .

The Moscow Trials

Following the trials of Zinoviev and Kamenev in 1936 and Radek, Piatakov, et al. in
1937, Bukharin and Rykov were brought to trial in 1938 together with the Trotskyists
Rakovsky and Krestinsky and the former secret police chief Yagoda. Andrei Vyshinksy
was prosecutor in this as in the earlier trials, and reached new heights of fantasy in his
charges, ranging from a conspiracy to kill Lenin in 1918 to a recent plot with Germany
and Japan to partition the USSR and restore capitalism. All the defendants except
Krestinsky confessed readily, probably as the result of promises, threats, torture, and
ideological arguments in combination. Bukharin's last plea is interesting evidence of the
latter factor. As in the previous trials most of the defendants were shot, and those who
received prison terms were never heard from again.

The Indictment

. . . The investigation instituted by the organs of the People's Commissariat of
Internal Affairs has established that on the instructions of the intelligence services
of foreign states hostile to the U.S.S.R. the accused in the present case organized a
conspiratorial group named the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites," the object of
which was to overthrow the Socialist social and state system existing in the
U.S.S.R., to restore capitalism and the power of the bourgeoisie in the U.S.S.R., to
dismember the U.S.S.R. and to sever from it for the benefit of the aforementioned
states the Ukraine, Byelorussia, the Central Asiatic Republics, Georgia, Armenia
and Azerbaijan and the Maritime Region. . . .

Lacking all support within the U.S.S.R., the members of the "bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites" in their struggle against the Socialist social and state system existing in
the U.S.S.R. and for seizing power placed all their hopes exclusively upon the armed
assistance of foreign aggressors, who promised the conspirators this assistance on
the condition that the U.S.S.R. was to be dismembered and that the Ukraine, the
Maritime region, Byelorussia, the Central Asiatic Republics, Georgia, Armenia and
Azerbaijan were to be severed from the U.S.S.K

This agreement between the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites" and the represen-
tatives of the aforementioned foreign states was facilitated by the fact that many of
the leading participants of this conspiracy had long been agents of foreign intelli-
gence services and had for many years carried on espionage activities on behalf of
these intelligence services.

This applies first of all to one of the inspirers of the conspiracy, enemy of the

FROM: Report of Court Proceedings: The Case of the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites (Mos-
cow, People's Commissariat of Justice of the USSR, 1938, English edition, pp. 5-6, 36, 626,
648, 696-97, 767, 778-79)-
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people TROTSKY. His connection with the Gestapo was exhaustively proved at the
trials of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Terrorist Centre in August 1936, and of the
Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre in January 1937.

However, the materials in the possession of the investigating authorities in the
present case establish that tKe connections between the enemy of the people
TROTSKY and the German political police and the intelligence services of other coun-
tries were established at a much earlier date. The investigation has definitely estab-
lished that TROTSKY has been connected with the German intelligence service since
1921, and with the British Intelligence Service since 1926. . . .

The Fleas
THE PRESIDENT: Accused Bukharin, do you plead guilty to the charges brought

against you?
BUKHARIN: Yes, I plead guilty to the charges brought against me.
THE PRESIDENT: Accused Rykov, do you plead guilty to the charges brought

against you?
RYKOV: Yes, I do.
THE PRESIDENT: Accused Yagoda, do you plead guilty to the charges brought

against you?
YAGODA: Yes, I do.
THE PRESIDENT: Accused Krestinsky, do you plead guilty to the charges brought

against you?
KRESTINSKY: I plead not guilty. I am not a Trotskyite. I was never a member of the

bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, of whose existence I was not aware. Nor have I
committed any of the crimes with which I personally am charged, in particular I
plead not guilty to the charge of having had connections with the German intelli-
gence service.

THE PRESIDENT: Do you corroborate the confession you made at the preliminary
investigation?

KRESTINSKY: Yes, at the preliminary investigation I confessed, but I have never
been a Trotskyite.

THE PRESIDENT: I repeat the question, do you plead guilty?
KRESTINSKY: Before my arrest I was a member of the Communist Party of the So-

viet Union (Bolsheviks) and I remain one now.
THE PRESIDENT: Do you plead guilty to the charge of participating in espionage

activities and of participating in terrorist activities?
KRESTINSKY: I have never been a Trotskyite, I have never belonged to the bloc of

Rights and Trotskyites and have not committed a single crime.
THE PRESIDENT: Accused Rakovsky, do you plead guilty to the charges brought

against you?
RAKOVSKY: Yes, I do. . . .

Vyshinsky's Summation

. . . The Trotskyites and Bukharinites, that is to say, the "bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites," the leading lights of which are now in the prisoners' dock, is not a
political party, a political tendency, but a band of felonious criminals, and not
simply felonious criminals, but of criminals who have sold themselves to enemy in-
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telligence services, criminals whom even ordinary felons treat as the basest, the
lowest, the most contemptible, the most depraved of the depraved. . . .

The investigation established, and I deem it necessary to remind you of this here
in its full scope, Comrades Judges, that in 1918, immediately following the Oc-
tober Revolution, in the period of the conclusion of the Brest-Litovsk Peace, Bu-
kharin and his group of so-called "Left Communists," and Trotsky with his group,
together with the "Left" Socialist-Revolutionaries, organized a conspiracy against
Lenin as the head of the Soviet government.

Bukharin and the other conspirators, as can be seen from the materials of the
investigation, aimed at frustrating the Brest-Litovsk Peace, overthrowing the So-
viet government, arresting and killing Lenin, Stalin and Sverdlov,* and forming a
new government made up of Bukharinites, who then for purposes of camouflage
called themselves "Left Communists," and of Trotskyites and "Left" Socialist-
Revolutionaries. . . .

All the accused stand convicted of having, according to the indictment, in
1932-33 organized, on the instructions of intelligence services of foreign states, a
conspiratorial group called the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites," which set itself
the aim of committing the crimes which have been fully proved here.

It has been proved that this bloc consisted of agents of the intelligence services
of several foreign states, it has been proved that the "bloc of Rights and Trotsky-
ites" maintained regular illegitimate relations with certain foreign states with the
object of obtaining their help for putting into effect its criminal designs, for the
overthrow of the Soviet government and for establishing the power of the land-
lords and capitalists in the U.S.S.R

It has been proved that the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites" regularly engaged
in espionage on behalf of these states and supplied their intelligence services with
most important state secret material.

It has been proved that in pursuance of the same aims the "bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites" systematically perpetrated wrecking and diversionist acts in various
branches of our national economy—in the sphere of industry, agriculture, finance,
municipal economy, railways, etc.

It has been proved that the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites" organized a number
of terrorist acts against leaders of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bol-
sheviks) and of the Soviet government, that this "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites"
perpetrated terrorist acts against S. M. Kirov, V. R. Menzhinsky,t V. V. Kuibyshev,
A. M. Gorky, and also brought about the death of M. A. Peshkov.tt

It has been proved that the bloc had organized, but fortunately for us had not
succeeded in effecting, a number of terrorist acts against the leaders of our Party
and government.

Such are the circumstances of the present case. Such is the part taken in this case
by each of the accused who are now awaiting your verdict, Comrades Judges.

There exist no words with which one could depict the monstrousness of the

*Y. M. Sverdlov: Secretary of the party from 1917 until his death in 1919—Ed.

tMenzhinsky: Head of the GPU, 1922-34. He and the following men had apparently died
natural deaths, but were now alleged to be the victims of medical murders—Ed.

ttPeshkov. Gorky's son—Ed.
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crimes committed by the accused. But, I ask, do we need any more words for that?
No, Comrades Judges, these words are not needed. All the words have already
been spoken. Everything has been analysed to the minutest details. The entire peo-
ple now sees what these monsters are.

Our people and all honest people throughout the world are waiting for your just
verdict. May this verdict of yours resound through the whole of our great country
like a bell calling to new feats of heroism and to new victories! May your verdict
resound as the refreshing and purifying thunderstorm of just Soviet punishment!

Our whole country, from young to old, is awaiting and demanding one thing:
the traitors and spies who were selling our country to the enemy must be shot like
dirty dogs!

Our people are demanding one thing: crush the accursed reptile!
Time will pass. The graves of the hateful traitors will grow over with weeds and

thistle, they will be covered with eternal contempt of honest Soviet citizens, of the
entire Soviet people. But over us, over our happy country, our sun will shine with its
luminous rays as bright and as joyous as before. Over the road cleared of the last
scum and filth of the past, we, our people, with our beloved leader and teacher, the
great Stalin, at our head, will march as before onwards and onwards, towards
communism!

Bukharin's Last Plea

Citizen President and Citizens Judges, I fully agree with Citizen the Procurator
regarding the significance of the trial, at which were exposed our dastardly crimes,
the crimes committed by the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites," one of whose leaders
I was, and for all the activities of which I bear responsibility.

This trial, which is the concluding one of a series of trials, has exposed all the
crimes and the treasonable activities, it has exposed the historical significance and
the roots of our struggle against the Party and the Soviet government.

I have been in prison for over a year, and I therefore do not know what is going
on in the world. But, judging from those fragments of real life that sometimes
reached me by chance, I see, feel and understand that the interests which we so
criminally betrayed are entering a new phase of gigantic development, are now ap-
pearing in the international arena as a great and mighty factor of the international
proletarian phase.

We, the accused, are sitting on the other side of the barrier, and this barrier sep-
arates us from you, Citizens Judges. We found ourselves in the accursed ranks of the
counter-revolution, became traitors to the Socialist fatherland. . . .

. . . At such moments, Citizens Judges, everything personal, all the personal
incrustation, all the rancour, pride, and a number of other things, fall away, disap-
pear. And, in addition, when the reverberations of the broad international struggle
reach your ear, all this in its entirety does its work, and the result is the complete
internal moral victory of the U.S.S.R. over its kneeling opponents. I happened by
chance to get Feuchtwanger's book* from the prison library. There he refers to the
trials of the Trotskyites. It produced a profound impression on me; but I must say

* Evidently Lion Feuchtwanger, Moscow, M)37'> A Travel Report for My Friends (original German
edition, Amsterdam, 1937)—Ed.
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that Feuchtwanger did not get at the core of the matter. He stopped half way, not
everything was clear to him; when, as a matter of fact, everything is clear. World
history is a world court of judgment: A number of groups of Trotskyite leaders
went bankrupt and have been cast into the pit. That is true. But you cannot do
what Feuchtwanger does in relation to Trotsky in particular, when he places him
on the same plane as Stalin. Here his arguments are absolutely false. For in reality
the whole country stands behind Stalin; he is the hope of the world; he is a creator.
Napoleon once said that fate is politics. The fate of Trotsky is counter-revolutionary
politics.

I am about to finish. I am perhaps speaking for the last time in my life.
I am explaining how I came to realize the necessity of capitulating to the inves-

tigating authorities and to you, Citizens Judges. We came out against the joy of the
new life with the most criminal methods of struggle. I refute the accusation of hav-
ing plotted against the life of Vladimir Ilyich, but my counter-revolutionary con-
federates, and I at their head, endeavoured to murder Lenin's cause, which is being
carried on with such tremendous success by Stalin. The logic of this struggle led us
step by step into the blackest quagmire. And it has once more been proved that de-
parture from the position of Bolshevism means siding with political counter-
revolutionary banditry. Counter-revolutionary banditry has now been smashed, we
have been smashed, and we repent our frightful crimes. . . .

. . . I am kneeling before the country, before the Party, before the whole peo-
ple. The monstrousness of my crimes is immeasurable especially in the new stage of
the struggle of the U.S.S.R. May this trial be the last severe lesson, and may the
great might of the U.S.S.R. become clear to all. Let it be clear to all that the
counter-revolutionary thesis of the national limitedness of the U.S.S.R. has re-
mained suspended in the air like a wretched rag. Everbody perceives the wise lead-
ership of the country that is ensured by Stalin.

It is in the consciousness of this that I await the verdict. What matters is not the
personal feelings of a repentant enemy, but the flourishing progress of the U.S.S.R
and its international importance. . . .

The Purges and Torture

In 1939 Stalin issued in the name of the Central Committee his retroactive approval
of the methods of torture which the NKVD used to obtain confessions.

The Central Committee of the Ail-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) explains
that the application of methods of physical pressure in NKVD practice is permissi-
ble from 1937 on in accordance with permission of the Central Committee of the
All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks). . . . It is known that all bourgeois in-
telligence services use methods of physical influence against the representatives of
the socialist proletariat and that they use them in their most scandalous form. The

FROM: Stalin, Telegram to regional and republic secretaries of Communist Party committees,
to the People's Commissars of Internal Affairs, and to the heads of NKVD organizations, January
20, 1939 (quoted by Khrushchev in his secret speech of February 25, 1956; English translation by
the United States Department of State in The Anti-Stalin Campaign, New York, Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1956, p. 41).
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question arises as to why the socialist intelligence service should be more humani-
tarian against the mad agents of the bourgeoisie, against the deadly enemies of the
working class and the kolkhoz workers. The Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) considers that physical pressure should still be used
obligatorily, as an exception applicable to known and obstinate enemies of the
people, as a method both justifiable and appropriate.

Stalin as a Philosopher

A new history of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, written under Stalin's
direction, was published in 1938 to bring the past into line with the purge charges.
Stalin personally contributed a chapter on the philosophy of Marxism, in which he put
special stress on the historical role of the proper ideas and theories.

. . . The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism lies in the fact that it does
base its practical activity on the needs of the development of the material life of so-
ciety and never divorces itself from the real life of society.

It does not follow from Marx's words, however, that social ideas, theories, polit-
ical views and political institutions are of no significance in the life of society, that
they do not reciprocally affect social being, the development of the material condi-
tions of the life of society. We have been speaking so far of the origin of social ideas,
theories, views and political institutions, of the way they arise, of the fact that the
spiritual life of society is a reflection of the conditions of its material life. As regards
the significance of social ideas, theories, views and political institutions, as regards
their role in history, historical materialism, far from denying them, stresses the im-
portant role and significance of these factors in the life of society, in its history.

There are different kinds of social ideas and theories. There are old ideas and
theories which have outlived their day and which serve the interests of the mori-
bund forces of society. Their significance lies in the fact that they hamper the de-
velopment, the progress of society. Then there are new and advanced ideas and
theories which serve the interests of the advanced forces of society. Their signifi-
cance lies in the fact that they facilitate the development, the progress of society;
and their significance is the greater the more accurately they reflect the needs of
development of the material life of society.

New social ideas and theories arise only after the development of the material
life of society has set new tasks before society. But once they have arisen they be-
come a most potent force which facilitates the carrying out of the new tasks set by
the development of the material life of society, a force which facilitates the progress
of society. It is precisely here that the tremendous organizing, mobilizing and
transforming value of new ideas, new theories, new political views and new politi-
cal institutions manifests itself. New social ideas and theories arise precisely be-
cause they are necessary to society, because is is impossible to carry out the urgent
tasks of development of the material life of society without their organizing, mobil-
izing and transforming action. Arising out of the new tasks set by the development
of the material life of society, the new social ideas and theories force their way

FROM: Stalin, "Dialectical and Historical Materialism" (from the History of the CPSU(B): Short
Course, 1938; in Problems of Leninism, pp. 726-28).
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through, become the possession of the masses, mobilize and organize them against
the moribund forces of society, and thus facilitate the overthrow of these forces,
which hamper the development of the material life of society.

Thus social ideas, theories and political institutions, having arisen on the basis
of the urgent tasks of the development of the material life of society, the develop-
ment of social being, themselves then react upon social being, upon the material
life of society, creating the conditions necessary for completely carrying out the ur-
gent tasks of the material life of society, and for rendering its further development
possible.

In this connection, Marx says: "Theory becomes a material force as soon as it
has gripped the masses."

Hence, in order to be able to influence the conditions of material life of society
and to accelerate their development and their improvement, the party of the prole-
tariat must rely upon such a social theory, such a social idea as correctly reflects the
needs of development of the material life of society, and which is therefore capable
of setting into motion broad masses of the people and of mobilizing them and or-
ganizing them into a great army of the proletarian party, prepared to smash the
reactionary forces and to clear the way for the advanced forces of society.

The fall of the "Economists" and Mensheviks was due, among other things, to
the fact that they did not recognize the mobilizing, organizing and transforming
role of advanced theory, of advanced ideas and, sinking to vulgar materialism, re-
duced the role of these factors almost to nothing, thus condemning the Party to
passivity and inanition.

The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism is derived from the fact that it
relies upon an advanced theory which correctly reflects the needs of development
of the material life of society, that it elevates theory to a proper level, and that it
deems it its duty to utilize every ounce of the mobilizing, organizing and trans-
forming power of this theory.

That is the answer historical materialism gives to the question of the relation be-
tween social being and social consciousness, between the conditions of develop-
ment of material life and the development of the spiritual life of society. . . .

Vyshinsky on the New Law

The final step in the enunciation of the new Stalinist social principles was the purge
of Pashukanis and his theory of the diminishing role of law. In place of this Vyshinsky
hailed the Stalin Constitution of 1936 and asserted that law of the socialist type would
remain firmly in effect until the distant date when the state withered away.

The proletariat requires the state, state apparatus, a definite state order—the social-
ist legal order, which signifies the stability of socialist social relationships and of
socialist discipline, respect for the rules of socialist life in common, respect and
preservation inviolate of social, socialist property—the bases of the entire Soviet
order, the observance of all Soviet laws. Special forms of the class struggle corre-
spond to the epoch of the proletarian dictatorship, and the state during this period

FROM: Vyshinsky, e<±, The Law of the Soviet State (1938; English translation by Hugh W. Babb,
New York, 1948, pp. 4 7 - 4 8 , 52, 54-57 ; copyright 1948 by the American Council of Learned
Societies. Reprinted with permission of The Macmillan Co.
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is confronted with special problems related to those forms and responsive to the
demands of this period. . . .

The dictatorship of the proletariat solves the problems of the proletarian revolu-
tion both with the aid of law and with the assistance of measures strictly defined by
statute, through administrative and judicial organs. The dictatorship of the proletar-
iat is authority unlimited by any statutes whatever. But the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, creating its own laws, makes use of them, demands that they be observed,
and punishes breach of them. Dictatorship of the proletariat does not signify
anarchy and disorder but, on the contrary, strict order and firm authority which
operates upon strict principles, set out in the fundamental law of the proletarian
state—the Soviet Constitution. . . .

The greatest expression of the development of proletarian democracy—and at
the same time of the organic synthesis of the principles thereof and of the proletar-
ian dictatorship—is the Stalin Constitution, which records in the form of law the
brilliant and epoch-making triumphs of socialism. It is at the same time the greatest
monument of Soviet socialist law, the greatest historical act, in which is expressed
the will of the Soviet people, the will of the working classes. The Stalin Constitu-
tion signifies the ultimate strengthening of the Soviet order, of the proletarian dic-
tatorship, which rests on a still more mighty socialist basis than had ever existed in
the previous twenty years of the history of our socialist revolution. It reveals the ul-
timate essence of socialist democracy, which is the direct consequence of the tri-
umph of the proletarian dictatorship and the integration of the development of the
Soviet socialist state order. . . .

As a means of control on the part of society, a means of regulating social rela-
tionships, a method and means of preserving the interests of socialist society and
the rights and interests of citizens, Soviet law carries out a social function of gigan-
tic importance—without which the socialist state could not get along until that
time when it completely withers away.

Law—like the state—will wither away only in the highest phase of communism,
with the annihilation of the capitalist encirclement; when all will learn to get along
without special rules defining the conduct of people under the threat of punish-
ment and with the aid of constraint; when people are so accustomed to observe the
fundamental rules of community life that they will fulfill them without constraint
of any sort. Until then, however, there is necessity for general control, firm disci-
pline in labor and in community life, and complete subordination of all the new
society's work to a truly democratic state. . . .

"Socialism does not deny individual interests—it amalgamates them with those
of the group. Socialism cannot be isolated from individual interests—only socialist
society can most completely satisfy them. Moreover, socialist society represents the
only firm guarantee that individual interests will be preserved" (Stalin).

These teachings of Stalin define also the path of development of Soviet civil law
and the problems before us in this field—problems of developing and reinforcing
Soviet civil law.

The extent of the perversions in the field of the Marxist-Leninist theory of law is
particularly apparent in the liquidation of the discipline of Soviet civil law by
Stuchka* and his followers, who have now come actually to be wreckers and traitors.

*P. I. Stuchka: former Commissar of Justice and President of the Supreme Court—Ed.
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The whole depth of these perversions is particularly conspicuous in our time, when
the greatest of human constitutions, the Stalin Constitution, allots a particularly
honored place to the civil rights of Soviet people, when civil legal relationships are
raised, in conditions of socialist society, to the highest degree of their development.
Unfortunately the perversions of the Marxist theory of law went far deeper than
would be inferred from the foregoing. A group of traitors, headed by Pashukanis
and others, sat for a number of years in the former Institute of Soviet Construction
and Law, and systematically practiced the distortion of the fundamental and most
important principles of Marxist-Leninist methodology in the field of law. . . .

. . . Each in his field wrought not a little to pervert the great doctrine of Marx-
Engels-Lenin-Stalin, so as to disarm Soviet jurists and expose them to the putrid
vapor of all kinds of and-Marxist, anti-Leninist "theories" whereby our enemies
sought to sully the pure source of great and truly scientific thought. Because of the
work of these wreckers over a period of years, the extremely rich scientific inheri-
tance of Marx-Engels-Lenin, and the equally rich works of Stalin, which guarantee
the further development of Soviet legal science, remained unutilized and insuffi-
ciently elaborated. . . .

They denied the very possibility of the development of Soviet law as socialist
law. They tried mechanically to transfer the legal institutions of one epoch (that of
imperialistic capitalism) into another (that of socialism), perverting the basic meth-
odological settings of Marxism-Leninism, which teaches that law, or the legal su-
perstructure, can and must be explained in the last analysis out of the economic
structure of society, out of its relationships of production. . . .

Stalin on the State and the Intelligentsia

At the Eighteenth Party Congress in March, 1939, Stalin undertook to explain theo-
retically the role of the Soviet state (to all intents and purposes permanent), both in de-
veloping the country and in protecting it against the "capitalist encirclement." He
added a defense of the "Soviet intelligentsia"—meaning all the middle and upper strata
of white-collar, technical, and managerial employees of the government—which con-
firmed that political preference for "proletarians" had come to an end.

. . . The state arose because society split up into antagonistic classes; it arose in
order to keep in check the exploited majority in the interests of the exploiting min-
ority. The instruments of state power became concentrated mainly in the army, the
penal organs, the intelligence service, the prisons. Two basic functions characterize
the activity of the state: at home (the main function), to keep in check the exploited
majority; abroad (not the main function), to extend the territory of its class, the
ruling class, at the expense of the territory of other states, or to defend the territory
of its own state from attack by other states. Such was the case in slave society and
under feudalism. Such is the case under capitalism.

In order to overthrow capitalism it was necessary not only to remove the bour-
geoisie from power, not only to expropriate the capitalists, but also to smash en-
tirely the bourgeois state machine, its old army, its bureaucratic officialdom and its

FROM: Stalin, Report on the Work of the Central Committee, to the Eighteenth Congress of
the CPSU(B) (March, 1939; Problems of Leninism, pp. 795-800).
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police force, and to substitute for it a new, proletarian form of state, a new, social-
ist state. And that, as we know, is exactly what the Bolsheviks did. But it does not at
all follow that the new, proletarian state may not retain certain functions of the old
state, modified to suit the requirements of the proletarian state. Still less does it fol-
low that the forms of our socialist state must remain unchanged, that all the origi-
nal functions of our state must be fully retained in the future. As a matter of fact,
the forms of our state are changing and will continue to change in line with the de-
velopment of our country and with the changes in the international situation.

Lenin was absolutely right when he said:

"The forms of bourgeois states are extremely varied, but their essence is the same: all
these states, whatever their form, in the final analysis are inevitably the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie. The transition from capitalism to communism certainly cannot but yield a
great abundance and variety of political forms, but the essence will inevitably be the
same: the dictatorship of the proletariat."

Since the October Revolution, our socialist state has in its development passed
through two main phases.

The first phase was the period from the October Revolution to the elimination
of the exploiting classes. The principal task in that period was to suppress the
resistance of the overthrown classes, to organize the defence of the country against
the attack of the interventionists, to restore industry and agriculture, and to pre-
pare the conditions for the elimination of the capitalist elements. Accordingly, in
this period our state performed two main functions. The first function was to sup-
press the overthrown classes within the country. In this respect our state bore a su-
perficial resemblance to previous states, whose functions had also been to suppress
recalcitrants, with the fundamental difference, however, that our state suppressed
the exploiting minority in the interests of the labouring majority, while previous
states had suppressed the exploited majority in the interests of the exploiting min-
ority. The second function was to defend the country from foreign attack. In this
respect it likewise bore a superficial resemblance to previous states, which also un-
dertook the armed defence of their countries, with the fundamental difference,
however, that our state defended from foreign attack the gains of the labouring
majority, while previous states in such cases defended the wealth and privileges of
the exploiting minority. Our state had yet a third function: this was economic and
organizational work and cultural and educational work performed by our state bod-
ies with the purpose of developing the young shoots of the new, socialist economic
system and re-educating the people in the spirit of socialism. But this new function
did not attain any considerable development in that period.

The second phase was the period from the elimination of the capitalist elements
in town and country to the complete victory of the socialist economic system and
the adoption of the new Constitution. The principal task in this period was to or-
ganize socialist economy throughout the country and to eliminate the last rem-
nants of the capitalist elements, to organize a cultural revolution, and to organize a
thoroughly modern army for the defence of the country. And the functions of our
socialist state changed accordingly. The function of military suppression inside the
country ceased, died away; for exploitation had been abolished, there were no more
exploiters left, and so there was no one to suppress. In place of this function of
suppression the state acquired the function of protecting socialist property from
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thieves and pilferers of the property of the people. The function of armed defence
of the country from foreign attack fully remained; consequently, the Red Army and
the Navy also fully remained, as did the penal organs and the intelligence service,
which are indispensable for the detection and punishment of the spies, assassins
and wreckers sent into our country by foreign intelligence services. The function of
the state organs as regards economic and organizational work, and cultural and
educational work, remained and was developed to the full. Now the main task of
our state inside the country lies in peaceful economic and organizational work, and
cultural and educational work. As for our army, penal organs, and intelligence ser-
vice, their edge is no longer turned to the inside of the country but to the outside,
against external enemies.

As you see, we now have an entirely new, socialist state, one without precedent
in history and differing considerably in form and functions from the socialist state
of the first phase.

But development cannot stop there. We are moving ahead, towards commu-
nism. Will our state remain in the period of communism also?

Yes, it will, if the capitalist encirclement is not liquidated, and if the danger of
foreign military attack is not eliminated, although naturally, the forms of our state
will again change in conformity with the change in the situation at home and
abroad.

No, it will not remain and will wither away if the capitalist encirclement is liqui-
dated and is replaced by a socialist encirclement.

That is how the question stands with regard to the socialist state. . . .
In spite of the fact that the position of the Party on the question of the Soviet

intelligentsia is perfectly clear, there are still current in our Party views hostile to
the Soviet intelligentsia and incompatible with the Party position. As you know,
those who hold these false views practise a disdainful and contemptuous attitude
toward the Soviet intelligentsia and regard it as a force alien and even hostile to the
working class and the peasantry. True, during the period of Soviet development the
intelligentsia has undergone a radical change both in composition and status. It has
become closer to the people and is honestly collaborating with it, in which respect
it differs fundamentally from the old, bourgeois intelligentsia. But this apparently
means nothing to these comrades. They go on harping on the old tune and
wrongly apply to the Soviet intelligentsia views and attitudes which were justified
in the old days when the intelligentsia was in the service of the landlords and
capitalists. . . .

But the position with regard to the intelligentsia has radically changed since the
October Revolution, since the defeat of the foreign armed intervention, and espe-
cially since the victory of industrialization and collectivization, when the abolition
of exploitation and the firm establishment of the socialist economic system made it
effectively possible to give the country a new Constitution and to put it into effect.
. . . Parallel with this painful process of differentiation and break-up of the old in-
telligentsia there was going on a rapid process of formation, mobilization and
mustering of forces of a new intelligentsia. Hundreds of thousands of young peo-
ple from the ranks of the working class, the peasantry and the working intelligent-
sia entered the universities and technical colleges, from which they emerged to
reinforce the attenuated ranks of the intelligentsia. They infused fresh blood into it
and animated it with a new, Soviet spirit. They radically changed the whole aspect
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of the intelligentsia, moulding it in their own form and image. The remnants of the
old intelligentsia were dissolved in the new, Soviet intelligentsia, the intelligentsia
of the people. There thus arose a new, Soviet intelligentsia, intimately bound up
with the people and, for the most part, ready to serve them faithfully and loyally.

As a result, we now have a numerous, new, popular, socialist intelligentsia, fun-
damentally different from the old, bourgeois intelligentsia both in composition and
in social and political character.

The old theory about the intelligentsia, which taught that it should be distrusted
and combated, fully applied to the old prerevolutionary intelligentsia, which served
the landlords and capitalists. That theory is now out-of-date and does not fit our
new, Soviet intelligentsia. A new theory is needed for our new intelligentsia, one
teaching the necessity for a cordial attitude towards it, solicitude and respect for it,
and cooperation with it in the interests of the working class and the peasantry. . . .

The Second World War

The German invasion of 1941 and the imperatives of total mobilization inflicted
colossal material and human costs on the Soviet people. Yet, despite the government's
initial panic, the Soviet political and economic system as fashioned by Stalin was reaf-
firmed as the optimum framework for the national struggle. This was the thesis of the
appraisal of the war years published in 1947 by the State Planning Chief Nikolai A.
Voznesensky. Shortly afterwards, Voznesensky perished in the purge of supporters of
Stalin's lieutenant Andrei Zhdanov following the death of the latter in 1948

a) Mobilization Against the German Invasion

The perfidious attack by Fascist Germany on the Soviet Union is continuing.
The aim of this attack is the destruction of the Soviet system, the seizure of Soviet
lands, the enslavement of the peoples of the Soviet Union, the pillaging of our
country, the seizure of our grain and petroleum, the restoration of the power of
landlords and capitalists. . . .

In spite of the serious threat that has arisen for our country, certain party, gov-
ernmental, trade union, and Komsomol organizations and their leaders still do not
understand the meaning of this threat, still do not realize the significance of this
threat, live in an easy-going, peacetime state of mind, and do not understand that
the war has drastically changed the situation, that our Motherland is in the greatest
danger and that we must quickly and resolutely put all our work on a war footing.

The Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and the CC of the AUCP(B)
require all party, governmental, trade-union, and Komsomol organizations to put
an end to business as usual and to mobilize all our organizations and all the efforts
of the people to crush the enemy and mercilessly punish the invading hordes of
German Fascism.

The Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and the CC of the AUCP(B)
demand that you:

1) In merciless struggle with the enemy, defend every inch of Soviet territory,

FROM: Directive of the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and the CC of the
AUCP(B) to Party and Governmental Organizations of Regions near the Front, June 29, 1941,
first published in full in Izvestiya TsK, no. 6, 1991, pp. 218-20 (editor's translation).
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fight to the last drop of blood for our cities and villages, and demonstrate the
boldness, initiative, and smarts that are in the nature of our people.

2) Organize across-the-board help for the fighting Army, assure the organized
conduct of the mobilization of reserves, assure the supply to the Army of every-
thing it needs, the rapid movement of transport of troops and military freight, full
help to the wounded by making hospitals, schools, clubs, institutions available as
military hospitals.

3) Strengthen the rear of the Red Army by subordinating all your activity to the
interests of the front; assure the intensified work of alt enterprises; explain to all
the toilers their obligations in the situation that has arisen; organize the security of
plants, electric power stations, bridges, telephone and telegraph hook-ups; orga-
nize a merciless struggle with every sort of disorganizes of the rear, deserters,
panic-mongerers, rumor-spreaders; annihilate spies, diversionists, enemy parachut-
ists; displaying in all this rapid cooperation with the extermination battalions. All
Communists must realize that the enemy is treacherous, sly, and skilled in decep-
tion and in spreading false rumors, and must take all this into account in their
work and not succumb to provocations.

4) When units of the Red Army are forced to retreat, destroy railroad rolling
stock and do not leave the enemy as much as one locomotive or one car, do not
leave the enemy even one kilogram of grain or one liter of fuel. Collective farmers
must drive away their livestock and turn over their grain to the care of state organs
for its removal into rear areas. All valuable property that cannot be removed includ-
ing non-ferrous metals, grain, and fuel, must absolutely be destroyed.

5) Set up partisan units and diversionary groups in districts occupied by the
enemy, struggle with units of the enemy army, ignite partisan warfare everywhere,
blow up bridges and roads, cut telephone and telegraph lines, burn storehouses,
etc. Create intolerable conditions for the enemy and all his accomplices in occupied
districts, pursue and destroy them at every step, disrupt all their measures.

For the direction of all this activity in a timely way, under the responsibility of
first secretaries of provincial committees and district committees, set up reliable
underground cells and safe houses with the best people in every city, district center,
workers' settlement, railroad station, in state farms and collective farms.

6) Turn over immediately to the Military Tribrunal all those who by their panic-
mongering and cowardice interfere with the work of defense, regardless of who
they are. . . .

The Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and the CC of the AUCP(B)
declare that in the war unleashed upon us by Fascist Germany the question is being
decided of the life and death of the Soviet state, the question whether the peoples
of the Soviet Union will be free or fall into slavery.

Now everything depends on our ability quickly to organize ourselves and act
without losing a minute of time, not missing any possibility in the struggle with
the enemy.

The task of Bolsheviks is to solidify the whole people around the party of Lenin
and Stalin and around the Soviet government for selfless support of the Red Army
and for victory.
(signed) Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR and Sec-

retary of the CC of the AUCP(B), I. Stalin. Deputy Chairman of the
Council of People's Commissars of the USSR, V. Molotov.

29 June 1941



Soviet Communism: Transformation under Stalin, 1929-1Q53 225

b) The Economic Impact of the War

The Great Patriotic War of 1941-45 has radically transformed the national
economy of the USSR, converted the Soviet economy in the interests of a victor-
ious war, and created peculiar laws of the war period. It is a special period of so-
cialist economics, a period of war economics in the history of the USSR A
separate chapter in the political economy of socialism corresponds to it—the polit-
ical economy of the Patriotic War.

The unity of the national interests of the peoples of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics exhibited itself with all its force in the Great Patriotic War; socialism
against fascism, the Soviet people against Germans infected with Nazism. The war
against Fascist Germany became the holy war of all the peoples inhabiting the So-
viet Union for their national existence, for their homeland, for socialism. . . .

Following the directives of Comrade Stalin, the Soviet army and the armed na-
tion of the Soviet Union, led by the party of Communists-Bolsheviks, fought for
every inch of Soviet soil, for our cities and villages, exhibiting the greatest valor
and endurance. During the forced retreat of units of the Soviet army in the initial
period of the Patriotic War, Soviet railroad men drove back rolling stock; workers,
engineers and mechanics moved out equipment and went east; collective farmers
drove back livestock and moved grain into rear areas. In the regions of the USSR
occupied by the enemy during the Patriotic War guerrilla forces and diversionist
groups were organized to fight against units of the enemy army. Everywhere the
flames of guerrilla warfare were spreading, creating unbearable conditions for the
German occupiers and their collaborators. This feat of the Soviet people in the re-
gions occupied by Hitlerite Germany will remain for many ages a monument to
valor, heroism and devotion to the homeland.

During the Patriotic War, the front and the rear were welded into a single unde-
featable camp in which the union of workers and peasants and the friendship of the
peoples of the multi-national Soviet Union were strengthened ever further. Com-
rade Stalin said that any other state suffering such losses as our homeland would
not have stood the tests and would have collapsed. The Soviet system has proved its
great durability based on the leadership of our battle-tested party of Lenin-Stalin,
on the victory of socialism, on the union of workers and peasants, on the unity of
the peoples of the Soviet Union.

Bearing firmly and valiantly the war-time privations, the working class, kolkhoz
peasantry, and the Soviet intelligentsia created with their heroic labor during the
Patriotic War a solid war economy and assured our Soviet Army and our Navy of
excellent war equipment, food, material supplies and fuel. The peoples of the So-
viet Union furnished to their army continuous replacements from the ranks of their
best sons and daughters, who multiplied the honor and glory of Soviet arms. The
Soviet nation has demonstrated itself before the whole world to be an heroic na-
tion, a warrior nation.

During the most difficult period of the Patriotic War, Comrade Stalin was in-
spiring the peoples of the Soviet Union and its armed forces for a struggle and vic-
tory. Endurance in the struggle with German hordes and confidence in the victory

FROM: Nikolai A. Voznesensky, The Economy of the USSR during World War II (Washington,
D.C., Public Affairs Press, 1948), pp. 1, 3-4, 12-13, 21-22, 32, 97-98; reprinted by permission
of the publisher.
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of our just cause emanated from the Great Stalin throughout the whole land, weld-
ing together the nation and the army and transforming the USSR into an unassail-
able fortress. . . .

The Patriotic War demanded an immediate conversion of the Soviet economy to
a wartime economic basis. Resolutions of the All-Union Communist Party (of Bol-
sheviks) and of the Soviet government, and the directives of Comrade Stalin during
the very first days of the Great Patriotic War defined the program of conversion of
peacetime socialist economics to wartime socialist economics.

The creation of the State Defense Committee, which had merged Soviet execu-
tive and legislative authority and the party leadership in the country, assured the or-
derliness and unity of action in the mobilization of all resources of the economy
for the needs of the Great Patriotic War. . . .

The wartime conversion of the economy of the USSR was carried out under the
direction of the organizer of our victories, the Great Stalin, in the course of the sec-
ond half of 1941 and the first half of 1942. The nucleus of economic and political
personnel, created and trained by the party of Lenin-Stalin during the period of
peacetime construction, assured the war-time conversion of the economy without
which our victory would have been impossible. The people of the Soviet Union
who had given their heroic labor to the Soviet Army, had organizers and leaders
that were devoted to their people and to their party until the end.

The wartime conversion of the economy of the USSR found its expression in
the war economy plans. A week after the beginning of the Patriotic War, the Soviet
government adopted the first wartime plan—"the mobilizational economic plan"
for the third quarter of 1941. This plan was one of the first attempts to convert the
economy of the USSR and to transfer socialist economics to a wartime economic
basis. It supplanted the plan for the development of the economy for the third
quarter of 1941 which was intended for a relatively peaceful period and was
adopted by the government before the beginning of the Patriotic War.

In comparison with the plan adopted before the war, the schedule of output of
war equipment in the mobilizational economic plan for the third quarter of 1941
was increased by 26 percent. The volume of capital projects was decreased and the
reduction in capital projects was primarily connected with the redistribution of met-
als in favor of war production. A list of priority construction was confirmed, which
included war enterprises, electric stations, enterprises of the fuel, metallurgical, and
chemical industries, and the construction of railroads. The plan provided for the
concentration of capital projects and material resources in the construction of de-
fense enterprises in the regions of the Volga, the Urals, and Western Siberia. Rail-
road car loading was retained at the prewar volume only for coal, petroleum
products, metals, and grain, as, owing to the increase in military hauls, it was im-
possible to guarantee the fulfillment of the plan with respect to the rest of com-
mercial freight. The plan for retail trade was reduced by 12 percent, which was
caused by the diversion of the retail stocks of commodities to the Soviet Army. Of
22 thousand metal-cutting machine tools manufactured domestically, the produc-
tion of which was called for by the quarterly plan, about 14 thousand machine
tools were allocated to the enterprises of the Ministeries of Ammunition, Arma-
ments, and Aviation Industry. The mobilization plan for the third quarter of 1941
converted the economy for service to the Great Patriotic War. However, experience
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had shown that this change was insufficient. The war was penetrating the economy
more decisively and more extensively all the time.

On August 16, 1941, the Soviet government adopted the "war economic plan"
for the fourth quarter of 1941 and for 1942 for the regions of the Volga, the Urals,
Western Siberia, Kazakhstan, and Central Asia, which was prepared under assign-
ment from Comrade Stalin. This plan was drawn up with the intention of relocat-
ing industry to the eastern regions of the USSR, and of intensifying war production,
essential for the needs of the Patriotic War, in those regions. . . .

While the process of wartime increasing socialist reproduction was taking place
in the eastern regions of the USSR, a heroic process of reconstructing the socialist
economy destroyed by Hitlerite Germany was taking place in the course of the Pa-
triotic War in the northwestern, western, central, southeastern, and southern eco-
nomic regions of the USSR

This process of reconstruction was proceeding in the regions liberated from
German occupation in which the red banner of the Soviets was planted anew after
the defeat of the enemy. Reconstruction of the economy was taking place in the
frontal regions as well, where a part of the enterprises was either destroyed as a re-
sult of enemy bombing and artillery fire or evacuated to the eastern regions of the
country and then reconstructed after the front had moved to the west.

The reconstruction of the economy in the liberated and frontal regions in the
course of the Patriotic War represents a heroic feat by the peoples of the Soviet
Union. In the general balance sheet of the war economy of the USSR, the recon-
struction and growth in production in the frontal and liberated regions had a tre-
mendous importance for the supplying of the needs of the front and especially for
the raising of the political and the material levels of the population of the liberated
regions. . . .

The material damage inflicted on the economy of the USSR by Hitlerite Ger-
many and her accomplices can be expressed in terms of the loss of output and in-
come by the population and the state as a result of the cessation of production in
the occupied territory of the USSR Production in state and cooperative enterprises
had ceased on a considerable part of the territory of the USSR occupied by the
Germans during the Patriotic War. After the liberation of the occupied regions by
the Soviet Army, the volume of production still continued to be below the prewar
volume for a long time. As a result, a tremendous amount of goods failed to be
produced in the USSR

The following failed to be produced, and consequently were lost to the econ-
omy, in the occupied regions and enterprises of the USSR during the period of the
Patriotic War only: 307 million tons of hard coal, 72 billion kilowatt-hours of
electric power, 38 million tons of steel, 136 thousand tons of aluminum, 58 thou-
sand tractors, 90 thousand metal-cutting machine tools, 63 million quintals of
sugar, 11 billion poods of grain, 1,922 million quintals of potatoes, 68 million
quintals of meat, and 567 million quintals of milk. This colossal quantity of goods
would have been produced in the occupied regions and enterprises of the USSR
even if the production in these regions and enterprises had remained at the 1940
level.

Not a single capitalist country in all its past history or in modern war has sus-
tained such losses and barbaric destruction on the part of aggressors, as has our
homeland. . . .
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Stalin and the Or thodox Church

In 1943, as a further step to mobilize traditionalist support for his regime, as well as
to counteract collaborationist sentiment in the German-occupied part of the country,
Stalin extended a measure of recognition to the Russian Orthodox Church and allowed
restoration of the office of the Patriarch (defunct since the time of Peter the Great ex-
cept for a brief period during the revolution). Since then the Orthodox Church has
functioned legally, despite restrictions until the 1980s on any expansion and on the reli-
gious education of children. Other faiths—Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, Moslem—
continued to suffer harassment, especially where they were associated with international
allegiance or minority separatism.

Stalin Receives Metropolitan Sergei

On September 4 the Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars of the
USSR, Comrade J. V. Stalin, held a reception, during which a conversation took
place with the Acting Patriarch Metropolitan Sergei, Metropolitan Aleksei of Len-
ingrad, and Metropolitan Nikolai of Kiev and Galicia, Exarch of the Ukraine.

During the conversation Metropolitan Sergei made it known to the Chairman
of the Council of People's Commissars that in the governing circles of the Or-
thodox Church there is an intention in the near future to convene a Council of
Bishops to elect a Patriarch of Moscow and all Russia and to form a Holy Synod
under the Patriarch.

Head of government Comrade J. V. Stalin responded sympathetically to this
proposal and stated that on the part of the government there will be no obstacles
to this.

Also present in the conversation was Deputy Chairman of the Council of Peo-
ple's Commissars of the USSR Comrade V. M. Molotov.

The Council of Bishops of the Orthodox Church

On 8 September in Moscow there was held the Council of Bishops of the Or-
thodox Church, convened to elect a Patriarch of Moscow and All Russia and to
form a Holy Synod under the Patriarch.

The Council of Bishops unanimously elected Metropolitan Sergei as Patriarch
of Moscow and All Russia.

The Council furthermore adopted unanimously the statement addressed by
Metropolitan Sergei to the Government of the USSR expressing thanks for its at-
tention to the needs of the Russian Orthodox Church. Archbishop Grigory of Sa-
ratov read a statement to the Christians of the whole world. This document,
containing an appeal for the unification of all forces in the struggle against Hitler-
ism, was also adopted unanimously by the Council. . . .

Statement of the Council of the Most Reverend Hierarchy of the Russian
Orthodox Church to the Soviet Government (September 8, 1943)

Deeply moved by the sympathetic attitude of our national Leader and Head of
the Soviet Government, J. V. STALIN, toward the needs of the Russian Orthodox
Church and toward our modest works, we, his humble servants, express to the

FROM: Zhurnal Moskovskoi Patriarkhii (Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate), No. 1, September
12, 1943, pp. 5, 6, 11, 16 (editor's translation).
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Government our council's sincere gratitude and joyful conviction that, encouraged
by this sympathy, we will redouble our share of work in the nationwide struggle for
the salvation of the motherland.

Let the Heavenly Head of the Church bless the works of the Government with
the Creator's blessing and let him crown our struggle in a just cause with the vic-
tory we long for and the liberation of suffering humanity from the dark bondage of
fascism.

(Signed by Sergei, Metropolitan of Moscow and Kolomna, and eighteen other
metropolitans, archbishops and bishops.)

Condemnation of Traitors to the Faith and the Fatherland (September 8,
J943)

Alongside the gratifying manifestations of patriotic activity by the Orthodox
clergy and laity it is all the sadder to see manifestations of a contrary character.
Among the clergy and laity there are those who, forgetting their fear of God, dare
to take advantage of the common misfortune: they meet the Germans like invited
guests, make themselves available for service, and sometimes commit outright trea-
son, for example betraying to the enemy their fellows among the partisans and oth-
ers who are sacrificing themselves for the motherland. An obliging conscience, of
course, is always ready to suggest justification even for such conduct. But the
treachery of Judas will never cease to be the treachery of Judas. Just as Judas de-
stroyed his own soul and bodily bore an exceptional punishment even here on
earth, so these traitors, preparing themselves to perish for eternity, do not avoid
the fate of Cain on earth. The Fascists will suffer just retribution for their plunder,
murder and other evil needs. Nor can mercy be expected by these stooges of the
Fascists who do well for themselves at the expense of their brothers and behind
their backs.

The Holy Orthodox Church, Russian and Eastern, has already pronounced its
condemnation of traitors to the Christian cause and betrayers of the Church. And
today, gathered in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, we affirm
this condemnation and declare that anyone guilty of betraying the cause of the
Church and going over to the side of Fascism is an enemy of Christ the Lord and
is excommunicated, and if a bishop or cleric is removed from office. Amen.

(Signed by Metropolitan Sergei of Moscow and eighteen other metropolitans,
archbishops and bishops.)

Wartime Defections: The Vlasov Movement

In 1941 the German invaders were met with mass surrenders and widespread collab-
oration on the part of people who had been terrorized by Stalinism or demoralized by
Red Army reverses. Among their prisoners the Nazis allowed a limited political and
military organization to be formed under the leadership of Andrei Vlasov, a lieutenant
general in the Red Army who had been captured in 1942 while attempting to break the
siege of Leningrad. Formalized in 1944 as the "Committee for the Liberation of the
Peoples of Russia," the Vlasov movement proclaimed in the so-called "Prague Mani-

FROM: Manifesto of the Committee for the Liberation of the Peoples of Russia, November 14,
1944 (English translation in George Fischer, Soviet Opposition to Stalin, Cambridge, Mass., Har-
vard University Press, 1952, pp. 194-97. Reprinted by permission).
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festo" (influenced by the captured political commissar and Bukharinist Milenty Zykov)
a program for a democratic Russia harking back to the policies of the NEP. Ironically,
the only major action in which Vlasov troops were involved was when they turned
against the Germans to help in the liberation of Prague in May, 1945. Nevertheless, af-
ter they were rounded up by the Red Army or forcibly repatriated by the Americans and
British, Vlasov and other leaders were executed for treason and the rank and file were
sentenced to the labor camps.

Countrymen! Brothers, and sisters!
In this hour of great trials we must decide the fate of our homeland, our peoples,
and our own fate.

Mankind is going through an era of the greatest upheavals. The present world
war is a fight to the finish of opposing political systems.

It is fought by the powers of imperialism, led by the plutocrats of England and
the USA, whose power is based on the suppression and exploitation of other coun-
tries and peoples. It is fought by the powers of internationalism, led by the Stalin
clique, dreaming of world revolution and the destruction of the national indepen-
dence of other countries and peoples. It is fought by freedom-loving nations, who
thirst to live their own way of life, determined by their historical and national de-
velopment. . . .

For more than a quarter of a century the peoples of Russia have experienced the
burden of Bolshevik tyranny.

In the Revolution of 1917 the peoples who inhabited the Russian Empire
sought to realize their aspirations for justice, general welfare, and national free-
dom. They revolted against the spent regime of the Tsar, which did not and could
not abolish the causes of social injustice, the remnants of serfdom, and the eco-
nomic and cultural backwardness. But after the Tsarist empire was overthrown by
the peoples of Russia in February 1917, the parties and leaders were unable to de-
cide on bold and consequent reforms. With their ambiguous policy, their com-
promises and their unwillingness to assume responsibility before the future, they
failed to justify themselves before the people. The people spontaneously followed
those who promised them immediate peace, land, freedom, and bread, those who
advanced the most radical slogans. The Bolshevik Party promised the people a
social-order system, where the people could live happily and, for this, the people
made incalculable sacrifices. It is not the fault of the people that this party, after
seizing power, not only failed to realize the demands of the people but, strengthen-
ing their repressive organs more and more, robbed the people of the rights they
had won, and forced the people into permanent misery, into lawlessness, and into
the most unscrupulous exploitation. . . .

The Bolsheviks condemned the peoples of our homeland to permanent misery,
hunger, and extinction, to spiritual and physical slavery, and, finally they forced
them into a criminal war for causes foreign to them.

All this is being camouflaged with the lie about the democratism of the Stalin
constitution and the building of a socialist society. No other country in the world
has or ever had such a low standard of living, while the material wealth of the
country is so enormous. No other country has had such trammeling of rights and
humiliation of the individual personality as there has been and remains under the
Bolshevik system.

The peoples of Russia have lost forever their faith in Bolshevism, where the state
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is an all-devouring machine and the people have become impoverished slaves with-
out any rights. . . .

The Committee for the Liberation of the Peoples of Russia has as its aim:
(a) The overthrow of Stalin's tyranny, the liberation of the peoples of Russia

from the Bolshevik system, and the restitution of those rights to the peoples of
Russia which they fought for and won in the people's revolution of 1917;

(b) Discontinuation of the war and an honorable peace with Germany;
(c) Creation of a new free People's political system without Bolsheviks and

exploiters.
As the basis for the new political system of the peoples of Russia the committee

lays down the following main principles:
(1) Equality of all peoples of Russia and their real right for national develop-

ment, self-determination, and state independence;
(2) Establishment of a national labor system where the interests of the state are

subordinated to the task of raising the welfare and the development of the nation;
(3) Maintenance of peace, establishment of friendly relations with all countries,

and international cooperation to the greatest possible extent;
(4) Extensive government measures to strengthen family and marriage; real

equality of rights for women;
(5) Liquidation of forced labor and guarantee to all laboring people of the

right to free labor as the basis for their material well-being; determination of wages
for all types of labor that provide for a civilized standard of living;

(6) Liquidation of the kolkhozes, and gratuitous turnover of the land to the
peasants as their private property; free choice of forms of land use; freedom to dis-
pose of the products of one's own labor, abolition of forced deliveries, and annul-
ment of debts to the Soviet government;

(7) Establishment of inviolable private property earned by work; re-establish-
ment of trade, crafts, artisan enterprises, and furnishing to private initiative the
right and opportunity to participate in the economic life of the country;

(8) Providing the intellectuals with the opportunity to create freely for the well-
being of their people;

(9) The guarantee of social justice and protection for laboring people against
any kind of exploitation, regardless of their origin and their former activity;

(10) Establishment for all, without exceptions, of a real right to free education,
medical care, vacation, and old-age security;

(11) Destruction of the system of terror and tyranny; liquidation of forced re-
settlement and mass deportation; establishment of genuine freedom of religion,
conscience, speech, assembly, and press; guarantee of inviolability of persons, their
property, and homes: equality of all before the law, independence and public pro-
ceedings of the courts;

(12) Release of all political prisoners of Bolshevism, and the return home of
those in the prisons and camps who suffered reprisals for their struggle against
Bolshevism; no vengeance or persecution whatsoever of those who discontinue
their fight for Stalin and Bolshevism, regardless of whether they fought from con-
viction or coercion;

(13) Rehabilitation of national property destroyed during the war—towns, vil-
lages, factories, and plants—at the expense of the government;

(14) Support of war invalids and their families by the state.
The destruction of Bolshevism is an urgent task of all progressive forces. The
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Committee for the Liberation of the Peoples of Russia is convinced that the united
efforts of the peoples of Russia will receive support from all the freedom-loving na-
tions of the world. . . .

Stalin on the Great-Russians

One aspect of Stalin's later conservatism was his acknowledgment of the national
pride of the "Great-Russian" (i.e., Russian-speaking) majority of the Soviet population,
together with considerable Russification of the cultures of the minorities. At the close
of World War II Stalin singled out the Great-Russians to credit them with the victory.

Comrades, permit me to propose another toast, the last one.
I would like to propose that we drink to the health of the Soviet people, and

primarily of the Russian people. (Loud and prolonged appluase and cheers)
I drink primarily to the health of the Russian people because it is the most out-

standing of all the nations that constitute the Soviet Union.
I drink to the health of the Russian people, because, during this war, it has

earned universal recognition as the guiding force of the Soviet Union among all
the peoples of our country.

I drink to the health of the Russian people, not only because it is the leading
people, but also because it is gifted with a clear mind, a staunch character, and
patience.

Our Government committed no few mistakes; at times our position was desper-
ate, as in 1941-42, when our army was retreating, abandoning our native villages
and towns in the Ukraine, Byelorussia, Moldavia, the Leningrad Region,the Baltic
Region, and the Karelo-Finnish Republic, abandoning them because there was no
other alternative. Another people might have said to the government: You have not
come up to our expectations. Get out. We shall appoint another government,
which will conclude peace with Germany and ensure tranquility for us. But the
Russian people did not do that, for they were confident that the policy their Gov-
ernment was pursuing was correct; and they made sacrifices in order to ensure the
defeat of Germany. And this confidence which the Russian people displayed in the
Soviet Government proved to be the decisive factor which ensured our historic vic-
tory over the enemy of mankind, over fascism.

I thank the Russian people for this confidence!
To the health of the Russian people! (Loud and prolonged applause)

Stalin's Analysis of Victory

In February, 1946, Stalin took the occasion of a "campaign" meeting preceding the
usual single-slate election to claim that victory in World War II vindicated his policies
of intensive industrialization, collectivization, and purging.

FROM: Stalin, Speech at the Reception in the Kremlin in Honour of the Commanders of the
Red Army Troops, May 24, 1945 (English translation in Stalin, On the Great Patriotic War of the
Soviet Union, Moscow, Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1954, pp. 241-42).

FROM: Stalin, Pre-Election Speech of February 9, 1946 (English translation in The Strategy and
Tactics of World Communism: Supplement I, "One Hundred Years of Communism, 1848-1948,"
U.S. House of Representatives Document No. 619, 80th Congress, 2nd Session, Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1948, pp. 170-78).
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Our victory means, first of all, that our Soviet social order has triumphed, that the
Soviet social order has successfully passed the ordeal in the fire of war and has
proved its unquestionable vitality. . . .

. . . The point now is that the Soviet social order has shown itself more stable
and capable of enduring than a non-Soviet social order, that the Soviet social order
is a form of organization, a society superior to any non-Soviet social order. . . .

Of course, victory cannot be achieved without gallantry. But gallantry alone is
not enough to vanquish an enemy who has a large army, first-class armaments,
well-trained officer cadres, and a fairly good organization of supplies. To meet the
blow of such an enemy, to repulse him and then to inflict utter defeat upon him
required, in addition to the matchless gallantry of our troops, fully up-to-date ar-
maments and adequate quantites of them as well as well-organized supplies in suf-
ficient quantities.

But that, in turn, necessitated having—and in adequate amounts—such elemen-
tary things as metal for the manufacture of armaments, equipment and machinery
for factories, fuel to keep the factories and transport going, cotton for the manu-
facture of uniforms, and grain for supplying the Army.

Can it be claimed that before entering the Second World War our country al-
ready commanded the necessary minimum material potentialities for satisfying all
these requirements in the main? I think it can. In order to prepare for this tre-
mendous job we had to carry out three Five-Year Plans of national economic devel-
opment. It was precisely these three Five-Year Plans that helped us to create these
material potentialities. At any rate, our country's position in this respect before the
Second World War, in 1940, was several times better than it was before the First
World War, in 1913. . . .

Such an unprecedented increase in production cannot be regarded as the simple
and usual development of a country from backwardness to progress. It was a leap
by which our Motherland was transformed from a backward into an advanced
country, from an agrarian into an industrial country. . . .

By what policy did the Communist Party succeed in providing these material
potentialities in the country in such a short time?

First of all, by the Soviet policy of industrializing the country.
The Soviet method of industrializing the country differs radically from the capi-

talist method of industrialization. In capitalist countries industrialization usually
begins with light industry. . . .

. . . Naturally, the Communist Party could not take this course. The Party knew
that a war was looming, that the country could not be defended without heavy in-
dustry, that the development of heavy industry must be undertaken as soon as pos-
sible, that to be behind with this would mean to lose out. The Party remembered
Lenin's words to the effect that without heavy industry it would be impossible to
uphold the country's independence, that without it the Soviet order might perish.

Accordingly the Communist Party of our country rejected the "usual" course of
industrialization and began the work of industrializing the country by developing
heavy industry. It was very difficult, but not impossible. A valuable aid in this work
was the nationalization of industry and banking, which made possible the rapid ac-
cumulation and transfer of funds to heavy industry.

There can be no doubt that without this it would have been impossible to secure
our country's transformation into an industrial country in such a short time.

Second, by a policy of collectivization of agriculture.
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In order to do away with our backwardness in agriculture and to provide the
country with greater quantities of marketable grain, cotton, and so forth, it was es-
sential to pass from small-scale peasant farming to large-scale farming, for only
large-scale farming can make use of new machinery, apply all the achievements of
agronomical science and yield greater quantities of marketable produce.

There are, however, two kinds of large farms—capitalist and collective. The
Communist Party could not adopt the capitalist path of development of agricul-
ture, and not as a matter of principle alone but also because it implies too pro-
longed a development and involves preliminary ruination of the peasants and their
transformation into farm hands. Therefore, the Communist Party took the path of
the collectivization of agriculture, the path of creating large-scale farming by unit-
ing peasant farms into collective farms.

The method of collectivization proved a highly progressive method not only be-
cause it did not involve the ruination of the peasants but especially because it per-
mitted, within a few years, the covering of the entire country with large collective
farms which are able to use new machinery, take advantage of all the achievements
of agronomic science and give the country greater quantities of marketable
produce.

There is no doubt that without a collectivization policy we could not in such a
short time have done away with the age-old backwardness of our agriculture.

It cannot be said that the Party's policy encountered no resistance. Not only
backward people, such as always decry everything new, but many prominent
members of the Party as well, systematically dragged the Party backward and tried
by hook or by crook to divert it to the "usual" capitalist path of development. All
the anti-Party machinations of the Trotskyites and the Rightists, all their "activities"
in sabotaging the measures of our Government, pursued the single aim of frustrat-
ing the Party's policy and obstructing the work of industrialization and collectivi-
zation. But the Party did not yield either to the threats from one side or the wails
from the other and advanced confidently regardless of everything. . . .

The Communist Party's plans of work for the immediate future . . . are set
forth in the new Five-Year Plan which is shortly to be endorsed. The principal aims
of the new Five-Year Plan are to rehabilitate the ravaged areas of the country, to re-
store the prewar level in industry and agriculture, and then to surpass this level in
more or less substantial measure. To say nothing of the fact that the rationing sys-
tem will shortly be abolished (stormy, prolonged applause), special attention will be
devoted to extending the production of consumer goods, to raising the living stan-
dard of the working people by steadily lowering the prices of all goods {stormy, pro-
longed applause), and to the widespread construction of all manner of scientific
research institutions (applause) that can give science the opportunity to develop its
potentialities. (Stormy applause)

I have no doubt that if we give our scientists proper assistance they will be able
in the near future not only to overtake but to surpass the achievements of science
beyond the boundaries of our country. (Prolonged applause)

As regards the plans for a longer period ahead, the Party means to organize a
new mighty upsurge in the national economy, which would allow us to increase
our industrial production, for example, three times over as compared with the
prewar period. We must achieve a situation where our industry can produce an-
nually up to 50 million tons of pig iron (prolonged applause), up to 60 million tons
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of steel (prolonged applause), up to 500 million tons of coal {prolonged applause), and
up to 60 million tons of oil. (Prolonged applause) Only under such conditions can
we consider that our homeland will be guaranteed against all possible accidents.
(Stormy applause) That will take three more Five-Year Plans, I should think, if not
more. But it can be done and we must do it. (Stormy applause)

Such is my brief report on the Communist Party's work in the recent past and
its plans of work for the future.

It is for you to judge how correctly the Party has been working and whether it
could not have worked better. . . .

. . . The Communist Party is prepared to accept the electors' verdict. (Stormy
applause)

In the election struggle the Communist Party is not alone. It goes to the polls in
a bloc with non-Party people. In by-gone days the Communists treated non-Party
people and non-Party status with some mistrust. This was due to the fact that the
non-Party flag was not infrequently used as a camouflage by various bourgeois
groups for whom it was not advantageous to face the electorate without a mask.

That was the case in the past. But now we have different times. Our non-Party
people are now divided from the bourgeoisie by a barrier known as the Soviet so-
cial order. This same barrier unites non-Party people with the Communists in a
single community of Soviet men and women. Living in this single community they
struggled together to build up the might of our country, fought and shed their
blood together on the battle fronts for the sake of our country, and in greatness
worked together to forge a victory over the enemies of our country and did forge
that victory. The only difference between them is that some belong to the Party,
others do not. But that is a formal difference. The important thing is that both are
furthering the same common cause. Therefore the bloc of Communists and non-
Party people is a natural and vital thing. (Stormy, prolonged applause)

In conclusion, allow me to thank you for the confidence you have shown me
(prolonged, unabating applause; shout from the audience: "Hurrah for the great captain
of all victories, Comrade Stalin!") in nominating me to the Supreme Soviet. You need
not doubt that I shall do my best to justify your trust.

(All rise. Prolonged, unabating applause turning into an ovation. From all parts of
the hall come cheers: "Long live our great Stalin! Hurrah!" "Hurrah far the great leader
of the peoples!" "Glory to the great Stalin!" ccLong live Comrade Stalin, the candidate of
the entire nation!" "Glory to Comrade Stalin, the creator of all our victories!")

The Zhdanov Movement

Stalin's heir apparent from the end of the war until his death in 1948 was Andrei
Zhdanov, who figured particularly in the ideological sphere. In August, 1946, Zhdanov
launched an intensive campaign of ideological retightening, in a savage attack on certain
writers and literary journals for allowing themselves to fall under "bourgeois" influences.

FROM: Zhdanov, Report to the Leningrad Branch of the Union of Soviet Writers and the Lenin-
grad City Committee of the Communist Party, August 21, 1946 (English translation in George S.
Counts and Nucia Lodge, The Country of the Blind: the Soviet System of Mind Control, Boston, 1949,
pp. 86-90, 95-96. Copyright 1949 by George S. Counts and Nucia Lodge. Copyright renewed
1977 by Martha Counts. Reprinted by permission of Houghton Mifflin Company).
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Such criticism was then extended to virtually every other field of culture and learning,
and until Stalin's death Soviet intellectual life was at its most regimented and barren.

. . . We demand that our comrades, both as leaders in literary affairs and as
writers, be guided by the vital force of the Soviet order—its politics. Only thus can
our youth be reared, not in a devil-may-care attitude and a spirit of ideological in-
difference, but in a strong and vigorous revolutionary spirit.

It is known that Leninism incarnated all the best traditions of the Russian revo-
lutionary democrats of the nineteenth century and that our Soviet culture has risen,
developed, and flowered on the basis of a critical working over of the cultural heri-
tage of the past. In the sphere of literature our Party, through the words of Lenin
and Stalin, has recognized more than once the tremendous significance of the great
Russian revolutionary-democratic writers and critics—Belinsky, Dobroliubov,
Chernyshevsky, Saltykov-Shchedrin, and Plekhanov. Beginning with Belinsky, all of
the best representatives of the revolutionary-democratic Russian intelligentsia re-
pudiated so-called "pure art" and "art for art's sake." They were heralds of art for
the people, of art of high ideological and social significance. Art cannot separate it-
self from the fate of the people. . . .

V. I. Lenin was the first to formulate with utmost precision the attitude of ad-
vanced social thought toward literature and art. I remind you of Lenin's well-
known article, "Party Organization and Party Literature," written at the end of
1905, in which he showed with characteristic force that literature cannot be non-
Party, that it must be an important component part of the general proletarian
cause. In this article Lenin lays the foundations on which the development of our
Soviet literature is based. He wrote as follows:

"Literature must become Party. As a counterpoise to bourgeois morals, to the bour-
geois commercial press, to bourgeois literary careerism and individualism, to 'manorial
anarchism' and the pursuit of gain, the socialist proletariat must promote and develop
the principle of Party literature and bring this principle to life in the most complete and
integral form possible. . . ."

Leninism proceeds from the fact that our literature cannot be politically indiffer-
ent, cannot be "art for art's sake." On the contrary, it is called upon to play an im-
portant leading role in social life.

From this position issues the Leninist principle of partisanship in literature—a
most important contribution of V. I. Lenin to the science of literature. . . .

Leninism recognizes the tremendous socially-transforming significance of our
literature. For our Soviet literature to permit a lowering of its vast educational role
would mean a development backward, a return "to the stone age."

Comrade Stalin called our writers engineers of human souls. This definition has
profound meaning. It speaks of the enormous responsibility of Soviet writers for the
education of the people and for the education of Soviet youth. It says that wastage
in literary work is intolerable. . . .

Recently large gaps and weaknesses have been exposed on the ideological front.
It suffices to remind you of the backwardness of our cinema, of the littering of our
theatrical-dramatic repertoire with inferior productions, not to mention what hap-
pened in the journals Zvezda ["star"] and Leningrad. The Central Committee was
compelled to interfere and introduce decisive corrections. It had no right to soften
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its blow against those who forget their obligations to the people and for the educa-
tion of the young. If we want to turn the attention of our active members to ques-
tions of ideological work and bring order here, if we want to give clear direction in
this work, we must be quick, as befits Soviet people and Bolsheviks, to criticize
mistakes and weaknesses in ideological work. Only then will we be able to correct
matters. . . .

Our successes within our country as well as in the international arena do not
please the bourgeois world. As a result of the second world war the positions of
socialism have been strengthened. The question of socialism has been placed on the
order of the day in many countries of Europe. This is unpleasant to imperialists of
all colors. They are afraid of socialism. They fear socialism and our socialist coun-
try, which is a model for all progressive mankind. Imperialists and their ideological
servants, their writers and journalists, their politicians and diplomats, strive in ev-
ery way to defame our country, to present it in a wrong light, to slander socialism.
Under these conditions the task of Soviet literature is not only to reply, blow for
blow, to all this base calumny and to the assaults on our Soviet culture and on so-
cialism, but also to lash out boldly and attack bourgeois culture which is in a state
of emaciation and depravity.

However outwardly beautiful the form that clothes the creative work of the fash-
ionable contemporary bourgeois West-European and American writers, and also
film and theatrical producers, still they can neither redeem nor lift up their bour-
geois culture. That culture is putrid and baneful in its moral foundations. It has
been put at the service of private capitalist property, at the service of the egotistic
and selfish interests of the highest stratum of bourgeois society. The entire host of
bourgeois writers, of film and theatrical producers, is striving to divert the atten-
tion of the advanced strata of society from acute questions of the political and so-
cial struggle and to shift attention into the channel of vulgar and ideologically
empty literature and art, crowded with gangsters, chorus girls, praise of adultery,
and the affairs of adventurers and rogues of every kind.

Is the role of worshipers or pupils of bourgeois culture becoming to us, Soviet
patriots and representatives of the most advanced Soviet culture? Certainly our liter-
ature, which reflects a social order higher than any bourgeois-democratic order and
a culture many times higher than bourgeois culture, has the right to teach others
this new universal morality. Where will you find such people and such a country as
ours? Where will you find the magnificent qualities which our people displayed in
the Great Patriotic War and which they display in their daily work as they pass to
the peaceful restoration and development of economy and culture? Every day our
people rise higher and ever higher. Today we are not what we were yesterday, and
tomorrow we shall not be as we are today. Already we are not the same Russians we
were before 1917, our Russia is different, our character is not the same. We have
changed and grown along with the great reforms which have profoundly changed
the face of our country.

To reveal these new high qualities of Soviet persons, not only to reveal our peo-
ple in their today, but also to give a glimpse of them in their tomorrow, to help
light the way ahead with a searchlight—such is the task of every conscientious So-
viet writer. The writer cannot trudge along at the tail of events; he must march in
the front ranks of the people, pointing out to them the road of their development.
Guided by the method of socialist realism, studying conscientiously and attentively
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our reality, striving to penetrate more deeply into the essence of the processes of
our development, the writer must educate the people and arm them ideologically.
While selecting the best sentiments and qualities of Soviet man and revealing his
tomorrow, we must at the same time show our people what they must not be and
scourge the vestiges of yesterday, vestiges which hamper the Soviet people in their
forward march. Soviet writers must assist the people, the state, and the Party in the
education of our youth to be cheerful, confident of their own strength, and fearful
of no difficulties. . . .

Party Control of Science-Genetics

Since the 1930's the conventional study of genetics in the USSR had been chal-
lenged by a pseudo-scientific quack, Trofim D. Lysenko, who claimed to speak in the
name of Marxism. In 1948 Lysenko's "Michurinist" doctrine of the inheritance of ac-
quired characteristics received party sanction, and biologists who refused to accept this
were summarily purged on grounds of "reactionary bourgeois idealism."

The Session of the V. I. Lenin All-Union Academy of Agricultural Sciences
(LAAAS) has placed a number of important problems before Soviet biological
science, whose solution must contribute to the great work of socialistic construc-
tion. The Session of the LAAAS has revealed the reactionary, anti-national nature
of the Weismann-Morgan-Mendel movement in biological science,* and has ex-
posed its actual bearers. The destruction of the anti-Michurinist movement has
opened new possibilities for the creative development of all branches of advanced
biological science.

The materials of the LAAAS Session have shown, with all transparency, that
there has been in progress a struggle between two diametrically opposite, accord-
ing to their ideological and theoretical concepts, movements in biological science:
the struggle of a progressive, materialistic, Michurinist movement against a reac-
tionary, idealistic, Weismannist-Morganist movement.

The Michurinist movement, having creatively enriched the theory of evolution
and revealed the laws of development of living nature, has through its methods of
controlled alteration of the nature of plants and animals made an outstanding con-
tribution to the practice of socialistic agriculture. The Weismannist-Morganist
movement, maintaining the independence of hereditary changes of an organism
from its characteristics of form and its conditions of life, has supported the idealis-
tic and metaphysical views, torn apart from life; has disarmed practical workers in
agriculture from their goal of improving existing and creating new varieties of
plants and animal breeds; and has occupied itself with fruitless experiments.

The Academy of Sciences not only failed to take part in the struggle against the
reactionary bourgeois movement in biological science, but actually supported repre-

FROM: Resolution of the Presidium of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, August 26, 1948,
"On the Question of the Status and Problems of Biological Science in the Institutes and Institu-
tions of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR" (English translation in Conway Zirkle, ed., Death
of a Science in Russia, Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 1949, pp. 285-86, 288; re-
printed by permission of the publisher).

*I.e., the standard conception of inheritance through the genes—Ed.
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sentatives of formal-genetic pseudoscience in the Institute of Cytology, Histology,
and Embryology; in the Institute of Morphological Evolution; in the Institute of
Plant Physiology; in the Main Botanical Gardens; and in other biological institu-
tions of the Academy of Sciences.

The Praesidium of the Academy of Sciences, USSR, admits that its work in di-
recting the Academy's biological institutes was unsatisfactory. . . .

The brilliant transformer of nature, I. V. Michurin, created by his efforts a new
epoch in the development of Darwinism. The teaching of I. V. Michurin is founded
on the great creative force of Marxist-Leninist philosophy. Michurinist teaching
sets for itself the most important task of controlling organic nature; of creating
new forms of plants and animals necessary for a socialistic society.

Tsarist Russia was incapable of evaluating the significance and transforming
force of I. V. Michurin's scientific creative genius.

Michurin was discovered for our people and for advanced science through the
genius of Lenin and Stalin. In an epoch of Socialism, Michurin's teaching has
proved to be a powerful lever in the matter of the transformation of nature. It has
received wide opportunities for its development, and popular acclaim.

If in its old form Darwinism set before itself only the problem of explanation of
the evolutionary process, then Michurin's teaching, receiving further development
through the works of T. D. Lysenko, has set and solves the problem of controlled
alteration of hereditary characteristics of plants and animals, has set and solves the
problem of controlling the process of evolution.

T. D. Lysenko and his adherents and students have made an essential contribu-
tion to Michurinist biological science, to the goal of the development of socialistic
agricultural economy, to the concern of the struggle for abundant yields of agricul-
tural crops and productivity of animal husbandry.

The Praesidium of the Academy of Sciences, USSR, obliges the Division of Bio-
logical Sciences, biologists, and all naturalists working in the Academy of Sciences
to reorganize their work radically; to assume the leadership in the struggle against
idealistic and reactionary teachings in science; against toadyism and servility to for-
eign pseudoscience. The natural-history scientific institutes of the Academy of
Sciences must fight actively for a continual progress of native biological science
and, in the first place, for the further development of the teachings established by
I. V. Michurin, V. V. Dokuchayev, and V. R. Williams, continued and developed by
T. D. Lysenko.

The Campaign Against "Cosmopolitanism"

A new wave of ideological tightening-up swept the Soviet Union in 1949. Historians
and literary critics in particular were attacked for the "denationalized cosmopolitanism"
which failed to assert the superiority of Russian culture and facilitated contamination by
"imperialist" influences. History was reduced to a device for national glorification of
Russia. The campaign had a marked anti-Jewish aspect; Yiddish-language culture in the

FROM: Editorial, "On the Tasks of Soviet Historians in the Struggle with Manifestations of
Bourgeois Ideology," Voprosy Istorii (Questions of History), No. 2, 1949, pp. 3-6, 13 (editor's
translation; this number did not appear until July, 1949).
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USSR was virtually obliterated, while the other minorities were forced to acknowledge
the past and present virtues of Great-Russian domination.

Historical science plays a great role in the cause of educating and uplifting the mass
of the people, and it is the strongest instrument of class struggle on the ideological
front. The exploiting classes have always tried and are trying to utilize historical
science for the purpose of making their class domination eternal. In the interests of
the ruling classes bourgeois historians falsify history. Only in the Soviet socialist
society has history been transformed into a genuine science, which, using the sole
scientific method of historical materialism, studies the laws of the development of
human society and in the first instance the history of its productive forces and pro-
ductive relations, the history of the toiling mass of the people.

Soviet historical science not only explains the past, but also gives the key to the
correct understanding of contemporary political events and aids in understanding
the perspectives of the development of society, nations, and states.

The creators of Soviet historical science, the teachers and educators of the So-
viet cadres of historians, are Lenin and Stalin. In the works of Lenin and Stalin the
foundations of historical science are laid down, the classical evaluations of the most
important questions of world history are given, the most important questions of
modern and contemporary history and especially of the history of the peoples of
the USSR are worked out. Lenin and Stalin are the foundation-layers of the study
of the Soviet period of the history of our country. . . .

A bunch of nationless cosmopolitans have been preaching a national nihilism
hostile to our world view. Defending the anti-scientific and reactionary idea of a
"single world stream" of the development of culture, the cosmopolitans declared
that such concepts as national culture, national traditions, national priority in
scientific and technical discoveries, were antiquated and outlived. They denied and
bemoaned the national forms of socialist culture, and refused to admit that the best
traditions and cultural achievements of the peoples of the USSR—above all, the
traditions and cultural achievements of the Russian people—provided the basis for
Soviet socialist culture. The nationless cosmopolitans have slandered the great Rus-
sian people and have propagated a false assertion about its centuries-old backward-
ness, about the foreign origin of Russian culture and about the absence of national
traditions among the Russian people. They have denied and discredited the best
achievements of Soviet culture and have tried to deprecate it in favor of the corrupt
culture of the bourgeois West.

In this manner nationless cosmopolitanism is closely bound up with subser-
vience toward things foreign. The preaching of cosmopolitan ideas is harmful and
dangerous because they are aimed against Soviet patriotism, they undermine the
cause of educating the Soviet people in a spirit of patriotic pride in our socialist
motherland, in the great Soviet people. Therefore, it is a matter of special impor-
tance and immediacy to uproot all manifestations of cosmopolitanism from our lit-
erature, art and science.

Bourgeois cosmopolitanism, moreover, represents a special danger because at
the present time it is an ideological weapon of the struggle of international reac-
tion against socialism and democracy, an ideological cover for the efforts of the
American imperialists to establish world domination.

The events of the last few years show what a dangerous enemy cosmopolitanism
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is of the freedom and independence of nations. Screening themselves with ideas
about the "world economy," a "world state," and "world government," and pro-
claiming the idea of getting rid of national sovereignty supposedly as antiquated, the
cunning businessmen and politicians of Wall Street are operating in the countries of
Europe and Asia to suppress the national independence of the nations and prepare
war against the Soviet Union and the countries of People's Democracy. . . .

Since it is a manifestation of bourgeois ideology, cosmopolitanism does not at all
stand in contrast to its other forms, but finds in them—in bourgeois objectivism
and bourgeois nationalism, in Kadet liberalism and social-reformism—its allies, and
a nutritious milieu and the basis for its development. The bourgeois objectivist cas-
trates the historical process of its class content, extols the reactionary sides of the
historical past, worships the old conservative principles, and hates the new revolu-
tionary principles. The bourgeois cosmopolitan castrates the historical process not
only of its class content, but also of its national form. To the clear Marxist-Leninist
class analysis of the historical process, which teaches about national factors as well
as social-economic ones, he counterposes flimsy idealistic schemes of cultural bor-
rowing and the affiliation of ideas as the foundation of the historical process.

This is why we must not weaken our struggle against other forms of the mani-
festation of bourgeois ideology.

Individual manifestations of the conceptions of bourgeois cosmopolitanism take
place even in Soviet historical science.

In their time cosmopolitan ideas were implanted by M. N. Pokrovsky* and his
anti-historical "school." Replacing historical materialism with vulgar sociologism,
the "school" of Pokrovsky falsified and distorted historical events, blackened the
great past of the peoples of our country, and ridiculed the national traditions of the
Russian people. The party destroyed the Pokrovsky movement, but some notions of
this "school" have been current in historical science to the present time. The mani-
festation of cosmopolitan ideas has also been facilitated by the as yet not com-
pletely outlived influence of the traditions of the old, pre-revolutionary aristocratic
and bourgeois historiography, which, as is known, cultivated all kinds of cosmopol-
itan "theories." Finally, cosmopolitan conceptions penetrate our historical science
from the bourgeois-imperialist encirclement, for cosmopolitanism is one of the
ideological instruments directed from Wall Street and its agencies and aimed at
weakening Soviet patriotism, at weakening the will of the Soviet people to struggle
for communism.

Such are the roots of bourgeois cosmopolitanism manifested in the field of his-
torical science by a bunch of nationless cosmopolitans who are divorced from the
people and their strivings.

The nationless cosmopolitans of our day distort the history of the heroic strug-
gle of the Russian people against their oppressors and foreign usurpers, they depre-
cate the leading role of the Russian proletariat in the history of the revolutionary
struggle of the whole world as well as of Russia, they shade over the socialist char-
acter and international significance of the Great October Socialist Revolution, they
falsify and distort the world-historical role of the Russian people in the construc-
tion of a socialist society and in the victory over the enemy of mankind—German
fascism—in the Great Patriotic War. . . .

* Pokrovsky: the leading Soviet historian until his death in 1932. In 1936 he was posthumously
condemned for his ultramaterialist and antinationalist views—Ed.
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Soviet historians must be impassioned, militant Bolshevik propagandists, they
must pose the substantive problems of history and boldly work them out. The So-
viet historical front must not resemble a quiet creek or a rear-area bivouac. Soviet
historians have all the foundations for fulfilling those present tasks which our
party, the government and Comrade Stalin personally have set before us.

Soviet historians must march in the front ranks of the fighters against the bour-
geois ideology of Anglo-American imperialism, to expose Anglo-American impe-
rialism and its reactionary essence, to expose social-reformism, which falsifies and
adapts history in the interests of its bosses, the imperialists.

With the active participation of the whole army of Soviet historians the journal
"Problems of History" must become a militant organ, directing the development of
Soviet historical thought, generalizing its achievements, and organizing the Soviet
historians, educated and led by the party of Lenin-Stalin, for the struggle to build a
communist society.

Stalin on Language and Society

In 1950 the party line on the subject of linguistics changed in a way paralleling other
fields of thought, as extreme Marxist notions were replaced by traditional ideas bearing
the Marxist label. Stalin intervened to dismiss the class theory of language promoted by
the late N. Y. Marr. In so doing Stalin further revised his conception of Marxism, by
suggesting that the political and ideological "superstructure" of society enjoyed a mea-
sure of independence from the economic "base," and that governments could bring
about decisive changes without revolution.

The base is the economic structure of society at a given stage of its development.
The superstructure consists of the political, legal, religious, artistic, and philosoph-
ical views of society and the political, legal, and other institutions corresponding to
them.

Every base has its own superstructure corresponding to it. The base of the feu-
dal system has its superstructure—its political, legal, and other views and the corre-
sponding institutions; the capitalist base has its own superstructure, and so has the
socialist base. If the base changes or is eliminated, then following this its super-
structure changes or is eliminated; if a new base arises, then following this a super-
structure arises corresponding to it.

In this respect language radically differs from superstructure. Take, for example,
Russian society and the Russian language. During the past thirty years the old, cap-
italist base was eliminated in Russia and a new, socialist base was built. Corre-
spondingly, the superstructure on the capitalist base was eliminated and a new
superstructure created corresponding to the socialist base. The old political, legal,
and other institutions were consequently supplanted by new, socialist institutions.
But in spite of this the Russian language has remained essentially what it was be-
fore the October Revolution.

FROM: Stalin, Marxism and Linguistics (1950; English translation, New York, International Pub-
lishers, 19 51, pp. 9-10, 27-28; reprinted by permission of the publisher).
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What has changed in the Russian language in this period? To a certain extent
the vocabulary of the Russian language has changed, in the sense that it has been
supplemented by a large number of new words and expressions, which have arisen
in connection with the rise of a new socialist production, of a new state—a new so-
cialist culture, a new public spirit and ethics, and lastly, in connection with the de-
velopment of technology and science; a number of words and expressions have
changed their meaning; a number of obsolete words have fallen out of the vocabu-
lary. As to the basic vocabulary and grammatical structure of the Russian language,
which constitute the foundation of the language, they, after the elimination of the
capitalist base, far from having been eliminated and supplanted by a new basic vo-
cabulary and a new grammatical system of the language, have been preserved in
their entirety and have not undergone any serious changes—have been preserved
precisely as the foundation of modern Russian.

Further, the superstructure is a product of the base; but this does not mean that
it merely reflects the base, that it is passive, neutral, indifferent to the fate of its
base, to the fate of the classes, to the character of the system. On the contrary, no
sooner does it arise than it becomes an exceedingly active force, actively assisting
its base to take shape and consolidate itself, and doing everything it can to help the
new system finish off and eliminate the old base and the old classes.

It cannot be otherwise. The base creates the superstructure precisely in order
that it may serve it, that it may actively help it to take shape and consolidate itself,
that it may actively strive for the elimination of the old, moribund base and its old
superstructure. The superstructure has only to renounce its role of auxiliary, it has
only to pass from a position of active defense of its base to one of indifference to-
ward it, to adopt the same attitude to all classes, and it loses its virtue and ceases to
be a superstructure. . . .

Marxism holds that the transition of a language from an old quality to a new
does not take place by way of an explosion, by the destruction of an existing lan-
guage and the creation of a new one, but by the gradual accumulation of the ele-
ments of the new quality, and, hence, by the gradual dying away of the elements of
the old quality.

It should be said in general for the benefit of comrades who have an infatuation
for such explosions that the law of transition from an old quality to a new by
means of an explosion is inapplicable not only to the history of the development of
languages; it is not always applicable to some other social phenomena of a basal or
super structural character. It is compulsory for a society which has no hostile
classes. In a period of eight to ten years we effected a transition in the agriculture
of our country from the bourgeois individual-peasant system to the socialist,
collective-farm system. This was a revolution which eliminated the old bourgeois
economic system in the countryside and created a new, socialist system. But this rev-
olution did not take place by means of an explosion, that is, by the overthrow of
the existing power and the creation of a new power, but by a gradual transition
from the old bourgeois system of the countryside to a new system. And we suc-
ceeded in doing this because it was a revolution from above, because the revolution
was accomplished on the initiative of the existing power with the support of the
overwhelming mass of the peasantry. . . .
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The Limits of Stalinism—Malenkov on
Imperfections in the Party

At the Nineteenth Party Congress in October, 1952, Georgi Malenkov emerged as
Stalin's successor-designate by delivering the political report of the Central Committee.
Together with the usual glorification of Soviet achievements Malenkov made some
sharp criticisms of inadequacies in the party's control work. This was followed by a typ-
ical example of the adulation of Stalin.

. . . The Soviet people's historic victory in the great patriotic war, the fulfill-
ment of the Fourth Five-Year Plan ahead of schedule, the further development of
the national economy, the improvement in the living and cultural standards of the
Soviet people, the strengthening of the moral-political unity of Soviet society and
of the friendship of peoples of our country, and the rallying of all the forces of the
camp of peace and democracy around the Soviet Union—these are the principal re-
sults confirming the correctness of our party's policy. . . .

However, it would be a mistake not to see that the level of Party political work
still lags behind the demands of life, the tasks put forward by the Party. It must be
admitted that there are defects and errors in the work of the Party organizations
and that there are still many negative and at times even unhealthy phenomena in
the life of our Party organizations, which must be recognized, seen and brought to
light in order to overcome and eliminate them and secure further progress. . . .

The role of criticism and self-criticism in the life of the Party and state is still
underestimated in the party organizations; persecution and victimization for criti-
cism occur. One can still meet officials who never stop shouting about their devo-
tion to the party but actually tolerate no criticism from below, stifle it and take
revenge on those who criticize them. . . .

Among our cadres there are many officials who react in a formal manner to de-
cisions of the party and government, who do not display activeness or persistence in
the struggle to carry them out and who are not concerned that things are going
badly in their work and that harm is being done to the interests of the country. A
formal attitude toward decisions of the party and government and a passive attitude
toward fulfilling them are vices which must be eradicated in the most merciless
fashion. The party does not need hardened and indifferent bureaucrats who prefer
their own peace of mind to the interests of work, but tireless and selfless fighters for
fulfillment of the directives of the party and government who place the interests of
the state above all else.

One of the most dangerous and vicious violations of party and state discipline is
the concealment by certain officials of the truth about the state of affairs in enter-
prises and institutions in their charge, the embellishment of results in the work. . . .

One of the most widespread and deep-rooted defects in the practical work of
soviet, economic, and Party organizations is poor organization of the factual fulfill-
ment of directives from the center and of their own decisions, and absence of

FROM: Malenkov, Report of the Central Committee to the Nineteenth Party Congress, Oc-
tober, 1952 (English translation in The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, IV: 40 [1952], pp. 3-11).
For this and subsequent selections, translation copyright 1952-4, 1956 1962, 1966, 1977,
1981-82, by The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, published weekly at The Ohio State University;
reprinted by permission.
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proper check on their execution. Our organizations and institutions issue far more
decisions, directives and orders than required, but take little care to see whether or
how they are being carried out. After all, the essence of the job is to carry them out
correctly and not bureaucratically. An unconscientious, irresponsible attitude toward
carrying out directives from the executive bodies is a most dangerous and vicious
manifestation of bureaucracy. Experience shows that even good officials begin to
grow spoiled and bureaucratic when left to themselves with no control or check on
their activities. . . .

Ideological work is a paramount duty of the party and underestimation of it may
do irreparable damage to the interests of the party and the state. We must always
remember that any weakening of the influence of the socialist ideology signifies a
strengthening of the influence of bourgeois ideology.

In our Soviet society there is not and cannot be any class basis for acceptance of
bourgeois ideology. The socialist ideology reigns in our country; its indestructible
foundation is Marxism-Leninism. But remnants of the bourgeois ideology, survivals
of private-property mentality and morality are still with us. These survivals do not
wither away by themselves. They are still very tenacious. They can grow, and a vig-
orous struggle must be waged against them. Nor are we guaranteed against the in-
filtration of alien views, ideas and sentiments from outside, from the capitalist
states, and from inside, from the remnants of groups hostile to the Soviet regime
and not yet completely destroyed by the party. It must not be forgotten that enemies
of the Soviet state are trying to spread, fan and inflame all sorts of unhealthy senti-
ments, are trying to corrupt unstable elements of our society ideologically. . . .

Comrade Stalin's writings are a vivid indication of the outstanding importance
our party attaches to theory. Revolutionary theory was, is and will remain the un-
failing beacon which illumines the path of advance of our party and our people to
the complete triumph of communism.

Comrade Stalin is constantly advancing Marxist theory. . . .
. . . Comrade Stalin's discoveries in the field of theory have world-historic im-

portance and arm all peoples with knowledge of the ways of revolutionary trans-
formation of society and with our party's wealth of experience in the struggle for
communism.

The immense significance of Comrade Stalin's works of theory is that they warn
us against skimming the surface, they penetrate the heart of phenomena, the very es-
sence of the society's development, teach us to perceive in embryo the factors which
will determine the course of events, which makes possible Marxist prognosis. . . .



CHAPTER FIVE

The Interval of Reform,
1953-1964

Stalin's death broke the spell of monolithic repression in Soviet society
and opened the way for a more lenient and more innovative style of politics, briefly
under the leadership of Malenkov, and then for nearly a decade under the ebullient
Nikita Khrushchev. Although the system of Communist Party rule was not funda-
mentally changed, Khrushchev's "de-Stalinization" campaign forever altered the re-
lation of the Soviet regime to its own past as well as to the outside world and
Communism abroad. Though Khrushchev was ultimately repudiated by his own
lieutenants, even the manner of his removal in 1964 showed that the Soviet Union
had left the days of personal despotism behind.

The Death of Stalin and Collective Leadership

Immediately after Stalin's death on March 5, 1953, the Communist leadership was
reorganized to prevent Malenkov from inheriting Stalin's dictatorial power. Malenkov
became Chairman of the Council of Ministers (prime minister), but the post of First
Secretary of the party was assumed by Nikita Khrushchev. The party Presidium (as the
Politbureau had been renamed) became for the time being a real collective leadership.
Praise of Stalin quickly gave way to enunciation of the new principle.

. . . One of the fundamental principles of party leadership is collectivity in decid-
ing all important problems of party work. It is impossible to provide genuine
leadership if inner party democracy is violated in the party organization, if genuine
collective leadership and widely developed criticism and self-criticism are lacking.
Collectiveness and the collegium principle represent a very great force in party
leadership. . . .

The principle of collectivity in work means, above all, that decisions adopted by
party committees on all cardinal questions are the fruit of collective discussion. No
matter how experienced leaders may be, no matter what their knowledge and abil-
ity, they do not possess and they cannot replace the initiative and experience of a
whole collective. In any collegium, in any directing collective, there are people who
possess diverse experience, without relying upon which the leaders cannot make
correct decisions and exercise qualified leadership.

Individual decisions are always or almost always one-sided decisions. Hence, the
very important requirement that decisions must rest on the experience of many,

FROM: L. Slepov, "Collectivity Is the Highest Principle of Party Leadership" (Pravda, April 16,
1953; English translation in The Current Digest of the Soviet Press; V:i3 [May 9, 1953], pp. 3, 30);
this and subsequent selections reprinted by permission.
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must be the fruit of collective effort. If this is not so, if decisions are adopted indi-
vidually, serious errors can occur in work. Insofar as each person is able to correct
the errors of individual persons and insofar as party agencies in the course of prac-
tice reckon with these corrections, the decisions which result are more correct. . . .

Leaders cannot consider criticism of themselves as a personal affront. They must
be able to accept criticism courageously and show readiness to bend their will to
the will of the collective. Without such courage, without the ability to overcome
one's own vanity and to bend one's own will to the will of the collective, there can
be no collective leadership, no collective. . . .

For correct training of cadres it is important that they be placed under the super-
vision of the party masses, that officials display readiness not only to teach the
masses but to learn from the masses as well. Collectivity in work is called upon to
play an important role in this connection. Where the collective principle is violated
the necessary conditions for criticism and self-criticism are absent, the sense of re-
sponsibility is blunted and officials are infected by dangerous conceit and smug-
ness. It is precisely in such a situation that some workers begin to behave as if they
know everything, as if only they can say anything that makes sense, and as if the
role of others is only to support their opinion.

Such a situation prepares the ground for unprincipled, alien habits of kowtow-
ing and flattery. There are cases in which the head of a party committee behaves in-
correctly and the party committee members accept this and, in order not to mar
relations with the committee head, tolerate unprincipled behavior, do not think it
necessary or possible to voice objections and even orient themselves to his views
and defer to him in everything. . . .

It is necessary in discussing and solving problems to know how to combine the
collective principle with personal responsibility in carrying matters through. Just as
collectivity is essential in discussing basic problems, so individual responsibility is
essential in carrying matters through in order to prevent evasion of responsibility
for implementing resolutions. . . .

The method of collective leadership is the basic principle of party leadership, vio-
lation of which in party work cannot be viewed otherwise than as a manifestation
of bureaucratic habits, which freeze the initiative and self-reliance of party organiza-
tions and party members. Strictest observance of this highest principle is the guar-
antee of correct leadership and a primary requisite for a further advance in party
work for successful progress along the path of building communism in our
country.

The Purge of Beria

In June 1953, the Soviet Minister of Internal Affairs, Lavrenty Beria, was removed
and arrested on the not implausible charge that he planned to use the police to put
himself in power and eliminate the collective leadership. In elaborating the case against
Beria, the new Soviet leaders hinted at their displeasure with Stalin's personal despo-
tism, but still displayed the habit of rewriting history in order to create an individual
scapegoat. In December Beria was put on trial and executed along with a number of ac-
complices. This was the last time the death penalty was imposed on a fallen Soviet
leader.
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a) The Central Committee's Indictment

Having heard and considered the report of Comrade G. M. Malenkov on the
criminal anti-party and anti-state activities of Beria, the Plenum of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union determines:

1. In connection with the death of I. V. Stalin, the whole bourgeois world has
placed its bets on the weakening of the Soviet state, on schism and dissension in
the leadership of our party and state, on the weakening of the tie of the party with
the people. . . .

3. . . . We must recognize that we have serious inadequacies as regards observ-
ing the party norms, the Bolshevik principles of party leadership, that were worked
out by the great Lenin. For many years we have had a significant abnormality ac-
cumulating in this area. It is in no way justifiable that only after seven years had
passed since the end of the war and after thirteen years since the Eighteenth Con-
gress was the Nineteenth Congress of the Party convoked. For several years no ple-
nums of the Central Committee of the Party were held. For a long time the
Politburo did not function normally. . . .

. . . We must also recognize that it was abnormal that in our party propaganda
in recent years there was a retreat from the Marxist-Leninist understanding of the
question of the role of the individual in history. . . . Party propaganda not infre-
quently slipped into the cult of personality, which leads to disparagement of the
role of the party and its directing center, to reduction of the creative activity of the
party masses and of the broad masses of the Soviet people. . . .

6. . . . The Plenum of the CC considers it necessary to turn the attention of
the Party to the case of Beria, who has been exposed by the Presidium of the CC as
an agent of international imperialism.

As is now evident, Beria, cleverly disguising himself, wormed his way by various
careerist machinations into the trust of I. V. Stalin. Beria's criminal anti-party and
anti-state activity, deeply concealed and masked during the life of I. V. Stalin, began
to be revealed step by step after his death, when the enemies of the Soviet state ac-
tivated their subversive anti-Soviet activity. Becoming insolent and unrestrained,
Beria began in the recent period to reveal his genuine face as an enemy of the Party
and the Soviet people. . . .

. . . By treacherous intrigues Beria tried to cut off and split the Leninist-
Stalinist leading core of our party, to discredit individually the leading figures in
the Party and government, in order to heighten his own "authority" and realize his
criminal anti-Soviet designs.

Attaining the post of Minister of Internal Affairs of the USSR, Beria tried to
utilize the apparatus of the Ministry of Internal Affairs to launch his criminal
machinations for the seizure of power. . . .

As has been established by the facts, even during I. V. Stalin's life but particu-
larly after his death, under various fictitious pretexts, Beria impeded in every way
the resolution of the most important pressing questions regarding the strengthen-
ing and development of agriculture. Now there is no doubt that this miserable

FROM: Decision of the Plenum of the CC of the CPSU on the Criminal Anti-party and Anti-
state Activities of Beria, July 7, 1953, distributed as a confidential letter to party organizations;
first published, Izvestiya TsK, no. 2, 1991, pp. 200-208 (editor's translation).
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enemy of the people made it his goal to disrupt the collective farms and create dif-
ficulties for the country's food supply.

Beria strove through various treacherous tricks to undermine friendship among
the peoples of the USSR, the basis of bases of the multinational socialist state and
the main condition of all the successes of the fraternal Soviet republics. . . .

Beria's hostile political face was most graphically manifested in the considera-
tion of the German question at the end of May of this year. Beria's proposal on this
question amounted to rejecting the course toward building socialism in the German
Democratic Republic and taking a course toward transforming the GDR into a
bourgeois state. . . .

In the most recent days Beria's criminal plots were discovered to set up through
his agents a link with Tito and Rankovic* in Yugoslavia.

As has been revealed, as early as 1919, in the period of the English occupation
of Baku, Beria served in Azerbaidzhan in the White Guard Mussavet intelligence
and concealed his treasonous activity from the Party.

The Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU considers it established,
that Beria lost the character of a Communist and turned into a bourgeois degener-
ate, and in fact became an agent of international imperialism, that he hatched plans
to seize the leadership of the Party and the state for the actual purpose of destroy-
ing our Communist Party and replacing the policy worked out by the Party over
many years, with a capitulationist policy which would lead in the final analysis to
the restoration of capitalism. . . .

The highest principle of party leadership in our party is collective leadership.
Only collective political experience, the collective wisdom of the Central Commit-
tee, resting on the scientific basis of Marxist-Leninist theory, assures the correct-
ness of the leadership of the Party and the country, the unshakable unity and
solidarity of the Party's ranks, the successful building of communism in our coun-
try. The task is really, strictly to observe in all party organs the principles of collec-
tive leadership.

b) The Supreme Court's Verdict

From December 18 to 23, 1953, a Special Judicial Panel of the Supreme Court
of the USSR . . . , in a closed judicial session, considered . . . the criminal accu-
sations against L. P. Beria and others. . . .

It has been established by the Court that, betraying the Motherland and acting
in the interests of foreign capital, the defendant Beria put together a traitorous
group of plotters hostile to the Soviet state. . . . The plotters adopted the criminal
goal of using the organs of the Ministry of Internal Affairs against the Communist
Party and the Government of the USSR, and of putting the Ministry of Internal
Affairs over the Party and the government in order to seize power, liquidate the
Soviet worker-peasant system, restore capitalism, and revive the dominance of the
bourgeoisie. . . .

The guilt of all the defendants of the charges brought against them was fully

* Alexander Rankovic, then Minister of the Interior under Tito—Ed.

FROM: Izvestiya, December 24, 1953 (editor's translation).
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proven at the trial by authentic documents, material evidence, notes written by the
defendants in their own hand, and the testimony of numerous witnesses.

Exposed by the evidence, the defendants L. P. Beria, V. N. Merkulov, V. G.
Dekanozov, B. Z. Kobulov, S. A. Goglidze, P. Y. Meshik, and L. E. Vlodzimirsky*
confirmed in the judicial inquiry the testimony they had given in the preliminary
investigation and admitted their guilt in committing a series of grievous state
crimes.

The Special Judicial Panel of the Supreme Court of the USSR has found the de-
fendant L. P. Beria guilty of betraying the Motherland and organizing anti-Soviet
groups of plotters with the aim of seizing power and restoring the dominance of the
bourgeoisie; of committing terrorist acts against political figures devoted to the
Communist Party and the peoples of the Soviet Union; of struggling actively against
the revolutionary workers' movement in Baku in 1919, when Beria functioned as a
secret agent in the intelligence service of the counter-revolutionary Mussavet gov-
ernment in Azerbaidzhan and became mixed up there with foreign intelligence, and
then maintained and broadened his secret criminal connections with foreign intel-
ligence services up to the moment of his exposure and arrest. . . .

The Special Judicial Panel of the Supreme Court of the USSR has decided:
To condemn L. P. Beria [et al.] to the supreme measure of criminal punish-

ment—shooting, with confiscation of property belonging to them personally and
with revocation of military orders and decorations.

The sentence is final and not subject to appeal.

The Rise of Khrushchev: The Virgin Lands Program

During 1953 and 1954 Khrushchev used his control of the party organization and
his experience in agriculture to upstage Malenkov and lay the groundwork for his own
takeover of the leadership. His first major initiative was to address the chronic grain
harvest problem by plowing up the semi-arid steppes—the "virgin lands"—that stretched
from the Volga River into Central Asia. Initial successes were followed by a serious
dust-bowl problem and eventual stabilization of the program at a more modest level.

Comrades! The Communist Party of the Soviet Union is devoting all its efforts to
peaceful construction and further improvement in the material well-being of the
Soviet people.

From the first days of the Soviet regime, when the Communist Party became the
ruling party, problems of economic development have been central in its domestic
policy. The Party will always remember the statement by our inspired leader and
teacher Vladimir Ilyich Lenin on the tremendous international importance of
economic development in the U.S.S.R

*Merkulov: formerly minister of State Security and minister of State Control; Dekanozov:
former NKVD official and minister of Internal Affairs in Georgia; Kobulov: deputy minister of In-
ternal Affairs of the USSR; Goglidze: official in Ministry of Internal Affairs; Meshik: minister of
Internal Affairs in the Ukraine; Vlodzimirsky. chief investigator in Ministry of Internal Affairs of
the USSR—Ed

FROM: N. S. Khrushchev, Report to the Central Committee, "On Further Increasing the Coun-
try's Grain Production and Putting Virgin and Idle Lands into Cultivation," February 23, 1954
(English translation, Current Digest of the Soviet Vress, VL12, May 4, 1954, pp. 3 - 4 , 12-13).
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As far back as in 1921, when our people had ended the struggle against the inter-
ventionists and made the transition to peaceful construction, Lenin stated that we
would now exert our main influence on the course of international events through
our economic policies. "The struggle has been shifted to this sphere on a world
scale," Vladimir Ilyich stated. "If we solve this task we will have won definitely and
conclusively on an international scale. This is why problems of economic develop-
ment are of quite extraordinary importance for us."

Many years have passed since these words were spoken. The land of the Soviets
has been turned into a powerful industrial and collective farming socialist state.
Every step in our progress has a profound effect on the course of international
events. . . . The constant growth in the material welfare and cultural standards of
the working people of the land of the Soviets helps honest men in all countries to
appreciate still more the advantages of the socialist over the capitalist system.

Comrades! The Party Central Committee's plenary session set a nationwide task
of great urgency in the present situation—the task of meeting the growing need of
our country's population for food products and providing the light and food in-
dustries with abundant raw materials within the next two to three years, on the
basis of socialist industry's mighty growth. . . .

Comrades! The September plenary session of the Party Central Committee
pointed out that grain farming is basic to all farm production. The level of grain
production is a deciding factor in the development of all other branches of
agriculture.

It was pointed out at the plenary session that on the whole our country is self-
sufficient in grain.

However, grain requirements are constantly growing. . . .
It cannot be overlooked that until recently some of our personnel did not wage

a sufficient struggle to increase grain production. Although grain growing shows
improvement, yields in many areas are still low and the gross grain crop is inade-
quate. There is a disparity between the existing level of grain farming and the coun-
try's increasing need for grain.

The problem is to increase considerably the gross grain yield in 1954 and 1955
and to increase state procurements and purchases of grain at least 35% to 40% as
compared with 1953. . . .

There are large amounts of undeveloped land in eastern areas. For example,
there are up to 40,000,000 hectares of overgrown, idle and virgin lands, unirri-
gated hayfields and pastures in 14 provinces of the Russian Republic and eight of
the Kazakh Republic.

The state farms of the U.S.S.R Ministry of State Farms have great reserves of
land suitable for development. Slightly more than 15,000,000 hectares of a total
of 59,000,000 hectares of land, or 26% of all land on state farms of this ministry
(not including northern districts and Central Asia), are planted or in summer fal-
low, while the area covered by pastures and hayfields, a considerable part of which
could be planted to grain and other crops, totals more than 33,000,000 hectares,
or more than 35% of all the land.

These figures indicate the tremendous reserves at the disposal of many districts
of the country for expanding the acreage under grain crops and increasing grain
production.

The most modest estimates show that in the northeastern provinces and certain
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other areas of the Kazakh Republic, in Western Siberia and the Urals, as well as the
Volga area and to some extent the North Caucasus, grain planting can be ex-
panded by 13,000,000 hectares in the next two years, 8,700,000 hectares on the
collective farms and 4,300,000 on the state farms. The area under grain can be ex-
panded by more than 2,300,000 hectares in 1954 alone. . . .

Production of grain on the new lands should be completely mechanized, mak-
ing it possible to carry out field work during the best time periods and to do it
well.

The new lands will be developed for planting to grain both by existing M.T.S.
[machine-tractor stations] and state farms and through the organization of new
state grain farms. Work has already begun to select lands suitable for organizing
new state grain farms, as well as lands to be plowed up by existing state farms and
M.T.S. Special attention should be devoted in the course of this work to the selec-
tion first of all of the more fertile and accessible lands near populated points.

Plans have been made to form special M.T.S. tractor detachments composed of
two to four tractor brigades to develop idle and virgin lands on collective farms
and sectors remote from populated points. Experienced engineers or agronomists
should head the tractor detachments.

More than 120,000 tractors (in 15-h.p. units), 10,000 combines and the neces-
sary number of plows, cultivators, disk harrows, seeders and other machinery and
equipment are being allocated to the M.T.S. and state farms in the districts where
new lands are to be developed in 1954. Much equipment is being provided. The
problem will be to make correct use of it.

Equipment, as is known, is dead without people, without cadres. Consequently,
cadres are a deciding factor in successful development of the new lands. Prelimi-
nary estimates show that a work force of about 70,000 persons, 30,000 of them
tractor and combine operators, will be needed for the state farms alone.

The complexity of the manpower problem lies in the fact that new lands will be
developed in relatively underpopulated areas. Only a part of the cadres can be se-
lected locally. The bulk of them will have to be recruited from other parts of the
country.

It is very important to select for the state farms and M.T.S. developing the new
lands qualified directors, chief engineers and chief agronomists who have had
much practical experience on state farms and M.T.S. and have proved their ability
to manage large operations, overcome difficulties and carry out responsible as-
signments of the Party and government. . . .

We should not be seriously disturbed by the fact that in openly criticizing short-
comings we will for a time be supplying grist for the mill of the Soviet land's ene-
mies, malicious persons of every type who, when we disclose our shortcomings, cry
out about the weakness of the Soviet Union. But, as the saying goes: "The dog
barks, but the horse gallops." We must pay no attention to our enemies' malicious
gossip.

Criticism and self-criticism of our shortcomings is our tried and true weapon.
Criticism of our shortcomings only strengthens us. . . .

Our socialist homeland is making a powerful, new advance. The Soviet Union's
successes in peaceful construction are inspiring cheer and confidence in the hearts
of our friends, and fierce anger and hatred in our enemies. The imperialists are
starting to figure out what year the Soviet Union's economic level of development
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and per capita production in our country will surpass the highest indices of the
most advanced capitalist countries. They no longer doubt that it will happen. And
the prospect frightens them. . . .

The Communist Party is confidently leading the peoples of our country along
the path of building communism!

The Fall of Malenkov

By the beginning of 1955 a serious division had developed within the Soviet collec-
tive leadership on the issue of heavy industry versus consumer goods. The rising party
theorist Dimitri Shepilov attacked the emphasis on consumer goods in harsh terms, and
in February, 1955, Malenkov was forced to confess his errors and resign as prime min-
ister. He was replaced by Nikolai Bulganin, who for a time appeared to share power
with First Secretary Khrushchev as the collective leadership became a diarchy.

To the chairman of the joint meeting of the Soviet of the Union and the Soviet
of Nationalities:

I ask you to bring to the notice of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.K my re-
quest to be relieved from the post of chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
U.S.S.K My request is due to business considerations on the necessity of streng-
thening the leadership of the Council of Ministers and the need to have at the post
of chairman of the Council of Ministers another comrade with greater experience
in state work.

I clearly see that the carrying out of the complicated and responsible duties of
chairman of the Council of Ministers is being negatively affected by my insufficient
experience in local work, and the fact that I did not have occasion, in a ministry or
some economic organ, to effect direct guidance of individual branches of national
economy.

I also consider myself bound to say in the present statement that now, when the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the workers of our country are concen-
trating special efforts for the most rapid development of agriculture, I see particu-
larly clearly my guilt and responsibility for the unsatisfactory state of affairs which
has arisen in agriculture, because for several years past I have been entrusted with
the duty of controlling and guiding the work of central agricultural organs and the
work of local party and administrative organizations in the sphere of agriculture.

The Communist Party, on the initiative and under the guidance of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U., has already worked out and is implementing a series of
large-scale measures for overcoming the lagging behind in agriculture.

Among such important measures is, undoubtedly, the reform of agricultural
taxation, regarding which I think it opportune to say it was carried out on the
initiative of and in accordance with the proposals of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U.

It is now evident what important role this reform played in the task of develop-
ing agriculture.

Now, as is known, on the initiative and under the guidance of the Central

FROM: Malenkov, Statement to the Supreme Soviet on his resignation from the post of Chair-
man of the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R., February 8, 1955 (English translation in Current
History, March, 1955, pp. 185-186).
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Committee of the C.P.S.U., a general program has been worked out for overcom-
ing the lagging behind in agriculture and for its most rapid development.

This program is based on the only correct foundation: The further development,
by every means, of heavy industry, and only its implementation will create the nec-
essary conditions for a real upsurge in the production of all essential commodities
for popular consumption.

It is to be expected that various bourgeois hysterical viragos will busy them-
selves with slanderous inventions in connection with my present statement, and the
fact itself of my release from the post of chairman of the U.S.S.R Council of Min-
isters, but we, Communists and Soviet people, will ignore this lying and slander.

The interest of the motherland, the people and the Communist Party stand
above everything for every one of us.

Expressing the request of my release from the post of chairman of the U.S.S.R.
Council of Ministers, I wish to assure the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet that, in the new
sphere entrusted to me, I will, under the guidance of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U., monolithic in its unity and solidarity, and the Soviet government, per-
form in the most conscientious manner my duty and the functions which will be
entrusted to me. . . .

"De-Stalinization"

In February, 1956, Khrushchev spoke at a closed session of the Twentieth Party
Congress to attack some of the abuses of Stalin's rule, particularly the Great Purge of
1937-38 and the personal glorification of the dictator. The speech was read to party
meetings throughout the Soviet Union, though not officially published until 1989; the
text was obtained by the United States Department of State through an East European

At the present we are concerned with a question which has immense importance
for the party now and for the future—[we are concerned] with how the cult of the
person of Stalin has been gradually growing, the cult which became at a certain
specific stage the source of a whole series of exceedingly serious and grave perver-
sions of party principles, of party democracy, of revolutionary legality. . . .

When we analyze the practice of Stalin in regard to the direction of the party
and of the country, when we pause to consider everything which Stalin perpetrated,
we must be convinced that Lenin's fears were justified. The negative characteristics
of Stalin, which, in Lenin's time, were only incipient, transformed themselves dur-
ing the last years into a grave abuse of power by Stalin, which caused untold harm
to our Party.

We have to consider seriously and analyze correctly this matter in order that we
may preclude any possibility of a repetition in any form whatever of what took
place during the life of Stalin, who absolutely did not tolerate collegiality in leader-
ship and in work, and who practiced brutal violence, not only toward everything
which opposed him, but also toward that which seemed to his capricious and des-
potic character, contrary to his concepts.

FROM: Khrushchev, Secret Speech on the "Cult of the Individual," delivered at the Twentieth
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, February 25, 1956 (The Anti-Stalin Cam-
paign, New York, Columbia University, 1956, pp. 3, 9-13, 22-23, 39~4°> 62-63, 81-82,
87-89); original published in Izvestiya TsK, no. 1, 1989).
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Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation, and patient cooperation with
people, but by imposing his concepts and demanding absolute submission to his
opinion. Whoever opposed this concept or tried to prove his viewpoint, and the
correctness of his position, was doomed to removal from the leading collective and
to subsequent moral and physical annihilation. This was especially true during the
period following the XVIIth Party Congress [1934], when many prominent party
leaders and rank-and-file party workers, honest and dedicated to the cause of
Communism, fell victim to Stalin's despotism.

We must affirm that the party had fought a serious fight against the Trotskyites,
rightists and bourgeois nationalists, and that it disarmed ideologically all the ene-
mies of Leninism. This ideological fight was carried on successfully, as a result of
which the Party became strengthened and tempered. Here Stalin played a positive
role. . . .

Worth noting is the fact that even during the progress of the furious ideological
fight against the Trotskyites, the Zinovievites, the Bukharinites and others, extreme
repressive measures were not used against them. The fight was on ideological
grounds. But some years later when socialism in our country was fundamentally
constructed, when the exploiting classes were generally liquidated, when the Soviet
social structure had radically changed, when the social basis for political move-
ments and groups hostile to the party had violently contracted, when the ideologi-
cal opponents of the party were long since defeated politically—then the repression
directed against them began.

It was precisely during this period (193 5-193 7-193 8) that the practice of mass
repression through the government apparatus was born, first against the enemies
of Leninism—Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bukharinites, long since politically de-
feated by the party, and subsequently also against many honest Communists,
against those party cadres who had borne the heavy load of the Civil War and the
first and most difficult years of industrialization and collectivization, who actively
fought against the Trotskyites and the rightists for the Leninist Party line.

Stalin originated the concept "enemy of the people." This term automatically
rendered it unnecessary that the ideological errors of a man or men engaged in a
controversy be proven; this term made possible the usage of the most cruel repres-
sion, violating all norms of revolutionary legality, against anyone who in any way
disagreed with Stalin, against those who were only suspected of hostile intent,
against those who had bad reputations. This concept, "enemy of the people," actu-
ally eliminated the possibility of any kind of ideological fight or the making of
one's views known on this or that issue, even those of a practical character. In the
main, and in actuality, the only proof of guilt used, against all norms of current le-
gal science, was the "confession" of the accused himself; and, as subsequent prob-
ing proved, "confessions" were acquired through physical pressures against the
accused.

This led to glaring violations of revolutionary legality, and to the fact that many
entirely innocent persons, who in the past had defended the party line, became
victims.

We must assert that in regard to those persons who in their time had opposed
the party line, there were often no sufficiently serious reasons for their physical an-
nihilation. The formula, "enemy of the people," was specifically introduced for the
purpose of physically annihilating such individuals. . . .

. . . Many party, soviet and economic activists who were branded in 193 7-193 8
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as "enemies" were actually never enemies, spies, wreckers, etc., but were always
honest Communists; they were only so stigmatized, and often, no longer able to
bear barbaric tortures, they charged themselves (at the order of the investigative
judges-falsifiers) with all kinds of grave and unlikely crimes. The commission [for
investigation of the purge] has presented to the Central Committee Presidium
lengthy and documented materials pertaining to mass repressions against the dele-
gates to the XVIIth Party Congress and against members of the Central Commit-
tee elected at that Congress. These materials have been studied by the Presidium of
the Central Committee.

It was determined that of the 139 members and candidates of the Party's Cen-
tral Committee who were elected at the XVIIth Congress, 98 persons, i.e., 70 per-
cent, were arrested and shot (mostly in 1937-1938). {Indignation in the hall) . . .
The same fate met not only the Central Committee members but also the majority
of the delegates to the XVIIth Party Congress. Of 1,966 delegates with either vot-
ing or advisory rights, 1,108 persons were arrested on charges of anti-revolutionary
crimes, i.e., decidedly more than a majority. This very fact shows how absurd, wild
and contrary to common sense were the charges of counterrevolutionary crimes
made out, as we now see, against a majority of participants at the XVIIth Party
Congress. (Indignation in the hall) . . .

We have examined the cases and have rehabilitated Kossior, Rudzutak, Posty-
shev, Kosarev and others.* For what causes were they arrested and sentenced? The
review of evidence shows that there was no reason for this. They, like many others,
were arrested without the Prosecutor's knowledge. In such a situation there is no
need for any sanction, for what sort of a sanction could there be when Stalin de-
cided everything? He was the chief prosecutor in these cases. Stalin not only agreed
to, but on his own initiative issued, arrest orders. We must say this so that the
delegates to the Congress can clearly undertake and themselves assess this and
draw the proper conclusions.

Facts prove that many abuses were made on Stalin's orders without reckoning
with any norms of party and Soviet legality. Stalin was a very distrustful man, sickly
suspicious; we knew this from our work with him. He could look at a man and say:
"Why are your eyes so shifty today?" or "Why are you turning so much today and
avoiding to look me directly in the eyes?" The sickly suspicion created in him a
general distrust even toward eminent party workers whom he had known for years.
Everywhere and in everything he saw "enemies," "two-facers" and "spies."

Possessing unlimited power he indulged in great willfulness and choked a per-
son morally and physically. A situation was created where one could not express
one's own will.

When Stalin said that one or another should be arrested, it was necessary to ac-
cept on faith that he was an "enemy of the people." Meanwhile, Beria's gang, which
ran the organs of state security, outdid itself in proving the guilt of the arrested
and the truth of materials which it falsified. And what proofs were offered? The
confessions of the arrested, and the investigative judges accepted these "confes-
sions." And how is it possible that a person confesses to crimes which he has not
committed? Only in one way—because of application of physical methods of pres-

*S. V. Kossior: Politburo member; Y. E. Rudzutak and P. P. Postyshev, Politburo alternates; A.
V. Kosarev, member of the Central Committee; all secretly purged, 1937-38—Ed.
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suring him, tortures, bringing him to a state of unconsciousness, deprivation of his
judgment, taking away of his human dignity. In this manner were "confessions"
acquired. . . .

The willfulness of Stalin showed itself not only in decisions concerning the in-
ternal life of the country but also in the international relations of the Soviet Union.

The July Plenum of the Central Committee studied in detail the reasons for the
development of conflict with Yugoslavia. It was a shameful role which Stalin played
here. The "Yugoslav Affair" contained no problems which could not have been
solved through party discussions among comrades. There was no significant basis
for the development of this "affair"; it was completely possible to have prevented
the rupture of relations with that country. This does not mean, however, that the
Yugoslav leaders did not make mistakes or did not have shortcomings. But these
mistakes and shortcomings were magnified in a monstrous manner by Stalin,
which resulted in a break of relations with a friendly country.

I recall the first days when the conflict between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia
began artificially to be blown up. Once, when I came from Kiev to Moscow, I was
invited to visit Stalin who, pointing to the copy of a letter lately sent to Tito, asked
me, "Have you read this?" Not waiting for my reply he answered, "I will shake my
little finger—and there will be no more Tito. He will fall." . . .

But this did not happen to Tito. No matter how much or how little Stalin
shook, not only his little finger but everything else that he could shake, Tito did
not fall. Why? The reason was that, in this case of disagreement with the Yugoslav
comrades, Tito had behind him a state and a people who had gone through a se-
vere school of fighting for liberty and independence, a people which gave support
to its leaders.

You see to what Stalin's mania for greatness led. He had completely lost con-
sciousness of reality; he demonstrated his suspicion and haughtiness not only in re-
lation to individuals in the USSR, but in relation to whole parties and nations. . . .

Some comrades may ask us: Where were the members of the Political Bureau of
the Central Committee? Why did they not assert themselves against the cult of the
individual in time? And why is this being done only now?

First of all we have to consider the fact that the members of the Political Bureau
viewed these matters in a different way at different times. Initially, many of them
backed Stalin actively because Stalin was one of the strongest Marxists and his
logic, his strength and his will greatly influenced the cadres and party work. . . .

Later, however, Stalin, abusing his power more and more, began to fight emi-
nent party and government leaders and to use terroristic methods against honest
Soviet people. As we have already shown, Stalin thus handled such eminent party
and government leaders as Kossior, Rudzutak, Eikhe, Postyshev and many others.

Attempts to oppose groundless suspicions and charges resulted in the opponent
falling victim of the repression. This characterized the fall of Comrade Postyshev.

In one of his speeches Stalin expressed his dissatisfaction with Postyshev and
asked him, "What are you actually?"

Postyshev answered clearly, "I am a Bolshevik, Comrade Stalin, a Bolshevik."
This assertion was at first considered to show a lack of respect for Stalin; later it

was considered a harmful act and consequently resulted in Postyshev's annihilation
and branding without any reason as a "people's enemy."

In the situation which then prevailed I have talked often with Nikolai Alexan-
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drovich Bulganin; once when we two were traveling in a car, he said "It has hap-
pened sometimes that a man goes to Stalin on his invitation as a friend. And when
he sits with Stalin, he does not know where he will be sent next, home or to jail."

It is clear that such conditions put every member of the Political Bureau in a
very difficult situation. And when we also consider the fact that in the last years the
Central Committee plenary sessions were not convened and that the sessions of the
Political Bureau occurred only occasionally, from time to time, then we will under-
stand how difficult it was for any member of the Political Bureau to take a stand
against one or another injust or improper procedure, against serious errors and
shortcomings in the practices of leadership. . . .

Comrades: We must abolish the cult of the individual decisively, once and for
all; we must draw the proper conclusions concerning both ideological-theoretical
and practical work.

It is necessary for this purpose: . . . to return to and actually practice in all our
ideological work the most important theses of Marxist-Leninist science about the
people as the creator of history and as the creator of all material and spiritual good
of humanity, about the decisive role of the Marxist Party in the revolutionary fight
for the transformation of society, about the victory of communism.

In this connection we will be forced to do much work in order to examine criti-
cally from the Marxist-Leninist viewpoint and to correct the widely spread errone-
ous views connected with the cult of the individual in the sphere of history,
philosophy, economy and of other sciences, as well as in literature and the fine
arts. . . .

[It is necessary] to restore completely the Leninist principles of Soviet socialist
democracy, expressed in the Constitution of the Soviet Union, to fight willfulness
of individuals abusing their power. The evil caused by acts violating revolutionary
socialist legality, which have accumulated during a long time as a result of the neg-
ative influence of the cult of the individual, has to be completely corrected. Com-
rades! The XXth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union has
manifested with a new strength the unshakable unity of our party, its cohesiveness
around the Central Committee, its resolute will to accomplish the great task of
building Communism. (Tumultuous applause) And the fact that we present in all
their ramifications the basic problems of overcoming the cult of the individual
which is alien to Marxism-Leninism, as well as the problem of liquidating its bur-
densome consequences, is an evidence of the great moral and political strength of
our party. (Prolonged applause)

We are absolutely certain that our party, armed with the historical resolutions of
the XXth Congress, will lead the Soviet people along the Leninist path to new suc-
cesses, to new victories. (Tumultuous, prolonged applause)

Long live the victorious banner of our party—Leninism! (Tumultuous, prolonged
applause ending in ovation. All rise.)

The "Thaw55 in Cultural Life

Stalin's death and Khrushchev's de-Stalinization campaign signalled a significant
loosening of the political straight jacket imposed on Soviet writers and artists prior to

FROM: B. A. Nazarov and O. V. Gridneva, "On the Problem of the Lag in Drama and Theater,"
Voprosy Filosofii [Problems of Philosophy], no. 5, 1956 (English translation in The Current Digest of
the Soviet ¥ress, VTIL45, December 19, 1956, pp. 3-4, 6-8).
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1953. The new spirit was articulated by the official theoretical journal Problems of Philos-
ophy, citing the more liberal party line of the 1920's, although the writers in question
were soon censured for excessive ideological laxity. Party controls and intellectual indi-
vidualism then continued in an uneasy standoff until Khrushchev's successors threw
their weight to the side of enforced orthodoxy and drove the nonconformists under-
ground.

It is well known that the problem of freedom of creative endeavor is one of
great importance in the arts. Bourgeois esthetics interprets this freedom anarchis-
tically as complete freedom of the artist from society and even from any kind of
reality at all. In his essay on "Party Organization and Party Literature," V. I. Lenin
convincingly demonstrated that there is not and cannot be any real freedom in
bourgeois society because "the freedom of any bourgeois writer, artist or actress is
only a disguised (or hypocritically veiled) dependence on the moneybags, on
bribes, on being kept."

The October revolution freed artists from these invisible fetters, of which they
were often unaware, and gave them real instead of imaginary freedom. In a talk
with Clara Zetkin,* V. I. Lenin explained the essence of the question with the ut-
most clarity: "Every artist, everyone who regards himself as an artist, has the right
to create freely, according to his ideal, independently of everything." . . .

The principle of freedom of creative endeavor was regarded as the grounds for
the existence of various trends and schools of thought in literature. In 1925 the
Russian Communist Party Central Committee resolution "On the Party Policy in
the Sphere of Literature" said: "While faultlessly discerning the social and class
content of literary trends, the Party as a whole can by no means bind itself by ad-
herence to any one trend in the sphere of literary form. . . . The Party therefore must
express itself in favor of free competition of various groupings and trends in this
sphere. Any other decision of the question would be a formal-bureaucratic
pseudo-decision."

The same viewpoint was voiced in the resolution adopted by a 1927 theater con-
ference held under auspices of the Agitation and Propaganda Department of the
Party Central Committee. This resolution declared: "As in the sphere of literature,
the Party and the Soviet government cannot bind themselves to any of the theater
trends. . . . There can be no place for attempts to obliterate the distinction among
theater trends, for attempts to dissolve all trends into one, even a highly artistic
one, or to support one trend at the expense of others. Only in the process of com-
petition and interaction can all these forms win the maximum attention of the mass
of spectators and enhance their own social-artistic importance."

Of course, the acknowledgment of complete freedom of creative endeavor did
not mean that the formation of a new, socialist art proceeded spontaneously. In the
talk with Clara Zetkin, immediately after the words quoted above about creative
freedom, Lenin added: "But, of course, we are Communists. By no means should
we stand by with folded arms and let chaos develop. We must direct this process in
fully planned fashion and shape its results."

How, then, did the Party direct this process?
In respect to the proletarian cadres that had entered the arts, the method was

the same as in the case of Party and Soviet cadres: mastery of the ideology of
Marxism-Leninism. Matters were more complicated as they concerned the cadres

*Klara Zetkin: a leading German Communist—Ed
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of p re-revolutionary intelligentsia in the arts. The above-mentioned Central Com-
mittee resolution on literature said that a tactful and conserving approach should
be employed toward the old cadres in the arts, that is, an approach "ensuring every
condition for them to come over to the side of the Communist ideology as fast as
possible. While sifting out antiproletarian and antirevolutionary elements (now
quite insignificant), . . . the Party must be tolerant of intermediate ideological
forms, patiently helping to eliminate these inevitably numerous forms gradually in
the process of ever closer friendly cooperation with the cultural forces of Com-
munism." . . .

Free competition is a manifestation of freedom of creative endeavor; bossing and
the rejection of free competition violate this freedom and make creative endeavor a
matter of a kind of dependence. What kind of dependence, and dependence upon
what? To answer this question, let us examine the article "Confusion Instead of
Music," published in Pravda, No. 27, 1936, and the circumstances which caused the
banning of D. Shostakovich's opera "Lady Macbeth of Mtsensk District."

Let us recall this article's characterization of the music: "From the very first
moment of the opera the listener is flabbergasted by a deliberately disjointed, con-
fused torrent of sound. Fragments of melodies, snatches of musical phrases are
drowned, reappear and then again vanish in the general din, rattle and screeching.
. . . On the stage, screams substitute for singing. If the composer happens to slip
onto the path of simple and comprehensible melody, he promptly . . . dives back
into the jungle of musical confusion, which at times turns into cacophony. Expres-
siveness . . . is replaced by frenzied rhythm. Musical noise is supposed to express
passion. . . . This is music deliberately composed 'upside down'—so that nothing
in it might suggest classical opera. . . . This is some sort of leftist confusion in-
stead of natural human music. . . . The music croaks, squeals, puffs and gasps in
order to make the love scenes as naturalistic as possible."

There you have the whole basic characterization given to the music. Is it not
clear that this is not an example of "businesslike and serious criticism," on the need
for which Pravda insists in the same article, but an expression of the critic's per-
sonal attitude to the opera?

D. Shostakovich's opera played at the K. S. Stanislavsky—V. I. Nemirovich-
Danchenko Music Theater for about two years. In December, 1935, it was pro-
duced by the Bolshoi Theater. After it was seen in January, 1936, by some leading
personalities, it was removed from the repertoire. The same thing happened to the
ballet "Bright Stream" at the same theater and to the production of "Bogatyri" at
the Kamerny Theater. All the other plays were banned in approximately the same
way. These were plays licensed by the Repertoire Committee and included in the
repertoire of the theaters either by the Committee itself or with its knowledge.
Then someone saw the production and used his "veto." Matters finally reached a
stage at which the members of the Repertoire Committee were given the right to
decide the fate of a production single handed.

Thus, beginning with the case of the Shostakovich opera in 1936, individual
persons were given the right to elevate their personal esthetic likes and dislikes to
the rank of guiding ideas and to make the creative endeavors of artists, playwrights
and actors dependent on them. Consequently, views diametrically opposed to those
of Lenin were established; moreover, the right to claim these views to be those of
the people as a whole and to speak about each individual work of art in the name of
the people was established. . . .
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It is true that the masses of the people had definitely spoken in favor of realism.
But realism is a general, broad concept which takes concrete form in individual
works of art. And, while the masses of the people had shown that they favor real-
ism as a whole, this did not at all mean that they had given up their right "to judge
of everything" and to enjoy all the fruits of art and not merely those that someone
else had deemed fit for consumption. . . .

Then why should all questions be settled for the people by the discretion of any
administrative official?

As we see, along with the encroachment on the personal initiative and personal
inclinations of workers of the arts, a sharp violation of democratic principles of art
guidance took place in 1936. Depriving the people of the right to "judge of every-
thing" and turning the opinions of individuals into "guiding ideas" fundamentally
contradicted Lenin's attitude toward the people and eliminated their opportunity
to exert active influence on the shaping of Soviet theater art. At the same time the
establishment of rigid control over both works of art and the creative process itself
signified loss of confidence in the intelligentsia working in the arts.

The Party had trusted this intelligentsia in the years when it consisted exclu-
sively of prerevolutionary intellectuals and when its ideals could not possibly have
been called proletarian, and the intelligentsia had justified the confidence of the
Party. The intelligentsia ceased to be trusted at a time when a numerous new Soviet
intelligentsia had emerged from the ranks of the working class, the peasantry and
Soviet employees, an intelligentsia which is flesh of the flesh and blood of the
blood of the Soviet people. The only Soviet intellectuals to be trusted at that time
were those who occupied administrative posts, among whom there were many over-
cautious or simply insufficiently cultured individuals.

A natural question arises: What phenomena in public life caused such a sharp
departure from Lenin's attitude to art?

The transformation of individuals' opinions into "guiding ideas" was one of the
manifestations of the cult of the individual leader, which became widespread in the
thirties. It was in the soil of this cult that the conviction arose and grew in the mid-
thirties that success in art could be achieved by orders, instructions, decrees and
decisions.

This conviction fundamentally contradicts the views held by V. I. Lenin. Speak-
ing of the need of reforming literary work, V. I. Lenin said: "We are far from the
idea of preaching any kind of uniform system or of solving the problem by issuing
a set of decisions." In his speech at the Second Congress of Political Education
Workers in 1921 V. I. Lenin spoke still more definitely and sharply, describing as
"Communist swagger" the assumption that all problems can be solved by "Com-
munist decree-passing." . . .

Until the mid-thirties the Party, proceeding on Leninist principles, had fought
tirelessly for a realistic art. The principal method in this struggle was leadership
based on patient, comradely criticism aimed at implanting Communist ideals in the
intelligentsia working in the arts. From the mid-thirties onward, the concept of
"leadership" began to be identified more and more with the concept of "com-
mand"; bossing and wide application of all kinds of repression became the princi-
pal method of influencing the arts. After the war the influence of the cult of the
individual leader increased even more. On the basis of an exaggerated idea of the
role of the individual in history, some theoreticians even evolved a theory of the ab-
sence of objective laws of social development in the U.S.S.R. and the possibility of
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"creating" such laws at will. The result was that literature and the arts were guided
by variable day-to-day instructions, and artificial schemes were passed off for life,
instead of truthfully portraying reality and instead of following the objective laws
of art. This, in turn, led to adapting art to the current political situation, to "var-
nishing" and distorting reality. It is hardly necessary to cite examples, so well
known are they to everybody.

Our party is now conducting a sharp and systematic struggle against the harm-
ful consequences of the cult of the individual leader. The positive results of this
struggle have already become manifest in many aspects of our life, but in the
theater field these consequences still play a considerable role. Just as before, from
time to time some leaders "veto" a work on the basis of their personal impressions,
disregarding public opinion and proclaiming their viewpoint to be the only correct
one and beyond appeal, and describing all who disagree as nitwits. For example,
only exceptional persistence by the management of the Vakhtangov Theater
blocked the effort of the Central Theater Administration to "veto" the play "A
Woman Alone."

Confidence in the intelligentsia in the arts has not been fully restored to this
day. Only the officials of government agencies, among whom there are still many
over-cautious people, enjoy full trust even now. There is hardly any need to demon-
strate that in 1956 our intelligentsia of the arts has more right to this trust than it
had in 1931. True, some improvement has been noticeable quite recently: The
theaters have been given the right to select their own repertoire, and the repertoire
has become more interesting, although, unfortunately, this change for the better
has been achieved mainly by revivals of classics and not by plays about modern life.
However, these steps are not enough to restore complete trust, such as the intelli-
gentsia of the arts enjoyed when Leninist views on art were still strong in the Party.
A determined reorganization of the whole work of guidance of the arts is needed.

The organizational aspect, of course, is extremely important in any matter. If we
look at this aspect from the vantage point of historical perspective, it is not difficult
to note some quite interesting circumstances. First, it is characteristic that the
drama is in a less satisfactory state than any other art, not to mention science; sec-
ond, this lag in the theater began immediately after the formation of the Commit-
tee on Affairs of the Arts.

In a brief note entitled "On the Work of the People's Commissariat of Educa-
tion," V. I. Lenin wrote: "A Communist leader must prove his right to leadership
by—and only by—his ability to find many—always more and more—helpers among
the practical teachers; by his ability to help them in their work, to promote them, to
make the most of their experience and to take it into account.

"In this respect our motto should certainly be: Less 'leadership,' more practical
work."

Since 1936 this method has been abandoned and replaced by the demand for
more "leadership." As the end result, administrators and not the workers of the arts
have come to determine the destinies of the theater. Public organizations have
found themselves completely excluded from leadership of the theater.

Our state is a state of a new type. It exists for the very purpose of advancing the
welfare of the people with the help of the people themselves. Therefore there can
be no situation in our country wherein the state would remove itself from the guid-
ance and control of any sphere of public life. But the forms of state leadership or
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control may be various; leadership and control may be exercised directly by gov-
ernment enterprises and institutions, but they may also be effected through public
organizations. In the theater direct government leadership has been established
since 1936. In literature state control is exercised through a public organization,
the Writers' Union. Life shows that in the field of literature and the arts, self-
government methods best ensure application of Lenin's call for "less 'leadership,'
more practical work." In the theater, too, the method of direct and constant "lead-
ership" from above must be rejected, and the theater arts should be granted exten-
sive self-government. What form this self-government should take is a matter for
discussion. It seems most expedient to remove matters of the arts from the jurisdic-
tion of the Ministry of Culture and to set up an Academy of Arts or even an
Academy of Literature and the Arts. As demonstrated by the experience of the
Academy of Sciences, this form of organization sensibly combines leadership and
self-government. One thing is beyond doubt—granting self-government to the
theater arts will make it easier to put Lenin's ideas into effect, and without this a
new and mighty flowering of theater arts is impossible.

The "Anti-Party Group"

In lune, 1957, the final stage in the succession to Stalin was reached when Khrush-
chev's colleagues in the party Presidium, alarmed over his power and perhaps genuinely
opposed to some of his economic policies, attempted to remove him from the Secre-
tariat. Khrushchev successfully appealed to the Central Committee, which was made up
largely of party secretaries loyal to him, and had his opponents denounced for the old
familiar sin of factionalism. Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich, and Shepilov were re-
moved from all their party and government offices, and were followed the next year by
Bulganin. Khrushchev then took over as prime minister in addition to his post as First
Secretary of the party, and emerged as the unchallenged individual leader of the USSR.

At its meetings of June 22 to June 29, 1957, the plenary session of the Party
Central Committee considered the question of the anti-Party group of Malenkov,
Kaganovich, and Molotov which had formed within the Presidium of the Party
Central Committee.

At a time when the Party, led by the Central Committee and supported by the
people as a whole, is doing tremendous work to carry out the historic decisions of
the 20th Congress—intended to develop the national economy further and steadily
raise the living standard of the Soviet people, to re-establish Leninist norms of
inner-Party life, to eliminate violations of revolutionary legality, to expand the Par-
ty's ties with the masses, to develop Soviet socialist democracy, to strengthen the
friendship of the Soviet peoples, to pursue a correct nationality policy and, in the
sphere of foreign policy, to relax international tension in order to secure a lasting
peace—and when notable progress, well known to every Soviet citizen, has been
made in all these fields, the anti-Party group of Malenkov, Kaganovich and Mo-
lotov came out against the Party line.

Seeking to change the Party's political line, this group used anti-Party, factional

FROM: Resolution of the Central Committee of the CPSU, "On the Anti-Party Group of G. M.
Malenkov, L. M. Kaganovich, and V. M. Molotov," June 29, 1957 (English translation in The
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, IX:23, July 17, 1957, pp. $~l)-
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methods in an attempt to change the composition of the Party's leading bodies,
elected by the plenary session of the Party Central Committee. . . .

This group persistently opposed and sought to frustrate so vastly important a
measure as the reorganization of industrial management and the setting up of eco-
nomic councils in the economic regions, a measure approved by the entire Party
and the people. They refused to understand that at the present stage, when pro-
gress in socialist industry has assumed a tremendous scale and continues to grow
rapidly, with the development of heavy industry receiving priority, it was essential
to find new, more perfect forms of industrial management which would uncover
great reserves and assure an even more powerful rise in Soviet industry. This group
went so far as to continue its struggle against the reorganization of industrial man-
agement, even after the approval of these measures in the course of the nationwide
discussion and the subsequent adoption of the law at a session of the U.S.S.R. Su-
preme Soviet.

With regard to agricultural questions, the members of this group failed to un-
derstand the new and vital tasks. They did not acknowledge the need to increase
material incentives for the collective farm peasantry in increasing the output of
agricultural products. They opposed abolition of the old bureaucratic system of
planning on the collective farms and the introduction of the new system of plan-
ning which unleashes the initiative of the collective farms in managing their own
affairs—a measure which has already yielded positive results. They have become so
divorced from life that they cannot understand the real opportunity which makes it
possible to abolish obligatory deliveries of farm products from collective farm
households at the end of this year. Implementation of this measure, which is of vi-
tal importance for the millions of working people of the land of the Soviets, has
been made possible by substantial progress of communal animal husbandry on the
collective farms and by the development of the state farms. Instead of supporting
this pressing measure, the members of the anti-Party group opposed it.

They waged an entirely unwarranted struggle against the Party's appeal—
actively supported by the collective farms, provinces and republics—to overtake the
U.S.A. in per capita output of milk, butter and meat in the next few years. Thereby
the members of the anti-Party group demonstrated lordly indifference to the vital
life interests of the broad masses of the people and lack of faith in the enormous
potentialities inherent in the socialist economy, in the nationwide movement now
going on for a faster increase in milk and meat production.

It cannot be considered accidental that Comrade Molotov, a participant in the
anti-Party group, manifesting conservatism and a stagnant attitude, not only failed
to realize the need for developing the virgin lands but even opposed the plowing
up of 35,000,000 hectares of virgin land, which has been of such tremendous im-
portance in our country's economy.

Comrades Malenkov, Kaganovich, and Molotov stubbornly opposed those mea-
sures which the Central Committee and our entire party carried out to eliminate
the consequences of the cult of the individual leader, to eliminate the violations of
revolutionary law which had occurred and to create conditions which would pre-
clude their recurrence.

Whereas the workers, collective farmers, our glorious youth, our engineers and
technicians, scientists, writers, the entire intelligentsia, unanimously supported the
measures promulgated by the Party in accordance with the decisions of the 20th
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Party Congress, whereas the entire Soviet people joined the active struggle to carry
out these measures, and whereas our country is experiencing a mighty increase in
the active part played by the people and a fresh surge of new creative forces, the
participants in the anti-Party group remained deaf to this creative movement of the
masses.

In the sphere of foreign policy, this group, in particular Comrade Molotov,
showed stagnation and hampered in every way implementation of new and pressing
measures intended to alleviate international tension and strengthen world peace. As
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Comrade Molotov for a long time not only failed to
take any measures through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to improve relations be-
tween the U.S.S.R. and Yugoslavia but repeatedly came out against those measures
which the Presidium of the Central Committee carried out to improve relations
with Yugoslavia. Comrade Molotov's erroneous stand on the Yugoslav question
was unanimously condemned by the July, 1955, plenary session of the Party Cen-
tral Committee as "not corresponding to the interests of the Soviet state and the
socialist camp and not conforming to the principles of Leninist policy." . . .

Seeing that their erroneous statements and actions were constantly rebuffed in
the Presidium of the Central Committee, which has been consistently carrying out
the line of the 20th Party Congress, Comrades Molotov, Kaganovich and Malen-
kov embarked on a group struggle against the Party leadership. Reaching agree-
ment among themselves on an anti-Party basis, they set out to change the policy of
the Party, to return the Party to those erroneous methods of leadership which were
condemned by the 20th Party Congress. They resorted to methods of intrigue and
reached a secret agreement against the Central Committee. The facts revealed at
the Plenary session of the Central Committee show that Comrades Malenkov,
Kaganovich and Molotov, as well as Comrade Shepilov, who joined them, having
embarked on the path of factional struggle, violated the Party Statutes and the "On
Party Unity" decision of the Tenth Party Congress, drafted by Lenin. . . .

. . . Guided by the interests of comprehensively strengthening the Leninist
unity of the Party, the plenary session of the Party Central Committee resolves:

1. To condemn as incompatible with the Leninist principles of our party the fac-
tional activities of the anti-Party group of Malenkov, Kaganovich and Molotov, and
of Shepilov, who joined them.

2. To exclude Comrades Malenkov, Kaganovich and Molotov from membership
in the Presidium of the Central Committee and from the Central Committee; to
remove Comrade Shepilov from the post of Secretary of the Central Committee
and to exclude him from the list of candidates for membership in the Presidium of
the Central Committee and from membership in the Central Committee. . . .

The Promise of a Communist Future

In 1961, for the first time since the Civil War year of 1919, the Communist Party of-
ficially adopted a new program. The document reflected Khrushchev's grandiose aspira-
tions to overtake the U.S.A. economically and proclaim the transition to the communist

FROM: Programme of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, adopted by the Twenty-Second
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, October 31, 1961 (English translation in
New Times, November 29, 1961, supplement, pp. 27-28, 41, 47-49, 54, 56).
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Utopia within two decades. It proved to be the last great effort to square the Marxian
ideal of stateless equalitarianism with the realities of bureaucratic industrialism under
the management of the Party.

Communism—The Bright Future of all Mankind

The building of a communist society has become an immediate practical task for
the Soviet people. The gradual development of socialism into communism is an ob-
jective law; it has been prepared by the development of Soviet socialist society
throughout the preceding period.

What is communism?
Communism is a classless social system with one form of public ownership of the means of

production and full social equality of all members of society; under it, the all-round devel-
opment of people will be accompanied by the growth of the productive forces through contin-
uous progress in science and technology; all sources of public wealth will gush forth
abundantly, and the great principle ccFrom each according to his ability, to each according
to his needs" will be implemented. Communism is a highly organised society of free, socially
conscious working people in which public self-government will be established, a society in
which labour for the good of society will become the prime vital requirement of everyone, a
necessity recognised by one and all, and the ability of each person will be employed to the
greatest benefit of the people.

A high degree of communist consciousness, industry, discipline, and devotion
to the public interest are intrinsic qualities of the man of communist society.

Communism ensures the continuous development of social production and ris-
ing labour productivity through rapid scientific and technological progress; it
equips man with the best and most powerful machines, greatly increases his power
over nature and enables him to control its elemental forces to an ever greater ex-
tent. The social economy reaches the highest stage of planned organisation, and the
most effective and rational use is made of the material wealth and labour reserves
to meet the growing requirements of the members of society.

Under communism there will be no classes, and the socio-economic and cultural
distinctions, and differences in living conditions, between town and countryside
will disappear; the countryside will rise to the level of the town in development of
productive forces and nature of work, forms of production relations, living condi-
tions and well-being of the population. With the victory of communism mental and
physical labour will merge organically in the production activity of people. The in-
telligentsia will no longer be a distinct social stratum. Workers by hand will have
risen in cultural and technological standards to the level of workers by brain.

Thus, communism will put an end to the division of society into classes and so-
cial strata, whereas the whole history of mankind, with the exception of its primi-
tive period, was one of class society. Division into opposing classes led to the
exploitation of man by man, class struggle, and antagonisms between nations and
states.

Under communism all people will have equal status in society, will stand in the
same relation to the means of production, will enjoy equal conditions of work and
distribution, and will actively participate in the management of public affairs.
Harmonious relations will be established between the individual and society on the
basis of the unity of public and personal interests. For all their diversity, the re-



The Interval of Reform, 1953-1964 267

quirements of people will express the sound, reasonable requirements of the fully
developed person.

The purpose of communist production is to ensure uninterrupted progress of
society and to provide all its members with material and cultural benefits according
to their growing needs, their individual requirements and tastes. People's require-
ments will be satisfied from public sources. Articles of personal use will be in the
full ownership of each member of society and will be at his disposal.

Communist society, which is based on highly organised production and ad-
vanced technology, alters the character of work, but it does not release the
members of society from work. It will by no means be a society of anarchy, idleness
and inactivity. Every able-bodied person will participate in social labour and thereby
ensure the steady growth of the material and spiritual wealth of society. Thanks to
the changed character of labour, its better technical equipment and the high degree
of consciousness of all members of society, the latter will work willingly for the
public benefit according to their own inclinations.

Communist production demands high standards of organisation, precision and
discipline, which are ensured, not by compulsion, but through an understanding of
public duty, and are determined by the whole pattern of life in communist society.
Labour and discipline will not be a burden to people: labour will no longer be a
mere source of livelihood—it will be a genuinely creative process and a source of
joy-

Communism represents the highest form or organisation of public life. All pro-
duction units and self-governing associations will be harmoniously united in a
common planned economy and a uniform rhythm of social labour.

Under communism the nations will draw closer and closer together in all
spheres on the basis of a complete identity of economic, political and spiritual in-
terests, of fraternal friendship and co-operation.

Communism is the system under which the abilities and talents of free man, his
best moral qualities, blossom forth and reveal themselves in full. Family relations
will be freed once and for all from material considerations and will be based solely
on mutual love and friendship.

In defining the basic tasks to be accomplished in building a communist society,
the Party is guided by Lenin's great formula: "Communism is Soviet power plus the
electrification of the whole country."

The C.P.S.U. being a party of scientific communism, proposes and fulfils the
tasks of communist construction in step with the preparation and maturing of the
material and spiritual prerequisites, considering that it would be wrong to jump
over necessary stages of development, and that it would be equally wrong to halt at
an achieved level and thus check progress. The building of communism must be
carried out by successive stages.

In the current decade (1961-70) the Soviet Union, in creating the material and
technical basis of communism, will surpass the strongest and richest capitalist
country, the U.S.A., in production per head of population; the people's standard of
living and their cultural and technical standards will improve substantially; every-
one will live in easy circumstances; all collective and state farms will become highly
productive and profitable enterprises; the demand of Soviet people for well-
appointed housing will, in the main, be satisfied; hard physical work will disappear;
the U.S.S.K will have the shortest working day.
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The material and technical basis of communism will be built up by the end of the
second decade (1971-80), ensuring an abundance of material and cultural values for
the whole population; Soviet society will come close to a stage where it can intro-
duce the principle of distribution according to needs, and there will be a gradual
transition to one form of ownership—national ownership. Thus, a communist society
will in the main be built in the USSR. The construction of communist society will be
fully completed in the subsequent period.

The majestic edifice of communism is being erected by the persevering effort of
the Soviet people—the working class, the peasantry and the intelligentsia. The
more successful their work, the closer the great goal—communist society. . . .

The Tasks of the Party in the Spheres of State Development
and the Further Promotion of Socialist Democracy

The dictatorship of the proletariat, born of the socialist revolution, played an
epoch-making role by ensuring the victory of socialism in the U.S.S.R. In the
course of socialist construction, however, it underwent changes. After the exploit-
ing classes had been abolished, the function of suppressing their resistance ceased
to exist. The chief functions of the socialist state—organisation of the economy,
culture and education—developed in full measure. The socialist state entered a new
period of its development. The state began to grow over into a nation-wide organi-
sation of the working people of socialist society. Proletarian democracy was grow-
ing more and more into a socialist democracy of the people as a whole.

The working class is the only class in history that does not aim to perpetuate its
power. Having brought about the complete and final victory of socialism—the first
phase of communism—and the transition of society to the full-scale construction of
communism, the dictatorship of the proletariat has fulfilled its historic mission and
has ceased to be indispensable in the U.S.S.R. from the point of view of the tasks of
internal development. The state, which arose as a state of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, has, in the new, contemporary stage, become a state of the entire peo-
ple, an organ expressing the interests and will of the people as a whole. Since the
working class is the foremost and best organised force of Soviet society, it plays a
leading role also in the period of the full-scale construction of communism. The
working class will have completed its role of leader of society after communism is
built and classes disappear.

The Party holds that the dictatorship of the working class will cease to be neces-
sary before the state withers away. The state as an organisation of the entire people
will survive until the complete victory of communism. Expressing the will of the
people, it must organise the building up of the material and technical basis of
communism, and the transformation of socialist relations into communist rela-
tions, must exercise control over the measure of work and the measure of con-
sumption, promote the people's welfare, protect the rights and freedoms of Soviet
citizens, socialist law and order and socialist property, instil in the people con-
scious discipline and a communist attitude to labour, guarantee the defence and se-
curity of the country, promote fraternal co-operation with the socialist countries,
uphold world peace, and maintain normal relations with all countries.

All-round extension and perfection of socialist democracy, active participation of all citi-
zens in the administration of the state, in the management of economic and cultural devel-
opment, improvement of the government apparatus, and increased control over its activity
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by the people constitute the main direction in which socialist statehood develops in the build-
ing of communism. As socialist democracy develops, the organs of state power will
gradually be transformed into organs of public self-government. The Leninist prin-
ciple of democratic centralism, which ensures the proper combination of cen-
tralised leadership with the maximum encouragement of local initiative, the
extension of the rights of the Union republics and greater creative activity of the
masses, will be promoted. It is essential to strengthen discipline, constantly control
the activities of all the sections of the administrative apparatus, check the execution
of the decisions and laws of the Soviet state and heighten the responsibility of every
official for the strict and timely implementation of these laws. . . .

The Tasks of the Party in the Spheres of Ideology, Education,
Instruction, Science and Culture

Soviet society has made great progress in the socialist education of the masses,
in the moulding of active builders of socialism. But even after the socialist system
has triumphed there persist in the minds and behavior of people survivals of capi-
talism, which hamper the progress of society.

In the struggle for the victory of communism, ideological work becomes an in-
creasingly powerful factor. The higher the social consciousness of the members of
society, the more fully and broadly their creative activities come into play in the
building of the material and technical basis of communism, in the development of
communist forms of labour and new relations between people, and, consequently,
the more rapidly and successfully the building of communism proceeds.

The Party considers that the paramount task in the ideological field in the pres-
ent period is to educate all working people in a spirit of ideological integrity and
devotion to communism, and cultivate in them a communist attitude to labour and
the social economy; to eliminate completely the survivals of bourgeois views and
morals; to ensure the all-round, harmonious development of the individual; to
create a truly rich spiritual culture. Special importance is attached by the Party to
the moulding of the rising generation.

The moulding of the new man is effected through his own active participation in
communist construction and the development of communist principles in the eco-
nomic and social spheres, under the influence of the educational work carried out by
the Party, the state, and various social organisations, work in which the press, radio,
cinema, and television play an important part. As communist forms of social orga-
nisation are created, communist ideas will become more firmly rooted in life and
work and in human relations, and people will develop the ability to enjoy the bene-
fits of communism in a rational way. Joint planned labour by the members of so-
ciety, their daily participation in the management of state and public affairs, and the
development of communist relations of comradely cooperation and mutual support,
recast the minds of people in a spirit of collectivism, industry, and humanism.

Increased communist consciousness of the people furthers the ideological and
political unity of the workers, collective farmers, and intellectuals and promotes
their gradual fusion in the single collective of the working people of communist
society.

The Party sets the following tasks in the field of development of communist
consciousness:

(a) The Shaping of a Scientific World Outlook. Under socialism and at a time when
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a communist society is being built, when spontaneous economic development has
given way to the conscious organisation of production and social life as a whole,
and when theory is daily translated into practice, it is of prime importance that a
scientific world outlook be shaped in all working people of Soviet society on the
basis of Marxism-Leninism, an integral and harmonious system of philosophical,
economic and sociopolitical views. The Party calls for the education of the whole
population in the spirit of scientific communism and strives to ensure that all work-
ing people fully understand the course and perspectives of world development. . . .

(b) Labour Education. The Party sees the development of a communist attitude
to labour in all members of society as its chief educational task. Labour for the
benefit of society is the sacred duty of all. Any labour for society, whether physical
or mental, is honourable and commands respect. Exemplary labour and manage-
ment in the social economy should serve to educate all working people. . . .

(c) The Affirmation of Communist Morality. In the course of transition to com-
munism, the moral principles of society become increasingly important; the sphere
of action of the moral factor expands and the importance of the administrative con-
trol of human relations diminishes accordingly. The Party will encourage all forms
of conscious civic self-discipline leading to the assertion and promotion of the
basic rules of the communist way of life.

The Communists reject the class morality of the exploiters; in contrast to the
perverse, selfish views and morals of the old world, they promote communist mor-
ality, which is the noblest and most just morality, for it expresses the interests and
ideals of the whole of working mankind. Communism makes the elementary stan-
dards of morality and justice, which were distorted or shamelessly flouted under the
rule of the exploiters, inviolable rules for relations both between individuals and
between peoples. Communist morality encompasses the fundamental norms of
human morality which the masses of the people evolved in the course of millenni-
ums as they fought against vice and social oppression. The revolutionary morality of
the working class is of particular importance to the moral advancement of society.
As socialist and communist construction progresses, communist morality is enriched
with new principles, a new content.

The Party holds that the moral code of the builder of communism should comprise
the following principles:

devotion to the communist cause; love of the socialist motherland and of the
other socialist countries;

conscientious labour for the good of society—he who does not work, neither
shall he eat;

concern on the part of everyone for the preservation and growth of public
wealth;

a high sense of public duty; intolerance of actions harmful to the public interest;
collectivism and comradely mutual assistance: one for all and all for one;
humane relations and mutual respect between individuals—man is to man a

friend, comrade and brother;
honesty and truthfulness, moral purity, modesty, and unpretentiousness in social

and private life;
mutual respect in the family, and concern for the upbringing of children;
an uncompromising attitude to injustice, parasitism, dishonesty, careerism and

money-grubbing;
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friendship and brotherhood among all peoples of the U.S.S.R; intolerance of na-
tional and racial hatred;

an uncompromising attitude to the enemies of communism, peace, and the free-
dom of nations;

fraternal solidarity with the working people of all countries, and with all
peoples.

(d) The Promotion of Proletarian Internationalism and Socialist Patriotism. The
Party will untiringly educate Soviet people in the spirit of proletarian international-
ism and will vigorously promote the international solidarity of the working people.
In fostering the Soviet people's love of their Country, the Party maintains that with
the emergence of the world socialist system the patriotism of the members of so-
cialist society is expressed in devotion and loyalty to their own country and to the
entire community of socialist countries. Socialist patriotism and socialist interna-
tionalism necessarily imply proletarian solidarity with the working class and all
working people of all countries. The Party will continue perseveringly to combat
the reactionary ideology of bourgeois nationalism, racism, and cosmopolitanism.

(e) All-Round and Harmonious Development of the Individual. In the period of
transition to communism, there are greater opportunities of educating a new man,
who will harmoniously combine spiritual wealth, moral purity and a perfect physique.

All-round development of the individual has been made possible by historic so-
cial gains—freedom from exploitation, unemployment, and poverty, from discrimi-
nation on account of sex, origin, nationality or race. Every member of society is
provided with equal opportunities for education and creative labour. Relations of
dependence and inequality between people in public affairs and in family life disap-
pear. The personal dignity of each citizen is protected by society. Each is guaran-
teed an equal and free choice of occupation and profession with due regard to the
interests of society. As less and less time is spent on material production, the indi-
vidual is afforded ever greater opportunities to develop his abilities, gifts, and
talents in the fields of production, science, engineering, literature, and the arts.
People will increasingly devote their leisure to public pursuits, cultural intercourse,
intellectual and physical development, scientific, technical and artistic endeavour.
Physical training and sports will become part and parcel of the everyday life of
people.

(f) Elimination of the Survivals of Capitalism in the Minds and Behaviour of People.
The Party considers it an integral part of its communist education work to combat
manifestations of bourgeois ideology and morality, and the remnants of private-
owner psychology, superstitions, and prejudices.

The general public, public opinion, and extensive criticism and self-criticism
must play a big role in combating survivals of the past and manifestations of indi-
vidualism and selfishness. Comradely censure of anti-social behaviour will gradually
become the principal means of doing away with manifestations of bourgeois views,
customs and habits. The power of example in public affairs and in private life, in
the performance of one's public duty, acquires tremendous educational significance.

The Party uses ideological media to educate people in the spirit of a scientific
materialist world conception, to overcome religious prejudices without insulting
the sentiments of believers. It is necessary to conduct regularly broad atheistic pro-
paganda on a scientific basis, to explain patiently the untenability of religious be-
liefs, which were engendered in the past when people were overawed by the
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elemental forces and social oppression and did not know the real causes of natural
and social phenomena. This can be done by making use of the achievements of
modern science, which is steadily solving the mysteries of the universe and extend-
ing man's power over nature, leaving no room for religious inventions about su-
pernatural forces.

(g) The Exposure of Bourgeois Ideology. The peaceful coexistence of states with dif-
ferent social systems does not imply any easing of the ideological struggle. The
Communist Party will go on exposing the antipopular, reactionary nature of capitalism
and all attempts to paint bright pictures of the capitalist system.

The Party will steadfastly propagate the great advantages of socialism and communism
over the declining capitalist system.

The Party advances the scientific ideology of communism in contrast to reac-
tionary bourgeois ideology. Communist ideology, which expresses the fundamental
interests of the working class and all working people, teaches them to struggle, to
live and work, for the happiness of all. It is the most humane ideology. Its ideals are
to establish truly human relations between individuals and peoples, to deliver man-
kind from the threat of wars of extermination, and bring about universal peace and
a free, happy life for all men on earth. . . .

The Tarty in the Teriod ofTull-Scale Communist Construction

As a result of the victory of socialism in the U.S.S.R. and the consolidation of
the unity of Soviet society, the Communist Party of the working class has become
the vanguard of the Soviet people, a Party of the entire people, and extended its
guiding influence to all spheres of social life. The Party is the brain, the honour
and the conscience of our epoch, of the Soviet people, the people effecting great
revolutionary transformations. It looks keenly into the future and shows the people
scientifically motivated roads along which to advance, arouses titanic energy in the
masses and leads them to the accomplishment of great tasks.

The period of full-scale communist construction is characterised by a further
enhancement of the role and importance of the Communist Tarty as the leading and
guiding force of Soviet society.

Unlike all the preceding socio-economic formations, communist society does
not develop spontaneously, but as a result of the conscious and purposeful efforts
of the masses led by the Marxist-Leninist Party. The Communist Party, which
unites the foremost representatives of the working class, of all working people, and
is closely connected with the masses, which enjoys unbounded prestige among the
people and understands the laws of social development, provides proper leadership
in communist construction as a whole, giving it an organised, planned and scientif-
ically based character. . . .

There must be a new, higher stage in the development of the Party itself and of
its political, ideological, and organisational work that is in conformity with the full-
scale building of communism. The Party will continuously improve the forms and
methods of its work, so that its leadership of the masses, of the building of the
material and technical basis of communism, of the development of society's spiri-
tual life will keep pace with the growing requirements of the epoch of communist
construction. . . .

The achievement of communism in the U.S.S.R. will be the greatest victory
mankind has ever won throughout its long history. Every new step made towards
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the bright peaks of communism inspires the working masses in all countries,
renders immense moral support to the struggle for the liberation of all peoples
from social and national oppression, and brings closer the triumph of Marxism-
Leninism on a worldwide scale.

When the Soviet people will enjoy the blessings of communism, new hundreds
of millions of people on earth will say: "We are for communism!" It is not through
war with other countries, but by the example of a more perfect organisation of so-
ciety, by rapid progress in developing the productive forces, the creation of all
conditions for the happiness and well-being of man, that the ideas of communism
win the minds and hearts of the masses.

The forces of social progress will inevitably grow in all countries, and this will
assist the builders of communism in the Soviet Union.

The Party proceeds from the Marxist-Leninist proposition: history is made by
the people, and communism is a creation of the people, of its energy and intelli-
gence. The victory of communism depends on people, and communism is built for
people. Every Soviet man brings the triumph of communism nearer by his labour.
The successes of communist construction spell abundance and a happy life to all,
and enhance the might, prestige and glory of the Soviet Union.

The Party is confident that the Soviet people will accept the new Programme of
the C.P.S.U. as their own vital cause, as the greatest purpose of their life and as a
banner of nation-wide struggle for the building of communism. The Party calls on
all Communists, on the entire Soviet people—all working men and women, collec-
tive farmers and workers by brain—to apply their energies to the successfull fulfil-
ment of the historic tasks set forth in this Programme.

UNDER THE TRIED AND TESTED LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMUNIST
PARTY, UNDER THE BANNER OF MARXISM-LENINISM, THE SOVIET
PEOPLE HAVE BUILT SOCIALISM.

UNDER THE LEADERSHIP OF THE PARTY, UNDER THE BANNER OF
MARXISM-LENINISM, THE SOVIET PEOPLE WILL BUILD COMMUNIST
SOCIETY.

THE PARTY SOLEMNLY PROCLAIMS: THE PRESENT GENERATION OF
SOVIET PEOPLE SHALL LIVE IN COMMUNISM!

Harebrained Schemes—Khrushchev's Division
of the Party Apparatus

In his efforts to drive the Soviet economy forward and outmaneuver his neo-Stalinist
opponents in the party hierarchy, Khrushchev undertook a number of rash initiatives in
the domestic as well as the foreign policy realm. One of his most disruptive moves, im-
mediately cancelled by his successors, was to divide the provincial organizations of the
Communist Party into separate urban-industrial and rural-agricultural branches.

The 22nd Party Congress set forth the further improvement of guidance of the
national economy as one of the primary and most important of the Party's tasks. It
is now necessary also to bring Party guidance of industry, construction and agricul-

FROM: Resolution of the Central Committee of the CPSU, "On the Development of the USSR
Economy and Reorganization of Party Guidance of the National Economy," November 23, 1962
(English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XIV:48, December 26, 1962, pp. 12-14).
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ture into line with the demands of the time. In conditions of full-scale communist
construction, when the Party's role is growing immeasurably, the organizational
restructuring of the guidance of the national economy has great political sig-
nificance.

In our time what is required of the Party is the ability not only to issue the
proper slogan at the proper time but also to give knowledgeable day-by-day, con-
crete guidance to production, to the development of industry, agriculture and all
branches of the economy.

The rate of the development of the country's national economy depends chiefly
on the labor efforts of the millions and on an ability to organize the implementa-
tion of Party policy and of plans for economic construction.

However, the organizational forms for guidance of the national economy that
took shape earlier, and that played in their time a positive role, now are preventing
a more closely planned and concrete treatment of all branches of industry and agri-
culture and the taking of timely, effective measures to remove existing shortcom-
ings, are engendering the guidance of the economy by proclamation and in
"campaign style," and are preventing the proper placement of Party cadres and the
better employment of their knowledge and experience.

To overcome the above-mentioned shortcomings and to improve the guidance
of the national economy, it is necessary to shift to the production principle in the struc-
ture of the guiding Party agencies from bottom to top.

The organization of Party agencies according to the production principle will
present an opportunity to ensure more concrete and closely planned guidance of
industry, construction and agriculture and to concentrate the principal attention on
production questions. Such a reorganization will stimulate all aspects of the Party's
activity and will link organizational and ideological work still more closely to the
tasks of creating the material and technical base for communism and of rearing the
new man.

The creation of the material and technical base for communism requires acceler-
ation of the rate of technical progress. At present the guidance of a large part of
the research and design organizations is dispersed among economic councils, min-
istries and departments, which hampers the pursuit of a unified technical policy in
the branches of the national economy and slows down the introduction of new
technology.

The plenary session of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee deems it necessary to
reorganize the guidance of research and design organizations, to eliminate paral-
lelism and lack of coordination in their activity and to carry out measures for the
centralization of the guidance of technical policy.

The plenary session of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee calls the attention of
Party, soviet, and economic agencies to the shortcomings that exist in the organiza-
tion of industrial, housing and cultural and service construction. Certain economic
councils, Union-republic State Planning Committees and local Party agencies fre-
quently undertake the construction of new projects without considering general
state interests and without taking into account the possibilities for providing their
projects with designs, materials, manpower and equipment, and they scatter funds
among a multitude of construction projects. . . .

The plenary session of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union resolves:
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I—In the sphere of Party guidance of the national economy:
1. To approve the measures for the reorganization of the Party guidance of the

national economy worked out by the Presidium of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee
and set forth in Comrade N. S. Khrushchev's report at the present plenary session.

2. To recognize it as necessary to reorganize the leading Party agencies from
bottom to top on the basis of the production principle, and thereby to ensure
more concrete guidance of industrial and agricultural production.

To form within the limits of the existing territories and provinces, as a rule, two
independent Party organizations:

—a territory or province Party organization uniting Communists who work in
industry, construction and transport, in educational institutions and research insti-
tutes, and in design organizations and other institutions that serve industrial pro-
duction and construction;

—a territory or province Party organization uniting Communists who work on
collective and state farms, at experimental stations, in agricultural educational insti-
tutions and research institutes, at enterprises that process agricultural raw mate-
rials, and in procurement and other institutions and organizations connected with
agricultural production.

In the territory and province Party organizations to have, correspondingly:
—a territory or province Party committee for guiding industrial production;
—a territory or province Party committee for guiding agricultural production.
3. For purposes of improving the guidance of the national economy, to recog-

nize as expedient the formation in the C.P.S.U. Central Committee and the Cen-
tral Committees of the Union-republic Communist Parties of Central Committee
Bureaus for Guiding Industrial Production and Central Committee Bureaus for
Guiding Agricultural Production.

To elect a Presidium of the Central Committee in the Central Committees of
the Union-republic Communist Parties for deciding questions of republic-wide
significance and for coordination of the activities of the Bureaus. . . .

The Fall of Khrushchev

After four years of political maneuvering commencing with the U-2 affair in i960
(when an American reconnaissance plane was shot down over Soviet territory) the neo-
Stalinists inspired by Mikhail Suslov accomplished the unprecedented feat of removing
the established leader according to the party rules. The gist of Suslov's speech at the
Central Committee meeting where this action took place was reported in the under-
ground press.

Khrushchev was consigned to political oblivion but lived on in quiet retirement until
his death in 1971;

a) Suslov's Secret Speech

Generalizing all the information concerning M. Suslov's report that has come in
from various sources, it is possible to reduce the charges made in the report against
Khrushchev to the following points:

FROM: Report of M. Suslov at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU and Charges
against Khrushchev, Politicheskii Dnevnik [Political Diary], no. 1 (1965), pp. ^-6 (editor's trans-
lation).
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Khrushchev allowed serious mistakes in his work, made thoughtless and hasty
decisions, and played organizational leap-frog.

In recent years Khrushchev concentrated all the power in the country in his own
hands and began to abuse it. He attributed all the achievements of the country to his
own personal merits, completely ceased to consider the members of the Presidium,
slighted them, insulted them, did not listen to their opinions, constantly lectured
them and everyone else. In spite of repeated appeals to him by the members of the
Presidium, he ignored all reproof.

In the press more and more was written about his merits. During 1963 in the
central press his picture appeared 10 times, and in the first half of 1964, 140
times. Whereas even pictures of Stalin would be printed only ten times a year.

Khrushchev surrounded himself with advisors from among his relatives and jour-
nalists whose voice he heeded more than the voice of the members of the Presidium.
The members of the Presidium had to handle a series of important measures
through these people, since he did not want to listen to members of the Presidium
and did not accept their proposals. Khrushchev often referred to the opinions of his
son Sergei and his daughter Rada. He dragged his family into politics. He was sur-
rounded by toadies and flatterers, in the press and on the radio as well.

To his son Sergei, who had recently finished the institute, they gave the title of
laureate of the Lenin Prize and candidate of technical science.

Suslov called Khrushchev's son-in-law Adzhubei a toady, a lackey, and an-
nounced that the CC [Central Committee] had removed him from the office of
chief editor of Izvestia. In Khrushchev's entourage Adzhubei was sort of a minister
of foreign affairs, who tried to decide everything on the level of heads of govern-
ment and disoriented the ambassadors. Gromyko was pushed into the second rank.
Suslov recounted how Adzhubei, in West Germany, in a talk with members of the
government and public figures of West Germany, referred to Ulbricht in an insult-
ing tone. It took great effort to settle the conflict with the GDR [German Demo-
cratic Republic] that arose over this. The CC of the Socialist Unity [Communist]
Party sent a protest against Adzhubei's gossip to West Germany, where he had
come to sound out the basis for a possible trip there by Khrushchev. Adzhubei de-
clared to the West Germans, "Why do you jump on Ulbricht, you know he won't
live long, he has tuberculosis of the throat."

The creation at Khrushchev's initiative of two party organizations—industrial
and rural—caused much confusion and represents the creation of two new parties,
a workers' party and a peasants' party.

In a new note to the members of the Presidium (on the forthcoming November
Plenum of the CC) Khrushchev proposed to liquidate the party organizations in
rural food-supply administrations and to establish political departments in place of
them. Besides this, he proposed to specialize the work of the food-supply adminis-
trations and create separate administrations—"Main Administration for Sheep,"
"Main Administration for Pigs," "Main Administration for Fowl," etc. The Presi-
dium responded to this note by postponing the Plenum of the CC.

Khrushchev got the idea that he was a specialist in all areas—in agriculture, di-
plomacy, science, art—and lectured about all of them. In West Germany he lec-
tured about how agriculture should be carried on, and acted as if he were in some
one of the provinces of our own country.

Many materials on the CC and materials prepared by the apparatus of the CC



The Interval of Reform, 1953-/964 277

he had printed under his own name. Circulating notes to the members of the Pre-
sidium, he demanded written comments from them and gave them 45 minutes for
this. Naturally, when his notes were being considered at the CC none of the
members of the Presidium was able to come forth with written conclusions.

The sessions of the Presidium of the CC under Khrushchev were turned into
empty formality.

Khrushchev so confused the administration of industry by creating committees,
the Economic Council of the USSR, the Supreme Economic Council of the USSR,
that it appears very difficult to untangle all this. Industry is now doing worse.

Khrushchev carried on an incorrect policy in the area of price-setting. The rise
in prices for meat, dairy products, and certain industrial goods was a blow to the
material situation of the workers. He also carried on an incorrect policy in the area
of stock-raising, as a result of which many cows were slaughtered and deliveries of
meat were reduced and sales in the market were reduced.

Khrushchev was careless in his speeches and conversations. Thus, for example,
in a conversation with Japanese parliamentarians he declared that here in Kazakh-
stan live Kazakhs and in Sinkiang there are also Kazakhs, and if a referendum were
taken among them as to whether they wanted to remain in China or join the
USSR, and if they voted for the USSR, we would unite them with us. Suslov said
that in the USSR these phrases were deleted when the type was being set, but they
were printed in Japan, which evoked a protest on the part of China. Although our
differences with China are not going away, and will be considered at the confer-
ence of 26 Communist Parties, and later on at a conference of all Communist Par-
ties, nevertheless it is necessary to emphasize that in the exacerbation of the
position of the Chinese the conduct of Khrushchev also had an influence, when he
slighted individual leaders of the socialist states. He called Mao Tse-tung an old ga-
losh. This became known to him and caused bitterness. Khrushchev also conducted
himself tactlessly in relation to Albania.

At a dinner after a session of Comecon* he hurled a retort at Zhivkov, that the
Bulgarians were always dependents. Out of tactfulness Zhivkov kept quiet and
swallowed this pill. At the dinner there were leaders of the socialist states and par-
ties. This was a manifestation by Khrushchev of great-power chauvinism.

Through an understanding with Poland an aircraft factory was built there at
which airplanes of the AN-2 type were produced. According to the agreement we
were supposed to buy 500 planes from them. Khrushchev decided not to buy these
planes, under the pretext that we could make them more cheaply. By this we let the
Poles down and provoked great dissatisfaction. At the plant there are 15,000
workers.

We also provoked dissatisfaction in Rumania, compelling her to pump her oil
into the "Friendship" oil pipe line at a time when Rumania was getting hard cur-
rency for her oil.

Khrushchev's petty tyranny was shown in the following. Learning that at the
Timiryazev Agricultural Academy there were scholars who did not agree with his
policy in the area of agriculture, he decided no matter what to move the academy
out of Moscow and disperse its faculty completely in different places. On top of
this he said, "There's no use their plowing up asphalt." The academy, as is well

^Council of Economic Mutual Assistance, comprising all the satellite governments—Ed.
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known, has existed in Moscow for a century. Suslov said that the members of the
Presidium were in disagreement with Khrushchev, and under various pretexts
stalled off the relocation of the academy, created various committees, and in a
word, sabotaged his directive. But when the day came that he returned from a trip
and learned that the academy was still in Moscow, he ordered that it cease accept-
ing students. So for a period of two years the academy lacked the first class and
then the second. Many professors had to leave the academy.

Without any explanation to the members of the Presidium he removed the Min-
ister of Agriculture Comrade Pysin from his post.

After seeing fallow fields on one sovkhoz [state farm] in Kazakhstan, Khrush-
chev disregarded the explanation of the director of the sovkhoz that on this land
fallow fields were absolutely necessary, and ordered the removal not only of the di-
rector but even of the secretary of the CC of Kazakhstan Comrade Kunaev.

Khrushchev did not refrain from reproaching Kosygin just because somehow in
a conversation with Yusupov* Kosygin asked how they were doing with the grain
and said that they should get better grain yields. Khrushchev regarded this as inter-
ference by Kosygin in the direction of agriculture.

Khrushchev defended Lysenko,t without regard for the fact that many scholars
had come out against Lysenko. Suslov related the following. At the insistence of
Lysenko, Khrushchev proposed to the USSR Academy of Sciences to open up two
vacancies for the election of Nuzhdin and Remeslo as academicians. At the session
of the Academy of Sciences Academician Sakharov challenged both of these can-
didacies. Lysenko spoke out in regard to the rejection of these candidacies with an
abusive speech and later reported what had happened to Khrushchev. The latter de-
clared that if the Academy was getting into politics, then we would break up this
kind of academy, this kind of academy we don't need. These pronouncements of
Khrushchev's became known to the members of the academy.

We ordered some Finnish houses from Finland, in connection with which they
built a special plant. Then at Khrushchev's insistence we refused these houses. Later
on, when we ordered some ships from the Finns, they notified us that they would
only build them in old plants. In ten years Khrushchev did not once receive the
Minister of Foreign Trade Patolichev. Khrushchev never even called him up.

At Khrushchev's orders the private plots of the collective farmers were cut
down. This caused irritation in the village, since the cut off portions could in no
way be sown and grew up in weeds.

In regard to the decorating of Nasser things happened thus: the members of the
Presidium objected to awarding Nasser the title Hero of the Soviet Union. How-
ever, Khrushchev insisted personally, and took the star and order of Lenin to
Cairo. When Nasser said that they also had to give the title of hero to his vice-
president Amer, Khrushchev without the agreement of the Presidium told Geor-
gadze** to bring a star and order on the grounds that he had promised Nasser to
do this.

When he returned from Cairo he told Ponomarevft to check what kind of

^Evidently Ismail Yusupov, whom Khrushchev substituted for Kunaev in Kazakhstan in 1962,
and was himself displaced again by Kunaev after Khrushchev was ousted—Ed.

tTrofim D. Lysenko, the quack geneticist—Ed.

**M. P. Georgadze, secretary to the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet—Ed.

ttBoris N. Ponomarev, head of the International Department of the Party Secretariat—Ed.
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Communists there were in the United Arab Republic who Nasser said were pre-
venting him from building socialism.

In one province he proposed to liquidate the kolkhozy and create sovkhozy, jus-
tifying this because the kolkhozy were unprofitable. In fact the kolkhozy were more
profitable than the sovkhozy.

Khrushchev never allowed one member of the Presidium to go out to the prov-
inces, declaring that it's useless for you to go there, they have to work!

He sometimes came down on a member of the Presidium for measures that had
been carried out, forgetting that he had proposed these same measures in speeches
that had been written for him earlier.

He was lavish and indiscriminate in his promises. Thus, for example, we are
building 600 kilometers of railroad in Iraq, at the same time that here in the USSR
our annual construction does not exceed 600 kilometers. In Indonesia, where in-
credible poverty rules, our builders erected a big stadium.

The crowning blow was his trip to the Scandinavian countries with his whole
family, with his children and grandchildren, in all twelve people. Satiukov* took his
daughter with him. In the Western press they wrote that it was a family picnic. This
can't be called anything but a procession with a retinue. And the entire cost was a
state expense.

Khrushchev insisted that the Party Program not make the reference "under the
direction of the proletarian party." It was necessary to deceive him by saying that
this was a typographical error; he discovered that this phrase was left in even at the
last stage.

Khrushchev made his aide secretary of a province committee.
We bought ten million tons of grain, but even so because of losses we didn't

complete the plan, although this was the biggest purchase of all time.
At the sessions of the Presidium Khrushchev shouted, swore, insulted members

of the Presidium, and used dirty language.
Could we have called him to order sooner? The members of the Presidium did

this, warned him, but except for coarse rebuffs and insults they heard nothing from
him, although he did not employ repression in relation to the members of the Pre-
sidium. It is harder to struggle with a living cult than with a dead one. If Stalin de-
stroyed people physically, Khrushchev destroyed them morally. The removal of
Khrushchev from power is a sign not of the weakness but of the strength of the
party, and this should be a lesson.

b) Communique of the Central Committee

On the 14th of October of this year a plenary session of the Central Committee
of the CPSU took place.

The plenary session of the CC of the CPSU approved the request of Comrade
N. S. Khrushchev to be released from the duties of First Secretary of the CC of the
CPSU, member of the Presidium of the CC of the CPSU, and Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of the USSR, in connection with his advanced age and wors-
ening condition of health.

The plenary session of the CC of the CPSU elected as First Secretary of the CC
of the CPSU Comrade L. I. Brezhnev.

*P. A. Satiukov, chief editor of Pravda, removed after Khrushchev was ousted—Ed.
FROM: Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Informational Communique, October

14, 1964, Pravda, October 16, 1964 (editor's translation).



C H A P T E R SIX

The "Era of Stagnation,"
1964-1985

The years from 1964 to 1982 were for the Soviet Union the most sta-
ble period in its history, with rigid maintenance of institutions and ideology by an
aging leadership unwilling to address creatively the country's fundamental prob-
lems. These were no longer problems of backwardness and revolution but of
modernity and growth, for which the governing spirit in the Communist Party was
increasingly anachronistic/This dilemma was the legacy bequeathed at the death of
Brezhnev in 1982 to the new leadership of Yuri Andropov and then of Mikhail
Gorbachev.

The Promise of the Brezhnev Era

The palace coup of 1964, installing Leonid I. Brezhnev as First Secretary (after
1966, General Secretary) of the Party and Alexei N. Kosygin as prime minister, initiated
the longest period of stable leadership and policy that the Soviet Union experienced
since the Revolution. Avoiding grand programmatic statements, the new leadership re-
scinded most of Khrushchev's administrative experiments and concentrated on the
material enhancement of the nation's power and productivity.

In examining economic development we must see both the positive aspects of
the results of our work and also the shortcomings. In recent years negative phenom-
ena have appeared, such as a slowing down of the rates of growth of production
and labor productivity and a reduction in the effectiveness of the utilization of
production assets and capital investments. Unless we adopt a critical approach we
cannot give a correct appraisal, without which our advance will be less successful.

After its October (1964) plenary session, the C.P.S.U. Central Committee ana-
lyzed the state of affairs in economics, exposed the reasons for the negative phe-
nomena and outlined paths for overcoming them.

The rates of economic growth were affected by shortcomings in administration
and planning, by underestimation of the methods of economic accountability and
by failure to make full use of material and moral incentives. The forms and meth-
ods of the management, planning and economic stimulation of production em-
ployed until recently did not conform to the new, higher level of productive forces
in the country and had begun to hamper their development.

The crop failures of 1963 and 1965 had a negative effect on the national econ-

FROM: Brezhnev, "Report of the CPSU Central Committee to the 23rd Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union," March 29, 1966, Pravda, March 30, 1966 (English trans-
lation in Current Soviet Policies V, Columbus, Ohio, American Association for the Advancement of
Slavic Studies, 1973, pp. 14-16, 23-24, 29-30; this and subsequent selections reprinted by
permission of The Current Digest of the Soviet Press).
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omy, and especially on raising the material well-being of the working people. The
complications in the international situation must also be taken into account. The
aggressive actions of the U.S. imperialists forced us to channel substantial addi-
tional funds into strengthening the country's defense might in recent years.

It must be admitted that, because of a subjectivist approach, certain miscalcula-
tions were made in working out the seven-year plan; running ahead was permitted.
The expansion of production established for some branches did not always con-
form to actual possibilities.

The territorial system of industrial management led to the division of guidance
of branches of industry among many economic regions; uniform technical policy
was violated, research organizations were cut off from production, and this ham-
pered the development and introduction of technology. . . .

. . . The five-year plan for 1966- 1970 is an important new stage in the Soviet
people's struggle to create the material and technical base of communism. The
C.P.S.U. Central Committee defined the chief task of the new five-year plan. It is
to ensure—on the basis of the comprehensive utilization of the achievements of science and
technology, the industrial development of all social production and a rise in its effectiveness
and in the productivity of labor—the further significant growth of industry and a high
stable rate of agricultural development, and thereby to attain a substantial rise in the peo-
ple's standard of living and the fuller satisfaction of the material and cultural needs of all
Soviet people.

New steps will be taken in the coming five-year period to solve such problems as
overcoming the substantial differences between town and countryside and between
mental and physical labor. The solution of major economic and social tasks will
still further strengthen the political foundation and the material base of the alliance
of the working class and the peasantry. The fraternal alliance of the peoples living
in our country will be further developed. . . .

Primary significance is attached to the development of agriculture. The task is set of
raising this very important sphere of material production so that the country's re-
quirements for agricultural products may be more fully satisfied. It is planned to
raise labor productivity in agriculture on the basis of mechanization, chemicaliza-
tion and electrification and to bring agriculture step by step up to the level of tech-
nical equipment and organization of production that prevails in industry.

The substantial convergence of the rates of growth of the means of production (Group
A) and the production of consumer goods (Group B) is an important feature of the com-
ing five-year period.

This is one of the most important economic and political tasks, the fulfillment
of which conforms to the interests of millions of people. And the Party, which
holds the people's welfare above all else, is giving it a great deal of attention in the
new five-year plan.

There was a time when we had to restrict our requirements deliberately in order
to achieve high rates of development of heavy industry. Now we have powerful
productive forces. They make it possible to develop more quickly the branches of
social production that directly satisfy the material, cultural and other needs of the
working people. It is this policy of the Party that has been given expression in the
five-year plan's provisions for the convergence of the rates of development of the
production of means of production and the production of consumer goods, and of
the rates of development of agriculture and industry. . . .
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The Communist Party of the Soviet Union has always manifested and will con-
tinue to manifest concern for the development of literature and the arts. The Party
has guided and will guide the activity of the creative organizations and institutions,
rendering them all-round support and assistance. The Party opposes administration
by fiat and arbitrary decisions on questions of art and literature. At the same time,
we are unfailingly guided by the principle of Party spirit in art and a class approach
to the evaluation of everything that is done in the sphere of culture. We shall always
remember the words of Vladimir Ilyich Lenin that "literary matters must become
part of the cause of the entire proletariat."

The Party will always support art and literature that affirms a faith in our ideals
and will wage an implacable struggle against all manifestations of an ideology alien
to us.

Socialist art is profoundly optimistic and life-affirming. It is able to look percep-
tively at what is new and progressive in our life and to show vividly and with talent
the beauty of the world in which we live, the grandeur of the goals and ideals of
the man of the new society. This does not mean, of course, that one must write
only about the good things. As is known, there are quite a few difficulties and
shortcomings in our country, and truthful criticism of them in works of art is use-
ful and necessary and helps the Soviet people overcome these shortcomings.

Unfortunately, one also encounters those tradesmen in the arts who, instead of
helping the people, select as their specialty the denigration of our system and
slander against our heroic people. Of course, we have only a handful of such peo-
ple. In no degree do they express the feelings and thoughts of our creative intelli-
gentsia, which is indissolubly bound to the people and the Party. The renegades do
not cherish what is most sacred for every Soviet man—the interests of the socialist
homeland. It is perfectly obvious that the Soviet people cannot overlook the dis-
graceful activity of such individuals. They treat them as they deserve. {Applause.) . . .

Our Leninist Communist Party is the guiding and directing force of Soviet so-
ciety. It unites in its ranks the most advanced representatives of the working class
and of all working people and is guided by the militant revolutionary ideology of
the working class of the entire world—Marxism-Leninism; it is confidently leading
the Soviet people forward along the path of the construction of communism, is
channeling and organizing the life of socialist society and is successfully fulfilling
the role of teacher, organizer and political leader of the entire Soviet people. {Ap-
plause.) The Party's political and organizational work among the masses and the
selfless labor of the Soviet people have ensured the further growth of the country's
economy and a rise in the well-being of the Soviet people, have made it possible to
strengthen our socialist state still more and to increase the international prestige of
the Soviet Union.

The October, 1964, plenary session of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee, which
expressed the Party's unshakable will to develop and strictly observe Leninist
norms of Party life and principles of leadership, was an important stage in the life
of the Party and the country. On the basis of the decisions of the October plenary
session, shortcomings in the sphere of economic and Party construction and errors
linked with the unjustified restructuring of Party, soviet, and economic bodies are
being corrected.

The October plenary session has exerted a positive influence on all aspects of
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the life and activity of the Party, the socialist state and the whole of Soviet society
It was a vivid testimonial to the monolithism and unity of the Party, its political
maturity and ability to clear away boldly and decisively everything that impedes our
advance. (Applause.) The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, armed with the
great teaching of Marxism-Leninism, is confidently leading the Soviet people along
the road to communism. (Prolongedapplause.). . . .

The theoretical heritage of Marx, Engels, and Lenin is the greatest wealth of our
party and of the entire world Communist movement. It can be said with justice
that the strongest and most remarkable feature of our party's entire activity
throughout its history has been the creative development of the scientific theory of
Marxism-Leninism and its organic combination with the revolutionary practice of
the working class and of all the working masses. . . .

The struggle against bourgeois ideology, revisionism, dogmatism and reform-
ism is of great importance. We must always remember that our class enemy is im-
perialism. It conducts subversive activities against the socialist system, its principles,
ideology and morals. Imperialism's gigantic propaganda apparatus corrupts the in-
dividual and tries to divert the masses from politics. The struggle against bourgeois
ideology must under all circumstances be uncompromising, for this is a class
struggle, a struggle for man, for his dignity and freedom, for a consolidation of the
positions of socialism and communism; it is a struggle in the interests of the inter-
national working class. (Prolonged applause.) . . .

The Soviet people are carrying out the greatest social task in the history of
mankind—the building of communism. Tens of millions of people are taking part
in the active creative process of construction. We must teach first the majority and
then all working people to work as our glorious shock workers and masters of la-
bor are working today. This task is perfectly feasible. Today's shock workers and
innovators of production are ordinary people. But they stand out because they have
fully mastered technology, because they serve society consciously, display high
moral and ethical qualities, a spirit of collectivism, and are carrying out their duties
to the people self-sacrificingly and to the fullest of their abilities. These are people
of the future, as it were. They work as all people will work under communism. This
is of tremendous significance for the success of ideological work. Here is an exam-
ple, a model that should be followed and from which it is possible to learn. Party
organizations are called upon to do all in their power so that every Soviet person
may see in the assignments of the new five-year plan a program for his own per-
sonal labor and may make a worthy contribution to its fulfillment.

Our party has always attached primary significance to instilling conscious disci-
pline in all members of society. The strengthening of labor discipline and the de-
mand for the unconditional observance of all the laws and rules of socialist society
not only do not contradict the democratic principles of the Soviet system, but on
the contrary, constitute a condition for the development and expansion of Soviet
socialist democratism. The socialist organization of the whole of society for the
sake of each individual and the socialist discipline of each individual for the sake of
the whole society—such is the substance of socialist democracy. It is the task of the
Party constantly to strengthen the high discipline and organization of all links of
the Party and the state. . .. .
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The End of the Thaw—The Sinyavsky-Daniel Trial

The limited relaxation of party controls over cultural life in the Khrushchev era was
abruptly ended by the Brezhnev regime. The return to ideological conformity was sig-
nalled by the arrest and trial of the writers Andrei Sinyavsky and Yuli Daniel in 1966.
Critical writing was thereafter forced into the underground dissident movement.
Sinyavsky, like numerous other dissidents, was ultimately expelled from the Soviet
Union.

The enemies of Communism are not squeamish. With what gusto do they dish
up any "sensation" gleaned from the garbage heap of anti-Sovietism! That was
what happened some time ago. The bourgeois press and radio started coming out
with reports of the "groundless arrest" in Moscow of two "men of letters" who had
published anti-Soviet lampoons abroad. What a field day the unclean consciences
and equally unclean imaginations of Western propagandists had! And here they
are, already painting in sweeping strokes a mythical "purge in Soviet literary cir-
cles," alleging that these circles "are extremely alarmed at the threat of a new cam-
paign" against "anticommunist-minded writers" and against "liberal intellectual
circles" in general.

The question is: What really happened? What has so heartened the black host of
anti-Sovieteers? Why have individual foreign intellectuals, who look out of place in
this company, fallen into its embrace? Why do certain gentlemen strike the pose of
mentors, all but protectors, of our morals, and pretend they are defending the two
renegades "on behalf of" the Soviet intelligentsia? There is only one answer: In the
ideological battles between the two worlds, the enemies of the new society are not
particularly scrupulous as to means. And when a couple of turncoats turn up in
their trenches, they hasten to heroize them, for want of something better. For
those impoverished in spirit, such turncoats are a windfall they have longed for. Af-
ter all, with their aid one can try to confuse public opinion, sow the poisonous
seeds of unprincipledness, nihilism and morbid interest in shady "problems of life."

In brief, the enemies of Communism found what they were looking for—two
renegades, for whom duplicity and shamelessness had become a credo. Hiding be-
hind the pseudonyms of Abram Tertz and Nikolai Arzhak, for several years they
had been secretly sending foreign publishing houses dirty libels against their coun-
try, against the Party and against the Soviet system, and having them published
abroad. One of them, A. Sinyavsky, alias A. Tertz, published articles of literary crit-
icism in Soviet magazines, wormed his way into the Writers' Union, and outwardly
shared the aspirations of its Statutes—"to serve the people, to show in lofty artistic
form the greatness of the ideas of communism" and "through all one's creative
work and public activity to take an active part in the building of communism." The
second, Yu. Daniel-N. Arzhak, did translations. But this was all just a false front for
them. It concealed something else: hatred of our system and foul mockery of what
is dearest to our motherland and people. . . .

They find nothing pleasing in our country, nothing in its multinational culture
is sacred to them; they are ready to vilify and defame everything that is dear to So-
viet man, whether it belongs to the present or the past. Just imagine what they

FROM: D. Yeremin, "Turncoats," Izvestia, January 13, 1966 (English translation in Current Di-
gest of the Soviet Press, XVIIL2, February 2, 1966, pp. 11-12).
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wrote about Anton Pavlovich Chekhov, the outstanding Russian humanist, whose
creative work stirs the good in man. Only the utmost shamelessness could move a
pen that traces out such lines as: "Oh, to grab this Chekhov by his tubercular little
beard and shove his nose into his consumptive phlegm!" And the Russian classics,
the pride of world literature—what do they say about them? "The classics—those
are what I hate most of all!"

These scribblers attempt to sling mud at and slander our Soviet Army, whose
immortal exploit saved the peoples of Europe from extermination by Hitlerism.

For Soviet people, for the peoples of the earth, for all progressive mankind, no
name is more sacred than the name of the leader of our revolution, Vladimir Ilyich
Lenin. After all, Lenin is the age of socialist revolutions and national-liberation
movements. He is our era, which has changed the world. He is scientific commu-
nism, which is being embodied in man's glorious deeds. Even prominent captains
of capitalism have bowed their heads before Lenin—on more than one occasion
they have had to admit that the 20th century found in him the greatest transformer
of life.

To what a bottomless morass of abomination must a so-called man of letters
sink to desecrate with his hooligan's pen this name that is sacred to us! It is impos-
sible to repeat the relevant passages here, so malicious is this scribble, so outra-
geous and filthy! These blasphemous lines alone suffice for the diagnosis that the
authors place themselves outside Soviet society. . . .

The lampoons by Sinyavsky-Tertz and Daniel-Arzhak can evoke only loathing
and anger in us Soviet writers, profoundly devoted to the idea of the communist
transformation of life and viewing the Leninist party as a firm bulwark and wise
leader in the selfless struggle for peace and happiness—in us, as in all Soviet peo-
ple. It is in vain that the trans-Atlantic patron of the turncoats, the White emigre
poet B. Filippov, in prefaces to the vile books of Tertz and Arzhak tries to pass off
his proteges as "well-known Soviet writers"—there are none like that in Soviet
literature!

But let us leave the Western patrons of the two slanderers. If there is anything
they can play upon, it is only ignorance of the foreign public regarding our Soviet
life. But lies have short legs, one can't go far on them. I am sure that every sensible
person in the West, comparing the facts he knows about the Soviet Union with the
fabrications of the two renegades, will always draw a correct conclusion—he will
consign the Sinyavsky-Tertz and Daniel-Arzhak lampoons to the rubbish heap.

It cannot be otherwise. The slanderers, after all, not only raise their hand against
our Soviet society, they spew venom on all progressive mankind, on its ideals, on
its sacred struggle for social progress, democracy and peace.

Today even many bourgeois journalists among our ideological adversaries speak
with respect of the mighty power of socialism, which has become a "magnet of at-
traction" for Africa, Asia, Latin America and the entire world.

Sinyavsky and Daniel grew up in the Soviet Union. They enjoyed all the bless-
ings of socialism. Everything that had been won by our elder brothers and fathers
in the flaming years of the Revolution and the Civil War and in the difficult period
of the first five-year plans was at their service.

Sinyavsky and Daniel began in a small way: They replaced honesty with unprin-
cipledness, literary activity as understood by Soviet people with double-dealing,
sincerity in their attitude to life with nihilism and with carping criticism of their
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fellowmen behind their backs. Having started with these petty mean tricks, they did
not stop. They went on sliding down an inclined plane. And eventually they rolled
as far as crimes against the Soviet regime. Thereby they placed themselves outside
our literature, outside the community of Soviet people. From petty meanness to
major betrayal—such was the route down which they marched. . . .

But is that all there is to it? It is, after all, not simply a question of the moral
and political degeneration of two hooligans. It is a question of renegades in the
service of the most rabid, most unbridled enemies of Communism. In the West the
story of Sinyavsky and Daniel is being spread because these two for their part have
served as a tool for spreading psychological warfare against the Soviet Union.

Gentlemen, you rejoiced too soon! Your turncoats have themselves been turned
on their backs. Their true visage has been recognized. These are not merely moral
monsters but active henchmen of those who stoke the furnace of international ten-
sion, who wish to turn the cold war into a hot one, who have not abandoned the
mad dream of raising their hand against the Soviet Union. No mercy can be shown
to such henchmen. Our people have paid too dearly for the achievements of Oc-
tober, for the victory over fascism, for the blood and sweat shed for the homeland
to be indifferent to these two scum.

As we have already seen, the "writings" of these two renegades, permeated
through and through with malicious slander of our social system and our state, are
specimens of anti-Soviet propaganda. Their entire content is aimed at inciting hos-
tility between peoples and states, at aggravating the danger of war. Essentially,
these are shots fired in the back of a people fighting for peace on earth and for
universal happiness. Such actions cannot be regarded as other than hostile acts
against the homeland.

Time will pass, and no one will even remember them. The pages steeped in bile
will rot in the dump. After all, history has time and again confirmed that slander,
however thick and venomous it be, inevitably evaporates under the warm breath of
truth.

This will happen this time, too.

The Attempt at Economic Reform: Liberman

Even in the Khrushchev years it was recognized by Soviet economists that Stalin-
style methods of coercive centralism were beginning to outlive their usefulness for a so-
phisticated industrial economy. The economist Yevsei Liberman first proposed in 1962
a plan for enterprise autonomy, free market prices, and profit incentives. These ideas
were endorsed by the Central Committee of the Party in 1965, as Liberman explained
in his subsequent treatise. In practice, however, the system of central planning was not
substantially altered.

a) Liberman's Proposal

It is necessary to find a sufficiently simple and at the same time well-grounded
solution to*one of the most important problems set forth in the Party Program: the

FROM: Ye. G. Liberman, "Improve Economic Management and Planning: The Plan, Profits,
and Bonuses," Pravda, September 9, 1962 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press,
XIV:36, October 3, 1962, pp. 13-15).
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formation of a system for planning and assessing the work of enterprises so that
they have a vital interest in higher plan assignments, in the introduction of new
technology and in improving the quality of output—in a word, in achieving the
greatest production efficiency.

In our view, it is possible to accomplish this if the enterprises are given plans
only for volume of output according to assortment of products and for delivery
schedules. These must be drawn up with the maximum consideration for the direct
ties between suppliers and consumers.

All other indices should be given only to the economic councils; they should not
be apportioned among the enterprises.

On the basis of the volume and assortment assignments they receive, the enter-
prises themselves should draw up the final plan, covering labor productivity and
number of workers, wages, production costs, accumulations, capital investments
and new technology.

How is it possible to entrust the enterprises with the drafting of plans if all their
calculations are, as a rule, far lower than their true potentials?

It can be done if the enterprises have the greatest possible moral and material
interest in making full use of reserves not only in plan fulfillment but also in the
very compilation of plans. To this end, planning norms of profitability must be
worked out for each branch of industry and must be firmly established for an ex-
tended period. It would be most expedient to confirm these norms through a cen-
tralized procedure in the form of scales fixing the amounts of incentive payments
to collectives of enterprises in accordance with the level of profitability achieved (in
the form of profits expressed as percentages of production capital). . . .

One might naturally ask if the centralized basis of our planning would be re-
tained and strengthened under this system.

There is every reason to assert that the proposed system would relieve central-
ized planning from petty tutelage over enterprises and from costly efforts to influ-
ence production through administrative measures rather than economic ones. The
enterprise alone knows and can discover its reserves best. But in order to do this,
they should not have to fear that through their own good work they will put them-
selves in a difficult position in the following year. All the basic levers of centralized
planning—prices, finances, budget, accounting, large capital investments—and fi-
nally all the value, labor and major natural indices of rates and proportions in the
sphere of production, distribution and consumption will be determined entirely at
the center. . . .

At present, profitability is reduced if the enterprises are mastering many new
products and a great deal of new technology. For this reason, we have worked out a
scale of supplements to and reductions in incentive payments in accordance with
the proportion of new products in the plan. The incentive payments will be some-
what reduced for the output of items long established in production and raised
substantially for the introduction of new products.

Besides this, the very process of price formulation must be flexible. Prices for
new products that represent more efficiency in production or consumption should
be set to begin with so that the manufacturer can cover his additional expenditures.
The consumer would not suffer from this at all but, on the contrary, would reap
benefits for himself and for the national economy. In this way profitability incen-
tives might become a flexible weapon in the struggle for rapid introduction of new
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technology and for increased quality (durability, reliability) of products. The pres-
ent incentive system for inducing enterprises to reduce production costs and to in-
crease output above the plan or above the figure for the previous years is a direct
impediment to increasing product quality or mastering new products. . . .

Far be it from us, of course, to think that the proposed method is some sort of
panacea, that by itself it will remove the shortcomings. Clearly the organizing, edu-
cational and controlling job done by the Party and economic apparatus will remain
a decisive force. But this force will grow many times if it is supported from below
by a firm stake in the success of the cause, and not for the sake of "indices" but in
the name of true production efficiency. Then the apparatus of the administration
will decrease sharply.

Let us note that the proposed procedure forces the enterprises to put out only
products that are capable of being sold and of paying their way. Further, the enter-
prises will calculate the efficiency of new technology with some care and will stop
thoughtlessly ordering any and all kinds of new equipment at state expense.

It is now common practice to assume that any evaluation of the enterprises'
work and any incentive for them must proceed from plan fulfillment as the most
trustworthy yardstick. Why is this so? Because the plan creates supposedly equal
conditions for enterprises, takes into account different natural conditions, different
degrees of mechanization and other "individual" circumstances. In actuality, the
plans of enterprises are now set according to the so-called "record basis," i.e., pro-
ceeding from the level attained. What this creates is completely unequal conditions,
privileged for those who work poorly and strenuous for those enterprises that
really uncover and use their reserves. Why strive for good work in these conditions?
Is it not simpler to try to obtain a "good" plan? It is time to amend this system!

Is it not clear that truly "equal conditions" can be created if there is the single
standard of profitability for enterprises finding themselves in roughly the same
natural and technical conditions? It is less dangerous to ignore a few differences in
these objective conditions than to level off the quality of economic guidance. By
such leveling, we are preserving backward methods of production. Let the enter-
prises themselves, having the production program from the center and the long-
term standard of profitability to go by, show what they are capable of doing in
competition for the best results. It is right that we have no rivalry, but this in no
way means that we have no competition for the best methods of leadership. On the
contrary, such competition must receive full scope here.

b) The 1965 Reform

The September (1965) Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU made a
detailed examination of the state of affairs in USSR industry. It was noted that the
organizanonal structure of management existing at that time and the methods of
planning and of economic incentive in industry were not in keeping with present
conditions and with the level of development of the productive forces.

Improvements in the system of management were outlined in the following
basic directions: (1) raising the scientific level of planning, the optimization of

FROM: Ye. G. Liberman, Economic Methods and the Effectiveness of Production (White Plains, N.Y.,
International Arts and Sciences Press, 1972), pp. 10-12, 14, 17-18. Reprinted by permission of
M. E. Sharpe, Inc.
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planning, and the intensification of the role of long-term plans and norms; (2)
eliminating excessive regulation of the economic activity of enterprises and allocat-
ing the necessary means to develop their production; (3) strengthening and devel-
oping cost-accounting and intensifying economic production incentives with the
aid of prices, profits, bonuses, and credit; (4) converting to the branch principle of
industrial management.

As we know, the economic reform was elaborated in a rather extensive, specific
form. First, there was a substantial reduction in the range of obligatory plan indices
communicated to enterprises on a centralized basis, a number of indices were re-
placed, and the new profitability index was introduced.

Plan targets for the volume of output to be sold are being established for enter-
prises instead of the gross output index. This substitution is very substantial: it
places production under the economic control of purchasers and creates prerequi-
sites for the establishment of organic unity between planning and cost-accounting.
The basic product-mix [nomenklatura] is also confirmed from above.

In addition to other indices, profit and profitability calculated as the ratio of
profit to fixed productive capital and to normed working capital have been estab-
lished as indices for evaluating the effectiveness of the work of enterprises. Thus,
yardsticks of effectiveness which, although they have existed in our country for a
long time, have not played a large part in planning, to say nothing of the evaluation
of the work of enterprises, have been brought into economic circulation.

In our opinion, the plan should confront production with ultimate goals but
should not directly regulate the means of their attainment within the enterprise,
which would deprive the enterprise of the necessary maneuverability in finding op-
timal solutions for the fulfillment of plan targets.

Although they retain their importance as accounting indices within the branch,
such indices as the number of personnel, the average wage, labor productivity, and
enterprise cost of production are not included in the number of obligatory indices
that are confirmed for each enterprise. . . .

Naturally, the restriction of the number of plan indices confirmed by higher-
echelon organizations considerably expands the economic autonomy of enterprises.
In no small measure, this autonomy is also promoted by the Statute on the Social-
ist State Production Enterprise, which extends and legislatively confirms many
rights to enterprise heads.

The September (1965) Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU out-
lined such a structure of the incentive system in order to arouse the enterprises' in-
terest in elaborating and fulfilling higher plan targets and in making fullest use of
internal reserves and resources. This goal is realized through the unity of the sys-
tem of planning and economic incentives for enterprise collectives, which serves to
increase the country's national income. In this instance, the interests of society and
of enterprises are combined more harmoniously. . . .

The system of economic incentives makes provision for the formation of a spe-
cial source of incentive payments above and beyond centrally established wage
rates. The profit created at an enterprise is this source. It has been recognized that
the amount of deductions paid from profits into the incentive fund depends on the
fulfillment of the plan for increased sales or profits and on the profitability level
contemplated in the annual plan (provided that the prescribed mix of key products
stipulated in the plan is observed). In those instances when an increase in sales vol-
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ume is not advisable, the size of the material incentive fund is determined as a func-
tion of increased profit. . . .

The September (1965) Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU empha-
sized that the price formation system must be improved if the reform is to be suc-
cessful. Price must more completely reflect socially necessary labor outlays and
must assure the compensation of production costs and the accumulation of profit
by every normally functioning enterprise. At the same time, prices must also stimu-
late an improvement in the quality of production and in the expedient service life
and reliability of products. Therefore, prices must take into account additional out-
lays by the producer for the improvement of the quality of goods as well as the ef-
fect of such improvement on productive or personal consumption. It has been
emphasized that, as a rule, retail prices on consumer goods may be revised only in
a downward direction. The reform of wholesale prices was carried out in 1967.
The new prices reflect socially necessary outlays much more closely and completely.
Nonetheless, in the future as well it will be necessary to conduct work to improve
prices.

The reform of the system of planning and economic incentive in industry is in-
separable from the simultaneous restructuring of industrial management. The na-
tional economic councils did a certain amount of useful work, especially in
production cooperation locally, i.e., on a territorial level. But at the same time, ad-
ministration based on the territorial principle has also carried negative effects: it
has hindered the implementation of a single-branch technological policy; it has
weakened intrabranch specialization and cooperation, which are no less important
than territorial cooperation; it has led to a certain irresponsibility due to the lack of
strict distribution of functions among national economic councils and branch
committees; etc. After all the advantages and shortcomings of the branch and terri-
torial systems of management were carefully weighed, a branch system of manage-
ment was adopted and appropriate branch industrial ministries were created.

The September (1965) Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU empha-
sized the great importance of measures proposed to improve the organization of
management and to intensify economic methods for industrial management. The
importance of these measures is that they combine unified government planning
with total cost-accounting operation of enterprises, centralized branch manage-
ment with broad republic and local economic initiative, and the principle of one-
man control with the enlargement of the role of production collectives. Moreover,
democratic principles of management are further expanded and economic prere-
quisites are created for broader mass participation in production management and
for mass influence on the results of the economic work of enterprises. As stated in
the Decree of the September (1965) Plenum of the Central Committee of the
CPSU, such a system of economic management more closely conforms to modern
requirements and permits the better use of the advantages of the socialist system.

Currents of Dissent

Following the advent of Brezhnev and Kosygin and the Sinyavsky-Daniel trial, the
movements of quasi-legal political and cultural ferment that emerged under Khrushchev
were forced underground. Numerous different political viewpoints were expressed in
the typewritten literature of samizdat (literally "self-publishing") that was smuggled to
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the West for publication. Democratic Marxism was defended by the historian Roy
Medvedev; traditionalist conservatism was espoused by the novelist Alexander Solzhe-
nitsyn; and the values of pro-western liberalism were represented by the physicist An-
drei Sakharov. By the later 1970s the KGB under Yuri Andropov had suppressed
virtually all dissent, for the time being. Solzhenitsyn was deported from the Soviet
Union in 1974. Sakharov was consigned to internal exile, until Gorbachev released him
in 1986; he served in the Congress of People's Deputies and the Supreme Soviet in the
months just before his death in 1989. Medvedev continued to live and write in Moscow,
also became a deputy in the Congress and the Supreme Soviet, and served as a member
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party for its last year.

a) Liberal Dissent—Sakharov

The division of mankind threatens it with destruction. Civilization is imperiled
by: a universal thermonuclear war, catastrophic hunger for most of mankind,
stupefaction from the narcotic of "mass culture," and bureaucratized dogmatism, a
spreading of mass myths that put entire peoples and continents under the power of
cruel and treacherous demagogues, and destruction or degeneration from the un-
foreseeable consequences of swift changes in the conditions of life on our planet.

In the face of these perils, any action increasing the division of mankind, any
preaching of the incompatibility of world ideologies and nations is madness and a
crime. Only universal cooperation under conditions of intellectual freedom and the
lofty moral ideals of socialism and labor, accompanied by the elimination of dog-
matism and pressures of the concealed interests of ruling classes, will preserve
civilization.

The reader will understand that ideological collaboration cannot apply to those
fanatical, sectarian, and extremist ideologies that reject all possibility of rapproch-
ement, discussion, and compromise, for example, the ideologies of fascist, racist,
militaristic, and Maoist demagogy.

Millions of people throughout the world are striving to put an end to poverty.
They despise oppression, dogmatism, and demagogy (and their more extreme
manifestations—racism, fascism, Stalinism, and Maoism). They believe in progress
based on the use, under conditions of social justice and intellectual freedom, of all
the positive experience accumulated by mankind. . . .

Intellectual freedom is essential to human society—freedom to obtain and dis-
tribute information, freedom for open-minded and unfearing debate, and freedom
from pressure by officialdom and prejudices. Such a trinity of freedom of thought
is the only guarantee against an infection of people by mass myths, which, in the
hands of treacherous hypocrites and demagogues, can be transformed into bloody
dictatorship. Freedom of thought is the only guarantee of the feasibility of a scien-
tific democratic approach to politics, economy, and culture.

But freedom of thought is under a triple threat in modern society—from the de-
liberate opium of mass culture, from cowardly, egotistic, and philistine ideologies,
and from the ossified dogmatism of a bureaucratic oligarchy and its favorite weap-
on, ideological censorship. Therefore, freedom of thought requires the defense of

FROM: Andrei Sakharov, "Progress, Coexistence, and Intellectual Freedom," in Harrison E.
Salisbury, ed., Sakharov Speaks (New York, Knopf, 1974), pp. 58-61, 80-81, 112-13. Copyright
© 1974 by Alfred A. Knopf, Inc. Reprinted by permission of the publisher and the editor.
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all thinking and honest people. This is a mission not only for the intelligentsia but
for all strata of society, particularly its most active and organized stratum, the
working class. The worldwide dangers of war, famine, cults of personality, and
bureaucracy—these are perils for all of mankind.

Recognition by the working class and the intelligentsia of their common inter-
ests has been a striking phenomenon of the present day. The most progressive, in-
ternationalist, and dedicated element of the intelligentsia is, in essence, part of the
working class, and the most advanced, educated, internationalist, and broad-
minded part of the working class is part of the intelligentsia.

This position of the intelligentsia in society renders senseless any loud demands
that the intelligentsia subordinate its strivings to the will and interests of the work-
ing class (in the Soviet Union, Poland, and other socialist countries). What these
demands really mean is subordination to the will of the Party or, even more specifi-
cally, to the Party's central apparatus and its officials. Who will guarantee that these
officials always express the genuine interests of the working class as a whole and
the genuine interest of progress rather than their own caste interests? . . .

Fascism lasted twelve years in Germany. Stalinism lasted twice as long in the So-
viet Union. There are many common features but also certain differences. Stalinism
exhibited a much more subtle kind of hypocrisy and demagogy, with reliance not
on an openly cannibalistic program like Hitler's but on a progressive, scientific,
and popular socialist ideology.

This served as a convenient screen for deceiving the working class, for weaken-
ing the vigilance of the intellectuals and other rivals in the struggle for power, with
the treacherous and sudden use of the machinery of torture, execution, and infor-
mants, intimidating and making fools of millions of people, the majority of whom
were neither cowards nor fools. As a consequence of this "specific feature" of Stal-
inism, it was the Soviet people, its most active, talented, and honest representatives,
who suffered the most terrible blow.

At least ten to fifteen million people perished in the torture chambers of the
NKVD [secret police] from torture and execution, in camps for exiled kulaks [rich
peasants] and so-called semi-kulaks and members of their families and in camps
"without the right of correspondence" (which were in fact the prototypes of the
fascist death camps, where, for example, thousands of prisoners were machine-
gunned because of "overcrowding" or as a result of "special orders").

People perished in the mines of Norilsk and Vorkuta from freezing, starvation,
and exhausting labor, at countless construction projects, in timber-cutting, building
of canals, or simply during transportation in prison trains, in the overcrowded
holds of "death ships" in the Sea of Okhotsk, and during the resettlement of entire
peoples, the Crimean Tatars, the Volga Germans, the Kalmyks, and other Caucasus
peoples. . . .

In conclusion, I will sum up a number of the concrete proposals of varying de-
grees of importance that have been discussed in the text. These proposals, ad-
dressed to the leadership of the country, do not exhaust the content of the article.

The strategy of peaceful coexistence and collaboration must be deepened in
every way. Scientific methods and principles of international policy will have to be
worked out, based on scientific prediction of the immediate and more distant
consequences.

The initiative must be seized in working out a broad program of struggle
against hunger.
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A law on press and information must be drafted, widely discussed, and adopted,
with the aim not only of ending irresponsible and irrational censorship, but also of
encouraging self-study in our society, fearless discussion, and the search for truth.
The law must provide for the material resources of freedom of thought.

All anti-constitutional laws and decrees violating human rights must be abrogated.
Political prisoners must be amnestied and some of the recent political trials

must be reviewed (for example, the Daniel-Sinyavsky and Ginzburg-Galanskov
cases). The camp regime of political prisoners must be promptly relaxed.

The exposure of Stalin must be carried through to the end, to the complete
truth, and not just to the carefully weighed half-truth dictated by caste considera-
tions. The influence of neo-Stalinists in our political life must be restricted in every
way (the text mentioned, as an example, the case of S. Trapeznikov,* who enjoys
too much influence).

The economic reform must be deepened in every way and the area of experimen-
tation expanded, with conclusions based on the results.

b) Conservative Dissent—Solzhenitsyn

. . . The murky whirlwind of Progressive Ideology swept in on us from the West
at the end of the last century, and has tormented and ravaged our soul quite
enough. . . .

A second danger is the multiple impasse in which Western civilization (which
Russia long ago chose the honor of joining) finds itself, but it is not so imminent;
there are still two or three decades in reserve. We share this impasse with all the ad-
vanced countries, which are in an even worse and more perilous predicament than
we are, although people keep hoping for new scientific loopholes and inventions to
stave off the day of retribution. I would not mention this danger in this letter if the
solutions to both problems were not identical in many respects, if one and the
same turnabout, a single decision, would not deliver us from both dangers. Such a
happy coincidence is rare. Let us value history's gift and not miss these oppor-
tunities.

And all this has so "suddenly" come tumbling out at mankind's feet, and at Rus-
sia's! How fond our progressive publicists were, both before and after the Revolu-
tion, of ridiculing those retrogrades (there were always so many of them in Russia):
people who called upon us to cherish and have pity on our past, even on the most
Godforsaken hamlet with a couple of hovels, even on the paths that run alongside
the railway track; who called upon us to keep horses even after the advent of the
motorcar, not to abandon small factories for enormous plants and combines, not
to discard organic manure in favor of chemical fertilizers, not to mass by the mil-
lion in cities, not to clamber on top of one another in multistory apartment blocks.
How they laughed, how they tormented those reactionary "Slavophiles"t (the jibe
became the accepted term, the simpletons never managed to think up another name

*S. P. Trapeznikov, head of the Science and Education Department of the Party Secretariat—Ed.

FROM: Aleksandr I. Solzhenitsyn, Letter to the Soviet Leaders, New York, 1974, pp. 19-21,
24-26, 41-43, 51-54, 56-57. Copyright 1974 by Aleksandr I. Solzhenitsyn. English translation
by Hilary Sternberg. Copyright 1974 by Writers and Scholars International Ltd. Reprinted by
permission of Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc.

tSlavophiles: nineteenth-century proponents of old Russian tradition—Ed.
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for themselves). They hounded the men who said that it was perfectly feasible for a
colossus like Russia, with all its spiritual peculiarities and folk traditions, to find its
own particular path; and that it could not be that the whole of mankind should fol-
low a single, absolutely identical pattern of development.

No, we had to be dragged along the whole of the Western bourgeois-industrial
and Marxist path in order to discover, toward the close of the twentieth century,
and again from progressive Western scholars, what any village graybeard in the
Ukraine or Russia had understood from time immemorial and could have ex-
plained to the progressive commentators ages ago, had the commentators ever
found the time in that dizzy fever of theirs to consult him: that a dozen worms
can't go on and on gnawing the same apple forever^ that if the earth is a finite ob-
ject, then its expanses and resources are finite also, and the endless, infinite progress
dinned into our heads by the dreamers of the Enlightenment cannot be accom-
plished on it. No, we had to shuffle on and on behind other people, without know-
ing what lay ahead of us, until suddenly we now hear the scouts calling to one
another: We've blundered into a blind alley, we'll have to turn back. All that "end-
less progress" turned out to be an insane, ill-considered, furious dash into a blind
alley. A civilization greedy for "perpetual progress" has now choked and is on its
last legs. . . .

But what about us} Us, with our unwieldiness and our inertia, with our flinch-
ing and inability to change even a single letter, a single syllable, of what Marx said
in 1848 about industrial development? Economically and physically we are per-
fectly capable of saving ourselves. But there is a roadblock on the path to our
salvation—the sole Progressive World View. If we renounce industrial develop-
ment, what about the working class, socialism, communism, unlimited increase in
productivity and all the rest? Marx is not to be corrected, that's revisionism. . . .

But you are already being called "revisionists" anyway, whatever you may do in
the future. So wouldn't it be better to do your duty soberly, responsibly and firmly,
and give up the dead letter for the sake of a living people who are utterly depen-
dent on your power and your decisions? And you must do it without delay. Why
dawdle if we shall have to snap out of it sometime anyway? Why repeat what others
have done and loop the agonizing loop right to the end, when we are not too far
into it to turn back? If the man at the head of the column cries, "I have lost my
way," do we absolutely have to plow right on to the spot where he realized his mis-
take and only there turn back? Why not turn and start on the right course from
wherever we happen to be?

As it is, we have followed Western technology too long and too faithfully. We
are supposed to be the "first socialist country in the world," one which sets an ex-
ample to other peoples, in both the East and the West, and we are supposed to
have been so "original" in following various monstrous doctrines—on the peas-
antry, on small tradesmen—so why, then, have we been so dolefully unoriginal in
technology, and why have we so unthinkingly, so blindly, copied Western civiliza-
tion? (Why? From military haste, of course, and the haste stems from our immense
"international responsibilities," and all this because of Marxism again.)

One might have thought that, with the central planning of which we are so
proud, we of all people had the chance not to spoil Russia's natural beauty, not to
create antihuman, multimillion concentrations of people. But we've done every-
thing the other way round: we have dirtied and defiled the wide Russian spaces and
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disfigured the heart of Russia, our beloved Moscow. (What crazed, unfilial hand
bulldozed the boulevards so that you can't go along them now without diving
down into degrading tunnels of stone? What evil, alien ax broke up the tree-lined
boulevards of the Sadovoye Koltso and replaced them with a poisoned zone of as-
phalt and gasoline?) The irreplaceable face of the city and all the ancient city plan
have been obliterated, and imitations of the West are being flung up, like the New
Arbat; the city has been so squeezed, stretched and pushed upward that life has be-
come intolerable—so what do we do now? Reconstruct the former Moscow in a
new place? That is probably impossible. Accept, then, that we have lost it
completely?

We have squandered our resources foolishly without so much as a backward
glance, sapped our soil, mutilated our vast expanses with idiotic "inland seas" and
contaminated belts of wasteland around our industrial centers—but for the mo-
ment, at least, far more still remains untainted by us, which we haven't had time to
touch. So let us come to our senses in time, let us change our course! . . .

This Ideology that fell to us by inheritance is not only decrepit and hopelessly
antiquated now; even during its best decades it was totally mistaken in its predic-
tions and was never a science.

A primitive, superficial economic theory, it declared that only the worker creates
value and failed to take into account the contribution of either organizers, engi-
neers, transportation or marketing systems. It was mistaken when it forecast that
the proletariat would be endlessly oppressed and would never achieve anything in a
bourgeois democracy—if only we could shower people with as much food, cloth-
ing and leisure as they have gained under capitalism! It missed the point when it
asserted that the prosperity of the European countries depended on their colonies—
it was only after they had shaken the colonies off that they began to accomplish
their "economic miracles." It was mistaken through and through in its prediction
that socialists could never come to power except through an armed uprising. It
miscalculated in thinking that the first uprisings would take place in the advanced
industrial countries—quite the reverse. And the picture of how the whole world
would rapidly be overtaken by revolutions and how states would soon wither away
was sheer delusion, sheer ignorance of human nature. And as for wars being char-
acteristic of capitalism alone and coming to an end when capitalism did—we have
already witnessed the longest war of the twentieth century so far, and it was not
capitalism that rejected negotiations and a truce for fifteen to twenty years; and
God forbid that we should witness the bloodiest and most brutal of all mankind's
wars—a war between two Communist superpowers. Then there was nationalism,
which this theory also buried in 1848 as a "survival"—but find a stronger force in
the world today! And it's the same with many other things too boring to list.

Marxism is not only not accurate, is not only not a science, has not only failed
to predict a single event in terms of figures, quantities, time-scales or locations
(something that electronic computers today do with laughable ease in the course of
social forecasting, although never with the help of Marxism)—it absolutely as-
tounds one by the economic and mechanistic crudity of its attempts to explain that
most subtle of creatures, the human being, and that even more complex synthesis
of millions of people, society. Only the cupidity of some, the blindness of others
and a craving for faith on the part of still others can serve to explain this grim jest
of the twentieth century: how can such a discredited and bankrupt doctrine still
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have so many followers in the West! In our country are left the fewest of all! We
who have had a taste of it are only pretending willy-nilly. . . .

Here in Russia, for sheer lack of practice, democracy survived for only eight
months—from February to October, 1917. The emigre groups of Constitutional
Democrats and Social Democrats still pride themselves on it to this very day and
say that outside forces brought about its collapse. But in reality that democracy was
their disgrace; they invoked it and promised it so arrogantly, and then created
merely a chaotic caricature of democracy, because first of all they turned out to be
ill-prepared for it themselves, and then Russia was worse prepared still. Over the
last half-century Russia's preparedness for democracy, for a multiparty parliamen-
tary system, could only have diminished. I am inclined to think that its sudden rein-
troduction now would merely be a melancholy repetition of 1917.

Should we record as our democratic tradition the Land Assemblies of Musco-
vite Russia, Novgorod, the early Cossacks, the village commune? Or should we
console ourselves with the thought that for a thousand years Russia lived with an
authoritarian order—and at the beginning of the twentieth century both the physi-
cal and spiritual health of her people were still intact?

However, in those days an important condition was fulfilled: that authoritarian
order possessed a strong moral foundation, embryonic and rudimentary though it
was—not the ideology of universal violence, but Christian Orthodoxy, the ancient,
seven-centuries-old Orthodoxy of Sergei Radonezhsky and Nil Sorsky, before it
was battered by Patriarch Nikon and bureaucratized by Peter the Great.* From the
end of the Moscow period and throughout the whole of the Petersburg period,
once this moral principle was perverted and weakened, the authoritarian order,
despite the apparent external successes of the state, gradually went into a decline
and eventually perished.

But even the Russian intelligentsia, which for more than a century has invested
all its strength in the struggle with an authoritarian regime—what has it achieved
for itself or the common people by its enormous losses? The opposite of what it in-
tended, of course. So should we not perhaps acknowledge that for Russia this path
was either false or premature? That for the foreseeable future, perhaps, whether we
like it or not, whether we intend it or not, Russia is nevertheless destined to have
an authoritarian order? Perhaps this is all that she is ripe for today? . . . Every-
thing depends upon what sort of authoritarian order lies in store for us in the
future.

It is not authoritarianism itself that is intolerable, but the ideological lies that
are daily foisted upon us. Not so much authoritarianism as arbitrariness and illegal-
ity, the sheer illegality of having a single overlord in each district, each province
and each sphere, often ignorant and brutal, whose will alone decides all things. An
authoritarian order does not necessarily mean that laws are unnecessary or that they
exist only on paper, or that they should not reflect the notions and will of the pop-
ulation. Nor does it mean that the legislative, executive and judicial authorities are
not independent, any of them, that they are in fact not authorities at all but utterly
at the mercy of a telephone call from the only true, self-appointed authority. May I

*Sergei Radonezhsky: fourteenth-century Russian monastic leader and saint; Nil Sorsky:
fifteenth-century Russian mystic and saint; Patriarch Nikon: seventeenth-century church reformer,
opposed by traditionalist Old Believers—Ed.



"Era of Stagnation," 1964-1985 297

remind you that the Soviets, which gave their name to our system and existed until
July 6, 1918, were in no way dependent upon Ideology: Ideology or no Ideology,
they always envisaged the widest possible consultation with all working people.

Would it be still within the bounds of realism or a lapse into daydreams if we
were to propose that at least some of the real power of the Soviets be restored? I do
not know what can be said on the subject of our Constitution: from 1936 it has
not been observed for a single day, and for that reason does not appear to be viable.
But perhaps even the Constitution is not beyond all hope? . . .

So that the country and people do not suffocate, and so that they all have the
chance to develop and enrich us with ideas, allow competition on an equal and hon-
orable basis not for power, but for truth between all ideological and moral cur-
rents, in particular between all religions-, there will be nobody to persecute them if
their tormentor, Marxism, is deprived of its state privileges. But allow competition
honestly, not the way you do now, not by gagging people; allow it to religious
youth organizations (which are totally nonpolitical; let the Komsomol be the only
political one), grant them the right to instruct and educate children, and the right
to free parish activity. (I myself see Christianity today as the only living spiritual
force capable of undertaking the spiritual healing of Russia. But I request and pro-
pose no special privileges for it, simply that it should be treated fairly and not sup-
pressed.) Allow us a free art and literature, the free publication not just of political
books—God preserve us!—and exhortations and election leaflets; allow us philo-
sophical, ethical, economic and social studies, and you will see what a rich harvest
it brings and how it bears fruit—for the good of Russia. Such an abundant and free
flowering of inspiration will rapidly absolve us of the need to keep on belatedly
translating new ideas from Western languages, as has been the case for the whole
of the last fifty years—as you know.

What have you to fear? Is the idea really so terrible? Are you really so unsure of
yourselves? You will still have absolute and impregnable power, a separate, strong
and exclusive Party, the army, the police force, industry, transportation, communi-
cations, mineral wealth, a monoply of foreign trade, an artificial rate of exchange
for the ruble—but let the people breathe, let them think and develop! If you be-
long to the people heart and soul, there can be nothing to hold you back!

After all, does the human heart not still feel the need to atone for the past? . . .

c) Marxist Dissent—Medvedev

How can we act to bring about democratization in the USSR? . . .
. . . In our conditions, the struggle for democratization must be a political one.

It is unrealistic to suppose that neo-Stalinism, bureaucracy, and dogmatism can be
overcome without a political fight. This is the only way that democracy can be
achieved. However, we must make sure all our activities are strictly within the
framework of the Constitution. In fact, the struggle has already begun at every
level of society, taking different forms according to circumstances. And what is
more, one can predict that with each extension of democratic rights, the political
struggle will gain momentum, often reaching acute proportions. The transition

FROM: Roy A. Medvedev, On Socialist Democracy (New York, Knopf, 1975; Nottingham,
Spokesman, 1977, pp. 310-15, 331-32). Reprinted by permission of the publishers. Copyright
1975 by Alfred A. Knopf, Inc. and Macmillan London Ltd.
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from any authoritarian regime to a democratic one is always accompanied by an in-
tensification of political passions and pressures.

There is no doubt about the fact that democratization is an objective necessity
for our society. Its inevitability is related to economic and technical progress, the
scientific and technological revolution and changes that have taken place in the so-
cial structure. The country cannot be governed in the old way, and this is begin-
ning to be felt not only by many young government officials but also by certain
seemingly dyed-in-the-wool bureaucrats. Yet the fact remains that democratization
will not come about automatically nor will it be handed down "from above." It will
occur only as a response to objective demands and determined efforts.

It is also unrealistic to suppose that a limited amount of democracy can be in-
troduced which would apply to only one or two "approved" political trends or
movements. Certainly all political groups, including all the conservative and reac-
tionary ones, will try to use democratic freedoms to increase their own influence.
The more circumstances seem to be turning against them, the harder they will
struggle to maintain their political position. Therefore the presence of political
conflict contains an element of risk, but risk is inevitable if there is to be a transi-
tion to a new and higher stage. Only the experience of struggle can foster the polit-
ical activism and initiative of the masses and encourage democratic habits throughout
the social fabric.

In democratic conditions, political struggle presupposes a comparatively free
confrontation between different points of view, which obviously would provide a
much better education in civic responsibility than does the present show of ostens-
ible unity. We must only see to it that the political struggle is waged responsibly in
forms that reasonable people can accept. Mutual destructiveness should be avoided;
there must be a basic tolerance for those with whom one disagrees. Only this kind
of open political contest can offer our people a proper political education, teaching
them not only to express their own opinions but also to heed the views of others.
This is the only way to establish a convention of ethical behavior in politics, to
eliminate uncompromising sectarianism, intolerance, and elitist complacency. Only
in conditions of overt political struggle will it be possible for genuine political fig-
ures to emerge, men who are capable of guiding the construction of a developed
socialist and communist society in an efficient way. Thoughtful foreign observers
who are sympathetic toward our country understand this very well. "Soviet society,"
wrote G. Boffa, the Italian Communist, "stands in need of the establishment of dem-
ocratic methods. The experience of the post-Stalin decades has shown that this
cannot come about without political struggle, a struggle against those individuals
and groups who openly or in secret have resisted and obstructed the policies in-
itiated at the Twentieth Congress, a struggle against their theories and attitudes.
But at all times there must be scrupulous regard for democratic principles. The
words 'political struggle' evoke uneasiness in the Soviet Union, an out-of-date reac-
tion, as if there were some real threat to the unity of society. But surely periods of
political struggle are the greatest source of progress in both thought and action."
This is an entirely reasonable view. If socialist democracy is to be firmly established,
it must be defended by the whole people, possibly only after all have passed
through the school of political struggle by actually participating in the fight to ex-
tend and strengthen socialist democracy.

I speak of struggle and pressure coming from the people and particularly from
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the intelligentsia; however, this does not exclude the possibility of initiative appear-
ing at the top. If moves toward democratization were taken at the higher levels of
party and state it would be an important guarantee that subsequent controversy in-
volving so many difficult political problems would take place in the least painful
manner and would be kept within bounds. But for the time being we do not have
such a leadership; fine words about socialist democracy are not supported by ac-
tions. Yet the experience of Hungary, where over a period of years there has been a
process of real democratization directed from "above," does show that cooperation
between those "above" and those "below" is a perfectly viable possibility. Some-
thing similar happened in Poland in 1971-72 but only after a very bitter and dan-
gerous political crisis, which could have been avoided by a more rational leadership.
The Czechoslovak experience of 1968-69, its achievements and failures, must also
be carefully studied. . . .

Of course I know that democratization cannot come about automatically and
have no illusions about the difficulty of the struggle. But all the same, it is wrong
to exclude the possibility of an alliance between the best of the intelligentsia sup-
ported by the people and the most forward-looking individuals in the governing
apparat. . . .

The realization of a serious programme of democratic change must be a com-
paratively slow and gradual process. The actual time period will be determined by
many factors, but it should take not less than ten or fifteen years. First of all, the
democratic movement in our country is still too weak and would be unable to
achieve rapid political changes. Secondly, we are still very much in the process of
formulating political programmes. Therefore as the democratic movement evolves,
there must also be a development of socialist political thought, the creation of new
political doctrines on the basis of Marxism-Leninism which will analyze our
changed political and economic circumstances. Without this kind of theoretical
preparation, without a serious programme—even if it is discussed only in a rela-
tively narrow circle—any kind of rapid political change would inevitably create
overwhelming contradictions and disarray. Overhasty reform can also cause prob-
lems within the socialist bloc (as the experience of Czechoslovakia has shown).
Improvisation in politics can easily result in anarchy. But although diametrically
opposed to authoritarian abuse of power, anarchy offers little prospect for elemen-
tary human rights and freedoms.

Reform must also be gradual because of the peculiar nature of bureaucracy. As
Lenin often pointed out, there is no way to "lance the bureaucratic boil, to wipe
bureaucracy from the face of the earth"—the only possibility is cure. "Surgery in
this case," wrote Lenin, "is absurd, it cannot work. There can only be a slow heal-
ing process—other alternatives are fraudulent or naive." This advice should not be
forgotten. It is essential for us to work out a democratic platform. But at the same
time we must make an effort to accumulate information, educate people and win
them over, step by step. And it all will take time.

There is now a very widespread feeling that the way we live and work has be-
come untenable, and this applies not just to the intelligentsia but also to much of
the working class, white collar workers, and perhaps some of the peasantry. But
there is still no mass movement demanding change or democratic reform, and
without this it is difficult to count on any rapid transformation of our political sys-
tem or on a change of attitude at the top.
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As for the ways and means of political struggle, they must be absolutely legal
and constitutional. . . . The use of unscrupulous means must be avoided at all
cost, as a matter of principle and also because in practical terms it plays into the
hands of the neo-Stalinists and reactionaries, making it easier for them to discredit
absolutely valid demands in the eyes of public opinion. Of course we do not yet
possess many of the most important rights and freedoms obligatory in a genuine
socialist state which would make it easier to struggle for democracy. However, it is
to some extent the case that we still have not learned to make the most of those
rights and freedoms that really do exist already. . . .

Coming to the end of this book on socialist democracy, I would like to compare
our society and ideology with a building that continues to grow taller despite its
antiquated, decayed, even rotten foundation. There are still firm supports, but they
are becoming less reliable. One hardly needs to stress the dangers of such basic so-
cial and ideological weakness. There are, however, a number of people in the lead-
ership who prefer to ignore all the cracks in the foundation of our social structure
and all the flaws in our ideology. They tend simply to evade all difficult problems,
dreading change and refusing to countenance repairs to the foundation of the
house in which we live. Others in the leadership try to salvage and restore to their
previous position in the structure totally rotted supports in the shape of dogmas
long since discredited. And there are some who see only minor defects in our social
fabric and attempt to put them right, but far too late and far too slowly. This
means that new cracks constantly appear in the edifice even faster than existing
ones can be eliminated.

There are, however, some bold spirits, well aware of all the faults of our society
and ideology, who demand the immediate removal of all the flawed or weakened
props that shore up our social system, even though they still have nothing with
which to replace those dilapidated parts of the foundation that continue after a
fashion, however badly, to support the enormous and still growing structure above.
They can propose nothing better than to prop it up by makeshift, untried means,
apparently untroubled by the possibility that the whole building might come tum-
bling down.

Finally, there are people who have no desire whatsoever to live in this particular
building and would prefer to move to another one. They are therefore not inter-
ested in strengthening the foundation of our society or reconstructing it at any
level. Such people should be allowed to change their place of residence.

But I cannot myself share any of these attitudes. Without being blind to the
shortcomings and flaws in the very foundations of our social structure and ideol-
ogy, we should fairly quickly, but also with the utmost caution, remove all the de-
cayed elements at the base of the structure, replacing them with something much
more durable. At the same time attempts must be made to improve conditions on
all levels higher up. The whole process must take place gradually, step by step.
Something new can only be fashioned out of what has come before in previous
stages of social development. This painstaking and difficult task must, in my opin-
ion, be the main objective of the democratic movement, which has arisen in the
healthiest section of the party and includes a constantly growing number of honest
individuals.

It is in no way a question of destroying the values of the October Revolution.
Rather we must restore and purify them; they must be reinforced and built upon.
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Only if there is a systematic and consistent democratization of the whole of our
political and social life on a socialist basis will our country be able to retain its role
and influence among the progressive forces of the world.

d) Suppression of Dissent—Andropov on the
Helsinki Implementation Group

In recent years our adversary's special services and propaganda bureaus have at-
tempted to give the impression that a so-called "internal opposition" exists in the
USSR, rendering support to those who inspire antisocial and anti-Soviet activities
and promote the banding together of participants in a variety of anti-Soviet
activities.

Accordingly, in 1969 antisocial elements headed by Yakir and Krasin founded an
"initiative group" in order to form an organization made up of participants of the
so-called "movement for democratization."

In 1970, in order to activate the antisocial efforts of individuals with hostile
leanings, Chalidze established the so-called "Committee for the Protection of Hu-
man Rights" which, in addition to himself, includes among its members Academi-
cian Sakharov and Shafarevich, a corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences
of the USSR

In 1973 the so-called "Russian Section" of Amnesty International, headed by
Turchin and Tverdokhlebov, assumed organizational responsibilities for individuals
with anti-Soviet leanings.

Members of these organizations made contacts with selected anti-Soviet centers
abroad and engaged in the collection and dissemination of defamatory materials to
discredit Soviet state and social structures.

As a result of measures taken by the Committee for State Security the "initiative
group" and the "Committee for the Protection of Human Rights" have been com-
pletely compromised and have virtually ceased to exist. The activities of the "Rus-
sian Section" have been curtailed.

Nevertheless, despite the failure to create an "internal opposition" in the USSR,
our adversary has not abandoned this idea.

On May 12 of this year, on the initiative of Iurii F. Orlov, born in 1924, unem-
ployed, corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR,
the antisocial elements announced the formation of a "Group for Implementation
of the Helsinki Accords in the USSR" . . .

By the creation of this "group" the individuals just named have made it their
provocative goal to put in doubt the Soviet Union's sincere efforts to implement
the principles of the Final Act of the Conference on Cooperation and Security in
Europe, and thereby to exert pressure on the Soviet government with respect to
implementation of the Helsinki Accords, especially as concerns the "third basket."

Members of the "group" are collecting materials on the alleged noncompliance
of Soviet authorities with the Final Act, especially on the "violation of the basic
rights of Soviet citizens," "persecution of dissenters," etc. . . .

The information collected on these topics is transmitted via various channels to

FROM: Andropov, Secret Memorandum to the Central Committee, "On the hostile activities of
the so-called 'group for implementation of the Helsinki Accords in the USSR,' " November 15,
1976 (English translation by The Library of Congress).
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governments that have signed the Final Act. It is the intention of the "group" to
request that, in special cases, these countries form an international commission to
investigate these matters. In addition, the "group" will rely on the pressure of
Western public opinion on the Soviet government, and does not—in the words of
Orlov—"seek support among the people."

Antisocial elements are calling on the heads of states participating in the Hel-
sinki Conference to create in their countries unofficial monitoring groups, which
could subsequently be unified into an international committee. . . .

The Committee for State Security is taking measures to compromise and put an
end to the "group's" hostile activities.

Soviet Consumerism

While living standards for the Soviet population had been improving gradually since
the privations of the 1930's and the Second World War, a major advance was promised
with the adoption of the Ninth Five Year Plan in 1971. In part this was a response to
sporadic protests among Soviet workers.

. . . In the new five-year period, our people's material well-being will increase
first of all as a result of increases in the wages and salaries of workers and office
employees and in the incomes of collective farmers in step with growing labor pro-
ductivity and the improved skills of personnel. This will provide the bulk of the in-
crement in the population's incomes.

The program for raising the people's living standard envisages the implementa-
tion of a number of large-scale measures.

The C.P.S.U. Central Committee and the USSR Council of Ministers, with the
participation of the Central Council of Trade Unions, after weighing our possibili-
ties, have determined the sequence and schedule for implementing the planned
program.

In accordance with this program, the minimum wage will be raised to 70 rubles
a month in 1971, and at the same time the basic wage and salary rates of workers
and office employees in the middle pay categories of railroad transport will be in-
creased. The basic rates for machine operators in agriculture will be increased dur-
ing the same year.

As of July 1, 1971, it is planned to raise the minimum size of the pension for
collective farmers and to extend to them the procedure for fixing pensions that has
been established for workers and office employees.

At the same time, i.e., as of July 1, 1971, the minimum size of the old-age pen-
sion for workers and office employees will be increased. . . .

A high growth rate in the population's cash incomes is to be ensured by an in-
crease in the production of consumer goods and by the growth of trade turn-
over.The draft Directives envisage that with a growth of 40% in the population's
cash incomes, sales of goods to the population will increase by 42% and the vol-
ume of paid services will increase by 47%.

FROM: Alexei N. Kosygin, "Report on the Directives of the 24th CPSU Congress for the Five-
Year Plan for the Development of the USSR National Economy in 1971-1975," April 6, 1971
(English translation in Current Soviet Policies^ VI, 1973, pp. 131-33)-
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In the new five-year plan, market supplies of such products as meat, fish, vege-
table oil, eggs and vegetables will increase by 40% to 60%. The sale of clothing
will increase by 35%, that of knitwear by 56%, and that of cultural and everyday
goods by 80%. The rate at which the population is supplied with refrigerators will
increase from 32 per 100 families in 1970 to 64 in 1975; for television sets, the
corresponding figures will be 51 and 72, and for washing machines they will be
52 and 72. By the end of the five-year plan, the sale of automobiles to the popula-
tion will have increased more than sixfold in comparison to 1970.

Given the volume of the increased production and sale to the population of con-
sumer goods, it is necessary constantly to expand and improve their assortment.
The task is not only to cover customer demand in terms of quantity; the most im-
portant thing is the kind of goods the customer finds in the stores and how well
they satisfy him in terms of their diversity and quality. This increases the demands
on industry and trade, which must respond efficiently to all changes in demand.

It is time to intensify the responsibility of trade organizations for the correct de-
termination of the orders they file with industry and for making goods available to
the consumer in good time. For its part, industry must influence the population's
demand by producing new and improved goods.

The turnover of public catering will increase by 50% during the five-year period.
We must continue expanding the network of dining rooms, restaurants, and cafes,
especially on construction sites, at enterprises and in educational institutions. The
most important thing in the development of public catering is improving its quality
and service standards.

As the draft Directives state, the stability of state retail prices will be ensured in
the new five-year plan. As commodity resources accumulate, prices will be lowered
on certain types of goods.

In the next few years, the production and sale of ready-to-cook products, pre-
cooked items, concentrates and other items that make the home preparation of
food easier should be developed on a broad scale. We must substantially increase
the production of packaged goods and develop the practice of advance orders, mail
trade and other progressive trade forms.

Provision has been made for at least doubling the volume of everyday services to
the population. To this end, we shall have to expand the network of workshops, tai-
loring shops, dry-cleaning plants, laundries and other everyday-service enterprises.
In today's conditions, everyday services should be developed as a large-scale mech-
anized branch.

In connection with the growth in incomes, the cultural needs of broad strata of
the population are rising and new requirements are appearing. For example, tour-
ism is becoming more and more important. We must expand and strengthen its
material base and build more hotels, campsites and other service facilities for
tourists.

The draft Directives stipulate that housing with a total space of 565,000,000 to
575,000,000 square meters will be built in 1971-1975. Housing construction will
to an increasing extent be carried out according to new designs that provide for
more convenient layouts and better equipment and finishing in apartments.

We should develop housing-construction cooperatives and assist individual
housing construction in cities and in rural areas.

It is necessary to devote great attention to improving communal services and the
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provision of communities with public services and amenities. The overwhelming
majority of cities and large urban-type settlements will be provided with centralized
water supply. The consumption of electric power for the population's everyday
needs will increase. During the next five years, it is planned to provide 17,000,000
to 18,000,000 apartments with gas service. The level to which housing in cities is
supplied with gas service will come to 65% to 75%, and in rural areas it will be
40% to 50%.

In the years of the first five-year plans, we put universal primary education into
effect. In the new five-year plan, we shall complete the introduction of universal second-
ary education. The accomplishment of this task is of enormous political and social
importance. The implementation of universal secondary education will give every-
one broad possibilities for choosing an occupation that suits him, to employ his
capabilities to the best advantage for the welfare of all society.

The Scientific-Technical Revolution

With much fanfare the Brezhnev-Kosygin leadership endorsed a "scientific-technical
revolution" to improve the education of the populace and the performance of the econ-
omy as well as the readiness of the armed forces.

. . . In implementing the chief tasks of the five-year plan, it is necessary:
to ensure an improvement in the proportions of social production and high

growth rates in agriculture and in the branches producing consumer goods; and
significantly to increase the efficiency of all branches of the national economy. Dur-
ing the five-year period, to increase the country's national income by 34% to 40%,
with 80% to 85% of the increment coming from increased labor productivity;

to accelerate the rates of scientific and technical progress through the all-round
development of research in the most promising fields of science and the shortening
of time periods for the introduction of the results of scientific research in produc-
tion, to carry out the replacement of manual labor by machines on a broad scale,
and to ensure the improvement of the branch and intrabranch structure of the na-
tional economy;

consistently to raise the level of the education and skills of the working people,
to complete the changeover to the universal secondary education of young people,
to carry out the necessary measures for the training of highly skilled specialists and
workers and the retraining of cadres in connection with the introduction of new
machinery and improvements in the organization of production;

to continue work on the improvement of management, planning and economic
incentives to production in accordance with the requirements of the present stage
of communist construction; to apply the latest techniques in management. To enlist
the working people in the management of the economy on a broader scale;

to introduce the scientific organization of labor in every way, and to improve
the forms and systems of pay and material and moral incentives to workers.

Proceeding from the basic tasks of the new five-year plan:

FROM: "Directives of the 24th Congress of the CPSU on the Five-Year Plan of Development of
the National Economy of the USSR for the Years 1971-1975," April 9, 1971 (English translation
in Current Soviet Policies, VI, 1973, pp. 151-53).
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1. To carry out a broad program of social measures in the field of increasing the
population's income. To increase real income per capita by approximately 30%,
bearing in mind that pay must continue to be the main source for an increase in the
population's income. To provide for a further increase in minimum earnings. . . .

2. To accelerate the rates of scientific and technical progress and to ensure the
implementation of a unified technical policy:

to make broader use of the possibilities created by the scientific and technologi-
cal revolution for accelerating the development of productive forces;

to create and introduce fundamentally new implements of labor and material
and technological processes that are superior in their technical and economic
indices to the best domestic and world achievements;

to improve in every way the quality of output in all branches of the national
economy;

more rapidly to raise the technical level of the inventory of technological
equipment, and also to accelerate the replacement and modernization of obsoles-
cent machinery and aggregates, providing for the necessary development of the
requisite branches of machine building. To work out and gradually to introduce
new and shorter time periods for the depreciation of production equipment, limit-
ing the volume of ineffective capital repairs and increasing the share of deprecia-
tion allowances allocated for the replacement of worn-out obsolescent equipment;

to ensure a reduction in the materials-intensiveness of production through the
perfection of the branch structure of industry, improvements in the design of machinery, ap-
paratus, instruments and other items, the application of progressive technology, a rise in
the qualitative characteristics of the intitial raw materials and other materials and
their fuller and more integrated utilization, and also the development of finishing
production lines in the branches of the processing industry. . . .

To provide for . . . the broad introduction of the scientific organization of la-
bor, production and management, using up-to-date means of organizational and
computer technology. To master the series production of highly productive means
of computer technology, small computers and information-transmitting devices. To
carry out the series production of electronic computers in complete sets with all
the necessary devices for information input and output and sets of standard
programs.

To raise the scientific and technical level of standards and their role in improv-
ing output quality. To carry out the updating of existing standards and technical
specifications, ensuring the replacement of obsolete indices and the timely reflec-
tion of the requirements of the national economy that guarantee the high technical
level and quality of output. . . .

To improve scientific and technical information and to ensure the systematic
transmittal to the interested branches and enterprises of data on scientific and
technical achievements and advanced experience in the fields of machinery, tech-
nology and the organization of production and management.

Broadly to develop the creative initiative of the working people in the technical
improvement of production and to facilitate in every way the improvement of ra-
tionalization and invention work. To enhance the role of engineers and technicians
as organizers and champions of scientific and technical progress in production.

3. To develop in every way basic and applied research and more rapidly to intro-
duce the results of research in the national economy.
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To ensure in the new five-year period:
the further elaboration of problems of theoretical and applied mathematics and

cybernetics for the broader application in the national economy of mathematical
methods and electronic-computer technology, the automation of production pro-
cesses and the improvement of management;

the development of research in nuclear physics, solid-state physics and the phys-
ics of semiconductors, quantum electronics, plasma physics and low-temperature
physics for the purpose of creating new materials and efficient methods of process-
ing them; the further improvement of energy-transformation methods, the indus-
trial assimilation of fast-neutron reactors, the broader utilization of nuclear and
radiation processes in science and practice, further progress in electronics, radio
engineering and computer technology, and the development of theoretical and ap-
plied mechanics;

the conduct of scientific work in outer space for the purpose of the development
of long-range telephone and telegraph communications, television, meteorological
forecasting and the study of natural resources, geographical research and the ac-
complishment of other national-economic tasks with the aid of satellites and auto-
matic and piloted apparatus, and also the continuation of basic research on the
moon and the planets of the solar system;

the conduct of research in the fields of geology, geophysics and geochemistry in
order to ascertain the laws governing the geographical location of useful minerals,
and an increase in the effectiveness of methods for finding, extracting and concen-
trating minerals;

the development of scientific work in oceanography, atmospheric physics and
geography for the elaboration of problems of the broader and more rational utili-
zation of natural resources, including the resources of the seas and oceans; the
elaboration of scientific principles of the protection and transformation of nature
for the purpose of improving the natural environment surrounding man and the
better utilization of natural resources;

the further development of chemistry, especially in the field of improving the
scientific principles of the creation of new polymer and inorganic materials and of
highly effective chemical-engineering and electrochemical processes and economi-
cal methods for obtaining especially pure substances;

the development of scientific research in the fields of biology and medicine,
aimed primarily at the prevention and treatment of cardiovascular, oncological and
viral diseases, and the creation of new physiologically active preparations for medi-
cine, agriculture, light industry and the food industry; the elaboration of genetic
methods of selection for the development of high-yield strains of plants and more
productive breeds of animals; and the elaboration of the problems of the genetics
of hereditary diseases;

the further development of the social sciences and the conduct of integrated re-
search on the present-day processes of the development of society for the scientific
guidance of the socialist economy and the accomplishment of the tasks of commu-
nist construction. In the field of economics, to concentrate attention on the elabo-
ration of the most effective forms and methods for the utilization of objective laws
in the practice of the planned management of the national economy, on the im-
provement of long-range planning, on the problems of acceleration and techni-
cal progress and the intensification of and an all-round increase in the economic
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efficiency of social production, and also on the most important questions in the
development of the socialist economic integration of the USSR with the other
C.M.E.A. member-countries.*

Resolutely to enhance the effectiveness of the work of scientific institutions, to
ensure the concentration of scientific forces and material and financial resources
primarily on the leading areas of science and the solution of the most important
scientific and technical problems, the further strengthening of the experimental
and experimental-production base of research, and the application of economic-
accountability methods in the organization of scientific research. To improve the
planning of research and experimental-design work, providing in the plans for all
stages of this work, up to and including the introduction of its results in produc-
tion, and to intensify control over the fulfillment of plans. To strengthen the ties of
science with production. To implement a system of organizational and economic
measures for the assimilation and introduction of new machinery and the realiza-
tion of inventions and discoveries in the shortest possible periods. To enhance the
stimulative role of patent work and patent information.

Soviet Jews and the Emigration Issue

Labelled as a separate nationality but harassed in the exercise of their religion, Soviet
Jews since Stalin's time were pressured to assimilate while at the same time subjected to
discrimination in education and employment. In the 1970's many sought to emigrate to
Israel or the West, prompting government measures to curb the outflow including a tax
to collect from would-be emigres the cost of their higher education.

a) Samizdat on Discrimination and Assimilation

1) Jews living in the USSR are a part of the Jewish people, who, as a whole are
divided into those living in their state in Israel and those living in other countries—
in the diaspora. To the extent that Jews living in the Soviet Union belong to that
part of the Jewish people living in the diaspora, the Jewish question in the USSR
can be viewed as part of the question of the Jewish diaspora. At the same time, the
Soviet Jewish question is part of the problem of nationalities within the USSR

2) The basic features of the Jewish question in the diaspora are:
a) Discrimination.
b) Assimilation.

3) The discrimination against Jews in the Soviet Union is a combination of all
the basic forms of discrimination existing in the other countries of the diaspora,
and includes official discrimination:

a) There are percentage norms limiting acceptance to higher educational institu-
tions and limiting employment opportunities.

b) A circular has become known that declares those people not politically
friendly to the USSR as undesirable for positions in the defense establishment,

*I.e., the East European Satellites plus Mongolia and Cuba—Ed.

FROM: Mikhail Zand, "The Jewish Question in the USSR: Theses," Politicheskii Dnevnik, no. 67,
April, 1970 (English translation in Stephen F. Cohen, ed., An End to Silence: Uncensored Opinion in
the Soviet Union, New York, Norton, 1982, pp. 245-49; reprinted by permission).
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rocketry, nuclear work, and other secret undertakings. It is understood that this
circular refers to Jews.

c) There is definite knowledge of discrimination against Jews in advancement in
civilian work as well as in the military.

d) The road to diplomatic service, foreign trade, and the central party apparatus
is practically closed to Jews.

e) Exit, whether for a work assignment or for tourism, is extremely difficult for
Jews.

/ ) Wide international publicity has been given to the many cases in which Jews
who have received invitations from relatives in Israel to come there and live have
been denied the right to leave. By doing this, Soviet agencies violate Point 5 of
"The Declaration of Human Rights" (the right of each person to live where he
wishes), which was signed by the Soviet Union. They likewise violate the public
promise of the chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR that those so de-
siring could join their relatives in Israel.

4) There are examples of unofficial discrimination in the USSR—ethnic,
religious-confessional, ideological, and social.

For example, anti-Semitism in the Ukraine is much sharper and has more of a
mass-movement character than in other republics of the Soviet Union (despite the
decisive dissociation from it and struggle against it on the part of the nationalisti-
cally minded Ukrainian intelligentsia). This is obviously explained by the combina-
tion of an anti-Semitic tradition predating the USSR and administrative exploitation
of this tradition.

Among these cases of intolerance, confessional in origin, we can also classify the
swift growth of Judeophobic feelings among some of the youth of the USSR who
come from Moslem backgrounds. Although most of these young people are not re-
ligious, Judeophobia in them stems from a feeling of Moslem solidarity. This is
fanned by pan-Islamic propaganda, which closes ranks here with official pro-Arabic
propaganda.

Judeophobia is part of the ideology of certain Nazi-type underground groups
existing in the Soviet Union (whose existence is seen in the dissemination of anti-
Semitic leaflets) and also of the almost legalized activities of the Great-Russian
chauvinists, the "men of the soil."

In regard to common, everyday anti-Semitism, every layer of Soviet society is
diseased. Any Jew living in the USSR could tell of humiliations suffered in the
most varied of situations—in the communal apartments, on the streets, in traveling,
on store lines, in military barracks, or in city hospitals. Soviet laws calling for
criminal punishment for such abuses are not applied. And the revitalization of anti-
Semitic feelings is spurred in a large measure by the constant publication in the
Soviet press of materials from Arabic sources concerning the "brutalities of the Is-
raeli occupiers."

The national dignity of the Jew, a resident of the USSR, is no less mocked by an
anti-Jew campaign that employs all the resources of mass propaganda. Like the one
in Stalin's last years, this campaign is set up as a struggle against Zionism and not
Judaism, and it even has the participation of some Jews. But this fact does not
change the essence of the campaign. In all ages, Jewish apostates have participated
in the persecution of Jews, using the weapons and the means of Judeophobia. The
basic motivation for this campaign at the present is the sympathy of a significant
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portion of the Jews in the USSR for Israel, which is an uncompromising contradic-
tion to the unconditionally anti-Israel foreign policy of the Soviet government.
That this campaign is organized and directed from the top is indisputable, if only
for the simple reason that nothing happens in the Soviet Union without the sanc-
tion of government and Party organs. Top-level direction is also apparent from the
participation of highly placed government personnel. It is enough to recall the
"witticism," expressed in the best tradition of Russian anti-Semitism, delivered by
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko in a speech to the United Nations in 1967,
about "the local bazaar." His deputy, V. Semenov, has written a book (under the
pseudonym K. Ivanov and along with Z. Sheinis) entitled The Government of Israel.
Yuri Ivanov, the leading specialist on Jewish affairs in the Central Committee appa-
ratus of the CPSU, has also appeared as an author with Beware of Zionism and the
contemporary Protocols of the Elders ofZion.

Discriminatory measures against the Jewish religion are well known: the closing
of synagogues, the practical nonexistence of religious education, the ban on bring-
ing in or producing objects for the cult. Under these conditions, the Jewish people
as a community exist only as an object of discrimination, as all their rights and
needs as a national community are rejected.

5) Discrimination is not a goal in itself. It is only the instrument of the rulers in
their policy of assimilation.

6) Assimilation as a general feature of the life of Jews in the diaspora has a
number of forms. Physical assimilation is expressed in the descendants of mixed
marriages, the majority of whom include themselves in the basic population. In this
case, the physical assimilation of Jews in the Soviet Union is wholly comparable to
the physical assimilation of Jews in other countries of the diaspora. There are only
three items that might be mentioned wherein this aspect of assimilation differs in
the USSR from other countries of the diaspora:

a) According to Soviet law, at the age of sixteen, upon receiving their passports,
children of mixed marriages must state their national affiliation. A growing,
though still small, percentage of such children of Jewish descent are declaring
themselves Jews as a gesture of protest against discrimination.

b) Administrative organs clearly do not wish to register such persons as Jewish.
They categorically refuse to register as Jews those descendants of mixed marriages
who acknowledge themselves to be Jewish after receiving their initial passports.
Such behavior by the administrative organs undoubtedly exposes their interests in
bringing the descendants of mixed marriages into the national fold, i.e., in hasten-
ing the tempo of physical assimilation.

c) Descendants of mixed marriages who do list themselves in one of the basic
national groupings serve the interests of the administration, yet such people find
acceptance into agencies and establishments, where the cadres are recruited accord-
ing to special social and national "purity" and where the application has questions
about the nationality of each parent, very difficult or even closed.

7) Linguistic assimilation is a general phenomenon in the countries of the dias-
pora. But an essential difference between the linguistic assimilation of Jews in the
USSR and that of Jews in other countries has been its speed and the force used to
accomplish it. The closing of Jewish educational institutions in the late 1930s, the
reduction in the number of Jewish journals, newspapers, and theaters in those same
years, the later liquidation of the remnants of Jewish cultural institutions, and the
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physical destruction of the most famous cultural activities of the Jewish people at
the end of the 1940s and the beginning of the 1950s—these are the phases of a forc-
ible linguistic assimilation of the Jewish population in the USSR whose native lan-
guage was Yiddish. This has led to a situation in which the overwhelming majority
of Jews in the Soviet Union has ceased speaking in its native tongue.

8) Cultural assimilation has gone through the same stages as linguistic assimila-
tion. An essential factor in the artificial acceleration of this assimilation was the de-
liberate identification of Jewish culture with the Yiddish language. As a result,
culture in Hebrew was destroyed in the Soviet Union already in the 1920s. In the
1930s, the embryonic Jewish culture in the Georgian language was liquidated. At
the end of the thirties, the literature of the Bukhara Jews was suppressed.

At a time when Jews in most of the other countries of the diaspora have had the
opportunity of developing their culture in the language of the country in which
they live, Jews in the USSR since the 1920s have been deprived of the opportunity
of continuing their culture in the Russian language, which has become their sole
means of communication. Practically speaking, at the present time in the Soviet
Union there is only one Jewish culture—the culture of mountain Jews in the Tatsky
language, and it continues to exist only because the bearers of this culture are for-
bidden to consider themselves Jews.

9) The remnants of Jewish culture in Yiddish in the USSR have no chance for
future survival, inasmuch as the sources nourishing this culture are drying up. The
existence of one literary journal, the publication of a few books, and the work of a
few traveling ensembles serve as a screen covering the real absence of Jewish cul-
ture in the USSR

1 o) The religious community has always been a factor in determining who was a
Jew. The idea of "Jewishness" coincided with the idea of "Judaism." But the situa-
tion changed after the Russian Revolution. The general decline in religious life in
the Soviet Union was expressed for the majority of the Jews either in a direct break
with the synagogue or in indifference to it. In the postwar years, however, the sit-
uation changed again. Discrimination, together with the liquidation of all forms of
national existence for Soviet Jews, led to a state in which national feelings turned
to the sole legally preserved institution—the synagogue. Against its wishes, and
even with open fear, the synagogue became the center of Jewish spiritual life. But it
could not answer the people's questions or satisfy their needs, for the following
basic reasons:

a) The active enmity of the government to all religions (and perhaps particularly
to Judaism as the religion of the "internal enemy") led the synagogue into a servile
humility, a constant fear of repression, and therefore to submissive acquiescence in
all of the demands of the rulers, no matter how unjust they were.

b) The deep assimilation put a wall of linguistic and cultural estrangement be-
tween the synagogue and the Jewish people in the USSR. The Jew, ignorant of his
own language and history, raised in traditions of Russian culture, and, finally, with
no chance for help and leadership from the Jewish religious community, had to
move by groping in the dark, like a blind man. It is not surprising that an intellec-
tual of Jewish descent looking for religion frequently turns to [Russian] Ortho-
doxy, which, in the final analysis, signifies yet another step in the assimilating
process.

On the other hand, there can be no doubt that the longing of Soviet Jews for
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the synagogue has not so much a religious as a national character. Thus, even com-
plete religious freedom in itself, no matter how important and also how unlikely it
is under the Soviet system, cannot solve the Jewish problem.

11) At the present time two extremes can be discerned in Soviet Jewry:
a) Those Jews who have lost, or almost lost, all national consciousness and

strive for complete assimilation into the basic population.
b) Those Jews who have come to realize the complete impossibility of a national

existence as Jews in the USSR and strive for repatriation to Israel. Between these
two extremes are those who have not yet realized the inevitability of a choice be-
tween assimilation and repatriation.

12) The sole possible solution of the Jewish question in the conditions of the
Soviet Union lies in this: that the first group be given the real possibility of assimi-
lation into the basic population and that the second group be given the uncondi-
tional right to repatriate. The third group must make its own decision.

b) The Emigration Tax

1. USSR citizens who depart for permanent residence abroad shall reimburse
State expenditures for education at USSR institutions of higher learning in the fol-
lowing amounts: (in thousands of rubles)

In event of graduation from institutions of
higher learning or study during the last
year of the academic program In event of education for

one two three four five
years years years years years

Moscow State University 12.2 2.4 4.9 7.3 9.8 —
Other universities 6.0 1.2 2.4 3.6 4.8 —
Engineering-technical, engineering-
economics, and higher military
institutions of learning 7.7 1.5 3.1 4.6 6.1 —
Agricultural and Forestry 5.6 1.1 2.3 3.4 4.5 —
Medical, pharmaceutical, stomatological,
and physical education 8.3 1.4 2.8 4.2 $.6 7.0
Economics, law, pedagogical, history and
library sciences institutes and cultural
institutes 4.5 0.9 1.8 2.7 3.6 —
Institutes and departments of foreign
languages 6.8 1.4 2.8 4.1 5.5 —
Institutes of arts (conservatories, theater,
art, and literature) 9.6 1.9 3.8 5.7 7.7 —

2. Persons who have done graduate study, medical internship, graduate study at
a higher military school or who have an academic degree shall, in addition to reim-

FROM: Directive of the USSR Council of Ministers, "On Reimbursement by USSR Citizens
Who Depart for Permanent Residence Abroad of State Expenditures for Education," August 3,
1972 (English translation in Thomas Sawyer, The Jewish Minority in the Soviet Union, Boulder,
Colo., Westview, 1979, pp. 312-14; reprinted by permission of the publisher).
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bursing State expenditures for receiving higher education, as provided in para-
graph 1 of this Directive, be liable as follows:

(a) persons who have done graduate study, medical internship, or graduate
study at a higher military school, but who have not successfully defended a
dissertation—1.7 thousand rubles for each year of education;

(b) persons who have been awarded the academic degree of Candidate of
Sciencess— 5.4 thousand rubles;

(c) persons who have been awarded the academic degree of Doctor of Sciences
[in addition to the amounts stipulated in subparagraph (b) of this paragraph]—7.2
thousand rubles.

3. The following USSR citizens who are departing for permanent residence
abroad are exempted from reimbursement of State expenditures for education at an
institution of higher learning, for graduate study, for medical internship, for grad-
uate study at a higher military school and for receipt of the corresponding aca-
demic degree, as provided by paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Directive, as follows:

(a) invalids of groups One and Two—in full. Group Three invalids may be ex-
empted from the above specified reimbursement in amounts up to 50 percent;

(b) men who have reached age 60 and women who have reached age 55—in
full;

(c) men with length of service of no less than 25, 15, and 8 years, and women
with length of service of no less than 20, 12, and 6 years—in amounts of 75, 50,
and 25 percent respectively;

(d) persons who have studied at an institution of higher learning, have done
graduate work or graduate work at a higher military school without interruption of
employment—in an amount of 50 percent;

(e) persons who have married citizens (subjects) of foreign states—in amounts
between 25 and 50 percent with account being taken of their material situation,
while persons who were married prior to 3 August 1972—in full;

(f) persons who have graduated from institutions of higher learning on the ba-
sis of examinations without regular attendance at lectures, as well as those who
have been awarded the academic degree of Candidate of Sciences without graduate
study, medical internship or graduate study at a higher military school—in an
amount of 75 percent.

USSR citizens who are departing for permanent residence in developing coun-
tries may be exempted from reimbursement of expenditures for education and
receipt of an academic degree, in addition to the amounts of expenditure reimburse-
ment reduction stipulated in this paragraph of the Directive, in an amount of up to
70 percent, while persons who have married citizens (subjects) of those countries
in an amount of up to 80 percent, and in individual cases—in full.

A partial or full exemption from reimbursement of expenditures for education
and receipt of an academic degree shall also be granted by the Ministry of Finance
of the USSR, with the participation of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the
USSR, when there are other justifiable reasons.

4. The amounts specified in paragraphs 1 through 3 of the present Directive
shall be accepted by branches of the State Bank of the USSR and credited to in-
come in the Union budget.

5. Processing and issuance of exit visas to persons departing for permanent resi-
dence abroad shall be performed by agencies of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of
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the USSR upon presentation by said persons of receipts, issued by branches of the
State Bank of the USSR, showing payment of amounts as reimbursement of State
expenditures for education.

6. The present Directive does not pertain to USSR citizens who are departing
for permanent residence in socialist countries.

Brezhnev's Constitution

In 1977 Brezhnev introduced a general revision of the Stalin Constitution of 1936,
without however altering basic structural features or the political monoply of the
Communist Party. Simultaneously Brezhnev removed Chief of State Nikolai Podgorny
and took that title for himself in addition to his principal post as General Secretary of
the Party.

Now for the main features of the content of the draft of the new Constitution.
First of all, one should mention that it gives a detailed description of the guiding

and directing role of the Communist Party and clearly reflects our Party's actual place
in Soviet society and the Soviet state. Unlike the 1936 Constitution, this role is
treated more broadly, in a special article.

The draft of the new Constitution also states that a developed socialist society has
been created in the USSR and that the supreme goal of the Soviet state is the building of
communism. It is emphasized that our state is a state of all the people and that it ex-
presses the will and interests of the working class, the peasantry and the intelligent-
sia, of all the country's nations and nationalities. In this connection, it is proposed
to call our Soviets Soviets of People's Deputies.

The draft retains the fundamental provision to the effect that socialist ownership
of the means of production is the basis of the USSR's economic system. At the
same time, it is proposed that some clarifications, suggested by life itself, be made
in the new Constitution. Along with state and collective farm-cooperative forms of
ownership, ownership by trade union and other public organizations is now listed
as well.

In general, it can be said that the main guideline of the new elements contained in
the draft is the broadening and deepening of socialist democracy.

Above all, the democratic principles of the formation and activity of the Soviets
have received further development. Provision has been made for increasing their
role in the resolution of the most important questions in the life of society.

Art. 106 states that the USSR Supreme Soviet is empowered to resolve all ques-
tions placed within the jurisdiction of the USSR The local Soviets not only resolve
all questions of local importance but also, within the limits of their powers, control
and coordinate the activity of all organizations in their territories. Special emphasis
is given to the systematic nature of control by the Soviets over executive and ad-
ministrative agencies and over the activity of organizations and officials.

The term of office of the Supreme Soviet has been increased to five years, and
that of the local Soviets to two and a half years. Courts will be elected for the same
terms.

FROM: Brezhnev, Report to the Plenary Session of the CPSU Central Committee, "On the
Draft Constitution of the USSR," May 24, 1977, Pravda, June 5, 1977 (English translation in
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XXIX:23, July 6, 1977, pp. 7-8).
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The draft defines the main ways of strengthening the ties between the Soviets
and their deputies and the masses. The former are obliged to regularly inform the
population about their activity, to report to the voters, and to consider carefully
every proposal made by the working people. . . .

The draft gives significantly fuller formulation to the political rights and liberties of
USSR citizens.

The right of every Soviet citizen to participate in the administration of state and
public affairs is proclaimed, and the specific forms of such participation are
indicated.

Freedom of speech, of the press, of assembly, of mass meetings and of street
processions and demonstrations, which are included in the Constitution now in ef-
fect, are restated in full. The right of citizens to submit proposals to state and pub-
lic agencies, to criticize shortcomings in work and to protest the actions of officials
to court, as well as the right to legal protection against attempts on one's life,
health, property, personal freedom, honor and dignity, are a significant addition to
the constitutional guarantees of the rights of the individual.

Needless to say, comrades, the draft Constitution proceeds from the premise
that the rights and liberties of citizens cannot and must not be used against our so-
cial system or to the detriment of the Soviet people's interests. Therefore, the draft
clearly states, for example, that the exercise by citizens of their rights and liberties
must not injure the interests of society and the state or the rights of other citizens
and that political liberties are granted in accordance with the working people's in-
terests and for the purpose of strengthening the socialist system.

Every Soviet person should clearly realize that, in the final analysis, the chief
guarantee of his rights is the might and prosperity of the homeland. To this end,
every citizen should have a sense of his responsibility to society and should con-
scientiously fulfill his duty to the state and to the people.

The Theory of "Developed Socialism"

Soviet and East European ideologists put forth the notion in the 1970's that the
Communist states had completed a definite stage along the Marxist road to the future,
and now enjoyed the system of "developed socialism" or "real existing socialism" that
distinguished them from the capitalist world, even though the transition to ideal com-
munism lay much further ahead. Brezhnev affirmed this theme in 1977.

The main thing that life has given our people in the more than 40 years that
have passed since the adoption of the previous Soviet Consitution is the building
of a developed socialist society, the creation of the world's first state of the whole
people.

A developed socialist society is a natural stage in the socio-economic maturing
of the new system in the framework of the first phase of the communist formation.
This, to use Lenin's words, is the fully established socialism from which the grad-
ual transition to communism begins. This is precisely the stage in the development
of socialism that has been achieved in our country.

FROM: Brezhnev, "A Historic Stage on the Road to Communism" (English translation in World
Marxist Review, XX: 12, December, 1977, pp. 3-5, 7; reprinted by permission of Progress Books).
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When the Marxist-Leninist classics, lifting the curtain of time, charted the con-
tours of socialism and communism they were extremely careful. Not a grain of
Utopia. No flights of fantasy. Only what could be scientifically proved: the basic
trends of development, the main, fundamental characteristics. Theoretically it was
clear that the transition from capitalism to communism would embrace a long his-
torical period, that the new society would rise from one stage of maturity to the
next. But no one could tell in advance what concretely these stages would be. Engels
wrote that the question of the stages of transition to communist society "is the most
difficult of any that exist. . . ."*

Lenin, the Communists of Russia were the first who had to answer that ques-
tion. It is understandable that Lenin's attention was focused mainly on the imme-
diate tasks of that period, on creating the foundations of the new social system. But
genius always anticipates its age. Already at the dawn of Soviet power Lenin spoke
of "accomplished," "full" and "developed" socialism as the perspective, the goal of
the socialist construction that had been launched. It was these ideas of Lenin's that
formed the basis of the conception of developed socialist society evolved by the col-
lective efforts of the CPSU and other fraternal parties.

The experience of the USSR, of other countries of the socialist community testi-
fies to the fact that laying the foundations of socialism, that is, abolishing the ex-
ploiting classes and establishing public ownership of the means of production in all
sectors of the national economy, does not yet make it possible to launch the direct
transition to communism. Before this certain stages in the development of social-
ism on its own basis must be traversed. Moreover, practice has shown that the de-
velopment, the perfecting of socialism is a task no less complex, no less responsible
than the laying of its foundations.

It is self-evident that a mature socialist society must rest on highly developed pro-
ductive forces, on a powerful, advanced industry, on a large-scale, highly mechanized agri-
culture built on collectivistprinciples. Such today is the Soviet economy which, both in
scale and technical capability, differs fundamentally from what we had four decades
ago, when socialist production relations had already prevailed in town and country.

In this period the gross social product increased 18-fold, the power-to-man ratio
in industry nearly 8-fold, and in agriculture more than 15-fold. Our economy today
is inconceivable without nuclear power, electronics, computers, transistors and
many other industries that in 1936 we did not possess. The share of the industries
determining technological progress and economic efficiency in the total volume of
industrial output has more than tripled.

In the initial stages of socialist construction Soviet people had to concentrate
their resources and efforts on the most urgent tasks, on things that the very exis-
tence of our state depended on. Today, in the conditions of developed socialism, on
the basis of the constant growth of the whole national economy, the combination
of the scientific and technological revolution with the advantages of the socialist
organization of society, it has been possible to achieve a perceptible swing of the
economy toward ever fuller satisfaction of the people's many and diverse material
and cultural requirements. In other words, the supreme goal of socialist produc-
tion today is becoming directly central to the party's practical policy. The historical

* Letter to Konrad Schmidt, Zurich, July 1, 1891.
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advantages of socialism as a mode of production and way of life, its genuinely hu-
mane essence are thus more fully and dramatically revealed. . . .

Thanks to the convergence of the diverse forms of socialist property, the gradual
obliteration of any essential distinctions between town and country, between mental
and physical labor, and adoption by all working people of the ideological and politi-
cal positions of the working class, the interests and goals, the social ideals and psy-
chology of all strata of the population have drawn closer together than ever before.
On this basis substantial changes have also occurred in the political system. Essen-
tially they consist in the growing of the state of the dictatorship of the proletariat into a
socialist state of all the people.

Such are the objective processes that led our party to the conclusion that devel-
oped socialism has now been built in the USSR, that is to say, a degree, a stage in the
maturing of the new society has been reached when the repatterning of the totality of social
relations on the collectivist principles intrinsically inherent in socialism is completed. Full
scope for the functioning of the laws of socialism, for the manifestation of its ad-
vantages in all spheres of social life, the organic integrity and dynamism of the so-
cial system, its political stability and indestructible intrinsic unity—such are the
major distinguishing features of the developed socialist society. It stands to reason
that the principle of distribution according to labor still holds good even at this
stage of the development of the new system, and will continue to do so for some
time.

We proceed from the fact that cognition and use of all the opportunities offered
by developed socialism are, simultaneously, transition to the building of commu-
nism. In other words, the dialectics of development are such that as the mature so-
cialist society perfects itself it gradually grows into a communist society. It is
impossible to divide these two processes, to draw a line between them.

We are profoundly convinced that no matter what the specific conditions in the
countries building socialism may be, the stage of its perfection on its own basis, the stage of
mature, developed socialism is an essential part of the social transformations, of the rela-
tively long period of development on the road from capitalism to communism. It stands to
reason that this necessity, this regularity will be embodied in their own way in the
conditions of the various socialist countries.

Population and the Birthrate

The 1979 Soviet census underscored falling birthrates and population growth in the
European part of the country, and the non-Russian minorities collectively were on the
verge of becoming a majority of the Soviet population. Official writers endeavored to
address these trends together with the problems of an aging population and the failure
to improve life expectancy.

Consideration of the specific features of demographic processes is mandatory
for long-range social and economic planning. And the longer the period for which
planning is undertaken, the better substantiated demographic policy—i.e., using a

FROM: D. Valentei and A. Kvasha, "Questions of Theory: Population Problems and Demo-
graphic Policy," Pravda, June 19, 19 81 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press,
XXXIII:25,July22, I98i,p. 12).
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system of economic, social and legal measures and other ways of purposefully in-
fluencing the population's attitudes and its cultural and psychological standards to
manage demographic processes—must be.

In other words, the developed socialist society requires that planned influence
be applied to demographic phenomena. The exacerbation of the demographic sit-
uation makes this requirement a necessity.

2.—. . . The principal unit, the source of all demographic events, and hence the
chief object of demographic policy, is the family. The attitude of married couples
toward the problem of the birthrate determines its level in the country as a whole,
and the moral climate in the family and the number of children it has largely de-
termine success in the upbringing of the rising generation. The attitude toward
health as a highly important social value, the ability to intelligently combine work
and leisure, and young people's attitude toward migration are also formed "at
home." . . .

Socialism's historic gains and the aforementioned trends in the social, economic
and cultural process have brought about a change in women's position in society.
Their legal equality has gradually been supplemented by social equality, economic
independence from their husbands and, to all intents and purposes, equality of edu-
cational and cultural level. The role of children in the family has also changed—
they no longer become workers at an early age, as they once did, and they are
increasingly coming to have only a social, moral and psychological value for their
parents. All this has brought about a mass shift of the Soviet family toward fewer
children.

At present, the small family is prevalent among approximately 80% of the coun-
try's population. This includes practically the entire populations of the Russian Re-
public, the Ukraine, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Belorussia and Georgia. In some
regions of these republics, and especially in the larger cities, the two-child or even
one-child family predominates. . . .

But the shift toward population reproduction below replacement level (when
succeeding generations are smaller than the preceding ones) may gradually lead to
many negative consequences. These include a sharp increase in the rate of the pop-
ulation's aging, with all the complex social problems that this entails, future diffi-
culties in developing new territories, and many others. The prevalence of the
one-child family is also complicating the cultivation of a spirit of collectivism and
comradeship in children and making marriages less stable. In short, the interests
both of the family itself and of society are suffering.

In this connection, the existing situation in a number of rural areas of the Rus-
sian Republic, especially in the Non-Black-Earth Zone,* is cause for special con-
cern. A low birthrate, in combination with a high rate of rural-to-urban migration
among young people, has led to a deformation of the age-group structure there:
The older age groups predominate in precisely those areas where manpower in the
active age groups is very much needed.

One cannot fail to mention some of the negative phenomena that are encoun-
tered in other demographic processes. In particular, the population's life expec-
tancy has changed very little in recent years. The gap between the life expectancy of
men and that of women is not being lessened, which indicates that the work of

*I.e., the poor farming region of the North—Ed.
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public health agencies, the disease-prevention system and the struggle against job-
related injuries and household accidents have not been sufficiently effective.

The exacerbation of the demographic situation is also manifest in the low rate
of permanent settlement for new settlers in a number of regions of the country and
in population migrations that are irrational from the standpoint of society's inter-
ests. The CPSU Central Committee's Report to the 26th Party Congress noted
that people still prefer to move from north to south and from east to west, al-
though movement in the opposite directions is preferable from the standpoint of
the development of productive forces.

All these and certain other phenomena have increased the urgency of the scien-
tific elaboration and implementation of an effective long-range demographic
policy. . . .

Obviously, we should first of all reappraise women's social possibilities and obli-
gations. . . . Developing and implementing a set of measures for creating the opti-
mal combination of these two functions [reproductive and childbearing, on the one
hand, and vocational and social, on the other] in each family appears to be the main
way for a developed socialist society to exercise a directed influence on demographic
phenomena.

We must put special emphasis on the role of enterprises and organizations in
implementing measures for helping families and children and protecting mother
and child; this should be a mandatory element of their social development plans.

It's also necessary to set "psychological mechanisms" in motion. The press, mov-
ies, television and radio should devote more attention to problems of the family
and to its lasting value. The point that the roles of father and mother are no less
important to society than a married couple's work in production must be presented
more clearly. . . .

The Limits of Centralism

In the last years of Brezhnev, as the Soviet economy came up against limitations of
resources, manpower and productivity, the promises of rapid economic expansion and
rising living standards faltered, though the country's military potential continued to be
built up. Soviet spokesmen, addressing the need for better management, tended to
make a panacea of technical progress, even though it was the inability to accommodate
innovation that was calling the central planning of the economy into question.

Let us attempt to analyze a number of data on the development of the national
economy during the past 30 years, trying to assess the impact of various factors.

Figures indicate that, beginning in 1950, the national income and labor produc-
tivity rose at rapid rates, but that after 1958 these rates began to decline; by 1980,
they had fallen by 67%.

What were the causes of this? . . .
Outlays associated with the improvement of working conditions, as well as with

environmental protection, have also been cited. But, calculations show, this factor
has no appreciable influence either.

FROM: V. Trapeznikov, "The Essence, Ways and Means of Intensification: Management and
Scientific and Technical Progress," Pravda, May 7, 1982 (English translation in Current Digest of
the Soviet Press, XXXIV:i8, June 2, 1982, pp. 1-4).
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From 1958-1980, the change in the growth rate of assets available per worker
was negligible; consequently, this too could not have had a noticeable impact on
the rate of increase in labor productivity during that period. Thus, we must look
for other, more important factors.

In my view, the principal reason lies in an underestimation of scientific and
technical progress and in shortcomings in the management of the national econ-
omy. Let us recall that the switch in 1957 from the branch system to the territorial
system of management (through economic councils) entailed the severance of
many economic ties and the fragmentation of production complexes. As a result,
the indices for national income, return on assets, and rates of scientific and techni-
cal progress deteriorated sharply as early as 1958. The return to the branch system
in 1965 led to a change for the better in 1966. However, the rates that had been
obtained prior to 1958 could not be reached, owing to the difficulties of re-
establishing severed economic ties and the need to train new cadres of economic
managers and to have them gain experience.

In the period when the economic councils were in existence, every region began
to build many production facilities—often without sufficient reason. Naturally,
these construction projects had to be continued after that period had ended. This—
along with new construction projects—scattered manpower and dragged out con-
struction times. The nonfulfillment of plans for the construction of pilot-industrial
plants and experimental shops and the assignment to them of the production of
series-produced goods became a regular thing. Less than 1% of all capital invest-
ments in basic production was allocated for the creation of these plants and shops.
The nonfulfillment of plans for the creation of new equipment became common-
place. Isn't this evidence of inattention to the utilization of the achievements of
scientific and technical progress?!

The consequences were not slow in coming. In particular, while assets available
per worker increased, the return on assets declined. From 1958 to 1980, the latter
fell from 0.48 to 0.31. The return on new assets was 0.52 in 1958 but only 0.16
in 1980. This meant that, whereas in 1958 an increase of 1 ruble in production
assets yielded 52 kopeks in additional income, in 1980 such an increase yielded
only 16 kopeks. These figures should put us on guard. Their import becomes quite
plain when one considers the fact that in a number of branches machinery and
equipment have been replaced with more progressive models at an insufficient rate,
which means that equipment in use is obsolescent and worn out. . . .

In my opinion, in view of the importance of scientific and technical progress
and its insufficient pace, all measures to improve the economic mechanism should
be evaluated primarily in terms of the following criteria: Will they accelerate or im-
pede technical progress? Will they change the existing situation, in which it is ad-
vantageous for collectives to produce old goods and economically disadvantageous
for them to put progressive goods into production?

In this connection, I shall touch on a number of requirements of management
theory.

The first one is the proper selection of criteria in evaluating the efficacy of man-
agement. . . . The notorious "gross" [output] and "tons" indices have held sway in
our country for decades. It is largely this circumstance that we can "thank" for the
fact that our machinery and equipment are often heavier than analogous foreign
models by dozens of percentage points.
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The separate management of output quantity and output quality can serve as an
example of the use of contradictory criteria. In both cases, the achievement of high
indices requires additional outlays of labor and resources. What does an enterprise
manager do when he runs into difficulties in fulfilling the plan? He chooses the al-
ternative that will bring the enterprise the fewest problems; most often, it will be
the production of large quantities of goods, to the detriment of their quality. . . .

Speaking about output quality, the question of its more rigorous evaluation by
the USSR State Standards Committee should be raised. We're too liberal in assign-
ing to the highest quality category manufactured goods that aren't on a par with
the world's best models. . . . We must attach greater importance to exporting
manufactured goods to the markets of technically advanced countries as a means of
objectively verifying our products' merits, and we must provide better incentives
for such exports. It's also time to evaluate the work of research institutes and de-
sign bureaus in comparision with the level reached by leading Soviet and foreign
institutes and firms.

On the whole, we must devote paramount attention to the scientific and techni-
cal progressiveness of enterprises and ministries and rank this criterion as high (or
perhaps higher) as plan fulfillment. Following this guideline is no simple matter,
but there are ways to do it.

Another requirement of management theory is effective feedback—that is, the
influence of succeeding segments of the management system on preceding ones. In
the national economy, this includes the consumer's influence on the producer
(which at present is negligible), the influence of results on management, etc. In our
economy, feedback is extremely weak and operates only with great delays; when
there is a scarcity of a particular product, feedback virtually disappears and output
quality declines, since the rule "If you won't buy shoddy goods, someone else will"
becomes operative.

A situation has come about in which the producer, in effect, bears no responsi-
bility for the operational efficiency of his output. After officially turning over the
product, the producer walks away, and the customer is forced to correct any defects
on his own, in a makeshift fashion. Producer-enterprises should set up adjustment-
service brigades that would eliminate defects at the producers' expense; this would
stimulate higher output quality. In many countries, every reputable firm has service
departments, but in our country they are still in a rudimentary stage. Their forma-
tion is one way of improving feedback in the customer-producer chain. . . .

Instead of active competition, frequently a directly opposite path is taken, one in
which a given organization acquires a monopoly in its field. The saying "We'll mass
our forces at one point" is offered as justification. However, a monopoly hinders
technical progress and ultimately extinguishes scientific and technical initiative.
Then the customer has nothing to choose from—he's forced to take what's offered,
and the organization that has the monopoly, gradually abandoning an active search
for new solutions, lives by the rule "If you don't like my product, make your own."
A "lazy brains" syndrome is fostered, and technical progress is retarded.

Consideration for the human factor, in particular the all-out unleashing of peo-
ple's initiative and its encouragement, is of enormous importance. Large numbers
of instructions, explanations and restrictions of every kind have accumulated over
the years. As a result, a manager who has been entrusted with an enterprise that
produces hundreds of millions of rubles' worth of output can't make flexible use of
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a sum amounting to a few hundred rubles, especially where wages are concerned.
These restrictions lead to a decline in initiative, sometimes to indifference, and
usually to a search for detours.

In some countries of the socialist commonwealth, the director enjoys great con-
fidence and is granted broad rights. Shouldn't we, as an experiment at individual
enterprises where the director has won everyone's confidence, lift a number of fi-
nancial restrictions and give him a field of activity for displaying initiative?

Cases are known, primarily in agriculture, in which resourceful people, thanks
to the optimal organization of work, have raised productivity by 400% to 900%,
with incentives in the form of substantial pay increases. However, there's no follow-
through on such undertakings, as a rule. Shortages of goods to cover rising in-
comes are frequently cited as justification. But after all, it's necessary to look for
ways of increasing productivity without capital investments, by making all-out use
of people's abilities.

Given the shortage in the economic mechanism of factors that stimulate scien-
tific and technical progress it is maintained largely by people's enthusiasm and by
"forcible" measures. But that, of course, is not enough. . . .

The Impasse in Agriculture

Throughout the Brezhnev years agriculture remained the most sluggish sector of the
Soviet economy despite the shift from exploiting the collective farm peasantry to sub-
sidizing them with substantial investments. The last important party initiative before
Brezhnev's death was a much touted "food program" adopted by the Central Commit-
tee in May, 1982, which recognized severe managerial problems in the agricultural sys-
tem.

The Party's present agrarian policy, as we know, originated with the Central
Committee's March (1965) plenary session. By intently pursuing the course that it
mapped out, the Party has succeeded in providing for the solution of a consider-
able number of agrarian problems in a relatively short time. Agriculture's produc-
tive forces and total output have grown substantially, and energetic efforts have
been made to resolve the problems of the countryside's social development. . . .

These accomplishments could have been even more impressive if the advantages
of a planned economy had been utilized more fully, untapped production potential
had been put to use more actively, and shortcomings had been combated more
persistently.

The chief cause of the difficulties that have arisen, we believe, was that the major
reforms in productive forces have not been accompanied by corresponding changes
in production relations.

It has become obvious that extensive factors for growth in agro-industrial pro-
duction have been virtually exhausted. . . .

During the 1970s, a number of qualitative indices declined even though assets
grew, and advanced research capabilities and skilled personnel were available. Out-

FROM: V. Miloserdov, "New Stage in the Management of the Agro-Industrial Complex,"
Pravda, August 6, 1982 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XXXIV:3i, Sep-
tember 1, 1982, pp. 1-3).
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lays per unit of output produced rose, and the financial situation of many agricul-
tural enterprises worsened.

The functions of economic management of the complex became fragmented,
managerial work became narrowly specialized and the management function be-
came isolated, making it impossible to manage food production as a single process.

Organizational disarray developed: Several specialized subdivisions performing
the same type of work were set up in each district. Concentration of high-powered
specialized machinery and equipment in these subdivisions was supposed to in-
crease the efficiency of capital construction, equipment maintenance, and fertilizer
procurement and application, and to gradually free the collective farms and state
farms of these functions. However, even those farms that lacked the necessary
buildings and equipment and were short of manpower continued to perform most
of these operations themselves. Because the financial terms were too burdensome,
farms often gave up the services of Selkhoztekhnika [the All-Union Farm Machin-
ery Association], for example, and developed their own repair facilities. At the same
time, a substantial proportion of the work the specialized organizations did was for
other branches of the economy. The enterprises and organizations that serviced
agriculture did not consider themselves responsible for the harvest. They fulfilled
and overfulfilled their plans and received large profits even when the collective and
state farms' harvests were dwindling and the production of meat, milk and other
output was falling.

Narrow departmentalism has undermined the unified system for managing the
food production process. For example, only three of the 17 state farms in Tula
Province's Lenin District are subordinated to the district farm production adminis-
tration; the rest are under eight different industrial associations. Confusion in the
material and technical supply of collective farms and state farms has become ap-
preciable. For example, tractors and combines have been arriving at specialized
farms according to the allocation schedules of the trusts, while farm-machinery at-
tachments and the equipment and supplies needed to perform maintenance have
been arriving according to the schedules of the district farm production adminis-
tration. Lack of coordination in the operations of these organizations has often
resulted in certain farms' receiving tractors while other farms receive the ploughs
and trailers that go with them, or in a district's plans for the procurement of cer-
tain products being increased while the trusts allocate resources to their farms for
the development of other types of farming.

The fact that we are talking in the past tense about all the shortcomings listed
above does not mean that they have already been surmounted, by any means.
. . . Major efforts are being made and must continue to be made toward this end,
along with efforts to surmount narrow departmentalism and regionalism, anti-
quated working methods, and inertia and sloth in economic thinking. The creative
search for the effective methods for the planned guidance and management of the
economy must also continue. . . .

The decisions [of the CPSU Central Committee's May (1982) plenary session],
which are notable for their profound scientific grounding, contain a clear-cut sys-
tem of carefully conceived measures aimed at an upswing in agro-industrial
production and at the accomplishment of the USSR Food Program.

Appropriate management bodies are being set up to coordinate the work of the
ministries and departments of the agro-industrial complex and their local agencies,
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enterprises and organizations, to mobilize efforts to make fuller use of resources,
and to ensure that the branches of the agro-industrial complex operate in a highly
efficient fashion. District agro-industrial associations have functioned in a number
of the country's republics for many years. Their example attests to the fact that this
form of management is the most acceptable and effective one. It has therefore been
deemed advisable that agro-industrial associations be created in all districts, territo-
ries, provinces and autonomous republics and that agro-industrial commissions be
formed in the Union republics and at the all-Union level. . . .

Bringing management closer to the production of the end product will enable
the administrators of the relevant services to make day-to-day and long-term deci-
sions more effectively and ensure that the appropriate resources are available for
the specific steps they take. These conditions will provide realistic ways to increase
the economic effectiveness of social production, make judicious use of production
resources, decrease losses and upgrade the quality of output. . . .

Setting the agro-industrial complex apart as an independently planned and man-
aged entity makes possible a better and more effective combination of territorial
planning, branch planning, and special-program and specific-purpose planning.
The point of departure for the planning is the end result, which is to provide an
uninterrupted supply of food to the country.

Thus, the methodology for drawing up the Food Program contains fundamen-
tally new approaches to planning. The planning reflects a systems approach and is
geared to special programs and specific purposes, thereby making it possible to
identify priorities for the utilization of capital investments and material resources.

Absorption of the National Minorities

After the 1979 census showed that population growth among the Soviet minorities
would soon make them collectively more numerous than the Russians, signs increased
of pressure on the minorities to learn the Russian language and assimilate to the urban
Russian way of life. The doctrine of cultivating the cultural distinctiveness of each na-
tionality was restated by R I. Kosolapov, editor of the party's main theoretical journal,
as a theory of centralized development and eventual merger of nationalities.

The Soviet people constitute an unprecedented phenomenon in history. Interna-
tionalist in terms of its very essence, this new community of people has united in a
single family over 100 nations and ethnic groups belonging to various races but
has not submerged them within itself; on the contrary, it has secured the flourish-
ing of each one of them while at the same time evolving numerous common
psychological and moral features conditioned by the unity of their political, eco-
nomic and ideological life. . . .

It is impossible not to single out the special role of the Russian people in the es-
tablishment and development of the Soviet people. The name of the first among
equals of the fraternal peoples has been firmly and justly attributed to them. Not,
of course, because the Russian people are numerically the strongest or possess
some qualities which are unaccessible to others. They have won respect and author-
ity for their revolutionary services, selflessness and spiritual generosity. It is no ex-

FROM: Kommunist, no. 12, 1982, editorial, "We are the Soviet People" (English translation,
Washington, Joint Publications Research Service, no. 82130, November 1, 1982, pp. 1, 4-10).
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aggeration to say that the Russian people have become the backbone of our new
internationalist community of people. . . .

. . . The family of socialist nations and the peoples' uncrushable friendship and
fraternal cooperation were formed on precisely this basis. The party relied primarily
on the Russian people in implementing this nationalities policy. . . . The Russian
language became the means of communication between nationalities, which made a
supreme contribution to the consolidation of the entire complex of internationalist
ties. . . .

Under our country's specific conditions following the republics' voluntary unifi-
cation in the Soviet Union it would have been a crime against the socialist revolu-
tion and the future of socialism and an irresponsible attitude to the peoples' destiny
to have made centralized leadership of the union state formalistic, telling the re-
publics "govern yourselves as you wish." This would have been a conscious deviation
from the principles of proletarian internationalism to the benefit of national sover-
eignty interpreted in an egotistical, narrow and formalistic manner. Under such
conditions it would have been extremely difficult if not impossible for many of our
peoples to have extricated themselves from poverty and backwardness. But today it
is common knowledge what national flourishing they have achieved under the con-
ditions of comprehensive fraternal mutual aid attentively and skillfully administered
by the central union authorities. . . .

A unified policy also has to be pursued in all corners of the country in ideologi-
cal work and the communist education of the Soviet people. A Marxist-Leninist
world outlook, communist morality and socialist social awareness are class, not
national phenomena. And therefore to deviate from them in favor of certain local
traditions contradicting them means willy-nilly to slip from the world-outlook posi-
tions of the working class and communist ideology. There has never been a supra-
class ideology in any class society. Certain champions of national uniqueness for
some reason forget this elementary truth when it comes to attitudes toward certain
spiritual values which appear to be strictly national. National nihilism is bad and
harmful, but national conceit and tender feelings for "antiquity" and everything
which has been carried down to our day from it is no better. As we say, we are not
people who refuse to acknowledge our roots. It is just that for us the blood link
with the past lies in the field of the material culture and democratic spiritual cul-
ture created by the people's intellect and talent. An uncritical and unthinking atti-
tude to historically obsolete traditions, customs and morals leads as a rule to
neglect of the new pan-Soviet spiritual values invested with a revolutionary, collec-
tivist, communist content. And this manifestly does not promote the further con-
solidation of the Soviet people as a new historical community of people or,
consequently, the spiritual health of each individual nation. . . .

The social structure of Soviet society is developing intensively in the direction of
the intensification of its homogeneity: The working class, kolkhoz peasantry and
people's intelligentsia are drawing closer together in terms of their qualitative indi-
cators, mutual relations between them are improving, and their alliance is strength-
ening. "Under present-day conditions," the CPSU Central Committee resolution
"On the 6oth Anniversary of the Founding of the USSR" notes, "the rapproche-
ment of all the classes and social groups in Soviet society is continuing, leaning
toward the establishment in its main and fundamental respects of a classless struc-
ture of society within the historical framework of mature socialism." This impor-
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tant scientifically substantiated tenet of creative Marxism-Leninism convinces us
that new prospects are opening up for the Soviet people in the immediate future,
particularly in the question—a natural question of the Soviet people—of the future
merging [sliyaniye] of nations. This is not the place to examine this question in all
its complexity. Let us just note that nobody intends to artificially accelerate this in-
dubitably progressive process, which has nothing in common with the assimilation
of some nations by others but benefits all the country's peoples. Time will tell what
this projected new fusion of peoples of different ethnic groups and races will be
like, but it seems perfectly clear that it will be a human community of an unprece-
dentedly high level since it will be effected on the threshold of the full implementa-
tion of the great humanist ideals of communism. . . .

The Andropov Succession

Upon Brezhnev's death in November, 1982, the Central Committee quickly en-
dorsed the long-time secret police chief Yuri Vladimirovich Andropov as the new
General Secretary of the party A few months later he assumed the governmental title of
Chief of State as well. Andropov immediately called for renewed discipline in address-
ing the country's economic problems, while reaffirming his ideological commitments in
a programmatic article prepared for the hundredth anniversary of Marx's death. Sum-
ming up what Marxism meant to the Soviet leadership, Andropov warned—half a cen-
tury after Stalin made the same point—that the Soviet Union was not yet ready for the
communist Utopia. With his stress on incentives, efficiency and productivity, Andropov
like his predecessors demonstrated the use of Marxism as "ideology" to justify the ri-
gors of totalitarian modernization.

a) Andropov on the Economy

Comrades! This plenary session of the Party Central Committee is taking place
at an important stage of the struggle to implement the plans of the n t h Five-Year
Plan on the eve of its third year—its pivotal year, so to speak. We have done a good
deal. But difficult and strenuous work lies ahead.

I would like to forcefully draw your attention to the fact that, for a number of
highly important indices, the plan assignments for the first two years of the five-
year plan were unfulfilled. Naturally, this has an effect on the draft we are discuss-
ing today.

The members of the Central Committee will remember Leonid Ilyich Brezh-
nev's last speeches and his memorandums to the Politburo of the Central Commit-
tee on questions of economic development. He put the question as follows: At
Party Congresses and Central Committee plenary sessions, we have worked out a
scientifically substantiated economic policy and embarked on a course aimed at im-
proving the efficiency of production and its intensification. But the switching of
our economy onto these tracks and the turn toward efficiency are still being carried
out slowly.

The main index of the economy's efficiency—labor productivity—is growing at

FROM: Andropov, Speech to the Central Committee of the CPSU, November 22, 1982,
Pravda, November 23, 1982 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XXXIV:47,
December 22, 1982, pp. 4-5).
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rates that cannot satisfy us. The lack of coordination in the development of the raw-
materials and processing branches remains a problem. The materials-intensiveness
of output shows virtually no decrease.

Plans continue to be fulfilled at the cost of large outlays and production ex-
penses. There are still a good many economic managers who, while glibly quoting
Leonid Ilyich's maxim that the economy should be economical, are in actuality do-
ing little to accomplish this task.

Apparently the force of inertia and old habits are still at work. And some peo-
ple, perhaps, simply don't know how to tackle the job. We must think about what
kind of help should be given these comrades. The main thing is to accelerate work
to improve the entire sphere of economic management—administration, planning
and the economic mechanism.

It's necessary to create conditions—economic and organizational—that will
stimulate good-quality, productive labor, initiative and enterprise. Conversely, poor
work, sluggishness and irresponsibility should have an immediate and inescapable
effect on the remuneration, job status and moral prestige of personnel. {Applause.)

It's necessary to enhance responsibility for observing the interests of the entire
state and of all the people and to resolutely eradicate departmentalism and paroch-
ialism. It should be made a rule that any new decision on an old question is
adopted only after past decisions have been fulfilled or some new circumstances
have come up. We must wage a more resolute struggle against all violations of
Party, state and labor discipline. I'm certain that in this we will have the full sup-
port of Party and trade union organizations and the support of all Soviet people.
(Applause.) . . .

In general, comrades, there are many urgent tasks in the national economy.
Needless to say, I have no ready-made recipes for accomplishing them. But all of
us—the Party Central Committee—will have to find answers to them, by generaliz-
ing Soviet and world experience and collecting the knowledge of the best practical
workers and scientists. In general, slogans alone won't get things moving. Large-
scale organizational work by Party organizations, economic managers and engi-
neering and technical personnel is needed if every one of these vast and important
tasks is to be examined in the context not only of each branch but also of every
plant, every shop and work sector and, if you will, every workplace.

I would like to stress that these questions are of paramount, vital importance for
the country. If we resolve them successfully, the economy will continue to grow
and the people's well-being will increase. . . .

b) Andropov on Marx and the Laws of Socialism

A hundred years have gone by since the day when a man named Karl Marx de-
parted this life. A whole century. A century of dramatic upheavals, revolutionary
storms, radical changes in the fate of mankind. A century that upset and shattered a
multitude of philosophical concepts, social theories, political doctrines. And a cen-
tury of victories of Marxism, one after another, and its growing impact on the de-
velopment of society. . . .

FROM: Yuri Andropov, "The Doctrine of Karl Marx and Certain Questions of Socialist Con-
struction in the USSR," Kommunist, no. 3, February, 1983, pp. 9-13, 15-20, 22-23 (editor's
translation).
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It fell to the lot of the proletariat of Russia to be the revolutionary trailblazer.
Even in our time there are "critics" of the October Revolution who assert that
somehow it came about contrary to all the wishes of Marx. They take the view that
in his revolutionary forecasts Marx generally did not take Russia into account. But
actually he showed a tremendous interest in Russian matters. In order to analyze
them better, Marx studied the Russian language. An irreconcilable opponent of
tsarism, he prophetically appraised the prospects of the social movement growing
in Russia and saw that a "tremendous social revolution" (see K. Marx and F. En-
gels, Works, vol. 32, p. 549) was brewing there that would have worldwide
significance. . . .

The concrete historical paths of the establishment of socialism have not gone
entirely as the founders of our revolutionary theory expected. It was initially victori-
ous in one country alone, and that one not the most economically developed. The
point here is that the October Revolution took place under new historical condi-
tions which did not exist during the lifetime of Marx, in the epoch of imperialism
that was given expression in the Leninist theory of socialist revolution which has
been completely confirmed by experience.

Bourgeois and reformist ideologists to this day build whole systems of conclu-
sions in the effort to show that the new society created in the USSR and the other
fraternal countries does not correspond to the model of socialism that Marx envis-
aged. They argue that the reality has supposedly diverged from the ideal. But con-
sciously or in ignorance they overlook the fact that Marx himself in working out
his doctrine was least of all guided by the demands of some sort of abstract ideal of
pure, perfected "socialism." He derived his view of the future system from an anal-
ysis of the objective contradictions of large-scale capitalist production. It was this
uniquely scientific approach that allowed him to define accurately the basic features
of the society which was still waiting to be born in the cleansing storms of social
revolution in the twentieth century.

The cornerstone of the socio-economic structure that was to replace capitalism
was, according to Marx, social ownership of the means of production. . . . And in
full correspondence with Marx's prediction, wherever proletarian revolutions have
succeeded, social ownership of the means of production has been established in
one form or another and has become the basic factor in the existence and mainte-
nance of socialism and the main source of its progress.

On the basis of socialist ownership we have created a mighty economy, devel-
oped by planning, which has allowed us to pose and resolve large-scale, complex
economic and social tasks. Obviously these possibilities do not get realized for us
by themselves. Problems and serious difficulties arise. Their origins are various, but
they are never tied to the essence of social, collective ownership that has confirmed
and demonstrated its advantages. On the contrary, a significant part of the short-
comings disrupting the course of normal work in one sector or another of our
economy has its cause in deviations from those norms and requirements of eco-
nomic life whose ultimate basis is socialist ownership of the means of production.

Take for example the question of economizing, in the rational utilization of
material, financial and labor resources. Fulfillment of the tasks of the current five-
year plan and the long-term development of our economy depend in great measure
on how this is answered. If you think about it, the point here is just this—to ob-
serve the essential norms of management which are prescribed by socialist owner-
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ship, the essence of which lies in a thrifty attitude toward the people's property and
energy and initiative in augmenting it. Violations of this norm have to be paid for
by society as a whole, and it is right in strictly calling to account those who out of
negligence, incompetence or considerations of self-interest squander its wealth.

Our concerns are now focused on raising the efficiency of production and of the
economy as a whole. The party and the Soviet people are deeply conscious of the
importance of this problem. However, as regards its practical solution things are
not going as successfully as they should. What is interfering here? Why from vast
capital investments do we now not get the return that we should, why is produc-
tion characterized by an unsatisfactory pace of scientific technological achievement?

Many causes, of course, can be cited. Above all one cannot fail to see that our
work directed at the perfection and restructuring of our economic mechanism and
its forms and methods of administration has lagged behind the demands posed by
the level now achieved in the material-technical, social and spiritual development of
Soviet society. This is the main point. In addition, of course, one can cite the im-
pact of such factors as, for example, the substantial shortfall in agricultural produc-
tion over the last four years, and the need to direct ever-increasing financial and
material resources into the extraction of fuel, energy and raw-material resources in
the northern and eastern regions of the country. . . .

. . . Only at the cost of much work and even mistakes was the full significance
of Marx's views on distribution realized. He persistently pointed out that in the first
phase of communism each laborer "receives back from society after all deductions
exactly as much as he gives it," in other words, in exact correspondence with the
quantity and quality of his labor (see K. Marx and F. Engels, Works, vol. 19, p. 18),
which answers to the basic principle of socialism, "From each according to his abil-
ities, to each according to his work." An irreproachable democrat and humanist,
Marx was a determined opponent of levelling, and categorically rejected the com-
mon and in his day demagogic or naive arguments about socialism as "universal
equality" in distribution and consumption. . . .

Thus it has become absolutely clear that we cannot allow violation of the objec-
tive economic requirement of accelerated growth in the productivity of labor.
Without a close link with this decisive factor the raising of wages, though it pro-
duces at the beginning an outwardly favorable impression, in the last analysis will
inevitably have a negative effect on the whole of economic life. In particular it will
generate demands which cannot be fully satisfied at the given level of production
and will prevent the elimination of shortages with all the distorted consequences of
this that evoke justifiable agitation among the toilers.

The correct solution of problems of distribution under socialism presumes, of
course, the physical guarantee of the population's purchasing power by making
available all kinds of items of consumption and services. Obviously it is impossible
to satisfy demands which exceed our possibilities. At the same time our unalterable
obligations have been and will be to work in two directions: first, the unswerving
growth of social production and the lifting on this basis of the material and cul-
tural level of life of the people; second, every sort of help to raise the material and
spiritual demands of Soviet Man.

Complete social equality does not come about suddenly or in its final form. So-
ciety grows and works its way toward it for a rather long time, with difficulty, at
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the price of great effort. It must develop its productive forces to the level of the
material-technical base of communism. For every toiler it must promote high con-
sciousness and culture, professionalism, the capacity to use the benefits of social-
ism rationally.

Until we have these conditions, distributive relations and the strictest control in
measuring labor and consumption must be at the center of the party's attention as
it guides socialist society. And the CPSU is always concerned that the principle of
socialist distribution discovered by Marx be carried out everywhere and unswerv-
ingly, or better, that it be more fully applied in practice. If it is violated, you have to
deal with unearned income with so-called drifters, strikers, loafers and incompe-
tents, who essentially become social parasites living at the expense of the mass of
conscientious workers. This is an intolerable phenomenon, a sort of parasitism liv-
ing off the humanism of our system.

Work and only work, only its real results, and not someone's subjective wish or
good will can determine the level of well-being of each citizen. Such an approach
completely corresponds both to the spirit and the content of Marx's views on dis-
tribution under socialism. . . .

. . . The economic law that Marx considered the first basic law of collective
production, the law of economizing working time, does not operate among us in
full force. The cause of this to a significant degree is the presence of a large
number of physically burdensome, unattractive, routine jobs, and the slow pace of
their mechanization or rather their automation.

Meanwhile it is enough to consider the tense situation with labor resources and
the demographic situation in the country, to make clear the economic necessity of
further reducing by a significant proportion the amount of non-mechanized hand
labor which even in industry reaches 40%. This is why the all-around acceleration
of the tempo of scientific-technological progress and a more active utilization of its
accomplishments are so relevant today, especially in those fields where labor costs
are especially high. . . .

We do not idealize what has been done and is being done in our country in this
area. Soviet democracy has had, has, and one must expect, will have difficulties of
growth conditioned by the material possibilities of society, by the level of mass
consciousness and political culture, and even by the fact that our society is not de-
veloping under hothouse conditions, in isolation from a hostile world, but under
the cold winds of the "psychological war" unleashed by imperialism. The perfection
of our democracy demands the elimination of bureaucratic "over-organization" and
formalism, of everything that stifles and undermines the initiative of the masses or
fetters the creative thought and vigorous action of the toilers. With such phe-
nomena we have struggled and will struggle with still more energy and persistence.

Sometimes one happens to hear that the present aspect of socialist governance
and democracy supposedly does not correspond to the prospects indicated by Marx
for communist self-administration. However, the path which we have trod, the ex-
perience we have had, say the reverse. . . .

Obviously, that version of self-administration that tends toward anarcho-
syndicalism, and toward the fractionation of society into competing corporate bo-
dies that do not depend on each other, toward democracy without discipline,
toward the idea of rights without responsibilities, is profoundly alien to us. The
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tried and tested principle of organization of the whole life of socialist society is
democratic centralism, which makes it possible to successfully combine the free
creativity of the masses with the advantages of a unified system of scientific leader-
ship, planning and administration. . . .

In his own time, analyzing Marx's methodological approach to the exposition
of the basic features of the new society, Lenin wrote: "Marx did not make the
slightest attempt to create a Utopia, to make empty guesses about things that it is
impossible to know. . . . In place of artificially contrived scholastic definitions and
fruitless disputes over words (what is socialism, what is communism), Marx gives
an analysis of what might be called the stages of the economic maturation of com-
munism" (Complete Collected Works\ vol. 23^ PP- 85, 98). Precisely on the basis of
such an analysis, as we know, Marx created his doctrine of the two phases of devel-
opment of the single communist formation which is part of the armament of the
CPSU and the other fraternal parties. Precisely on this basis, generalizing from
new historical experience, Lenin broadly developed the theory of the building of
socialism and communism. From these propositions we still proceed today to solve
one of the most difficult questions, according to Marx, Engels and Lenin—the
question of the concrete forms of the transition to communism.

The most important features of contemporary Soviet society have found reflec-
tion in the concept of developed socialism. It convincingly shows the dialectical
unity both of real successes in socialist construction, in the fulfillment of many
economic, social and cultural tasks of the first phase of communism, and of the
growing seedlings of the communist future, and on the other hand of the problems
left over from yesterday that we have still not solved. . . .

We Soviet Communists are proud to belong to the most influential ideological
current in the whole history of world civilization—Marxism-Leninism. Open to all
the best and most progressive that exists in contemporary science and culture, it
finds itself today at the center of the world's spiritual life, and commands the
minds of millions and millions of people. It is the ideological credo of the rising
class that is liberating all humanity. It is the philosophy of social optimism, the phi-
losophy of the present and the future.

At the present time a great distance has been traversed on the path of the social
renewal of the world, on the path of the realization of the revolutionary goals and
ideals of the working class. The political map of the globe has a new look. Great
discoveries have been made by science; the achievements of technology take your
breath away. At the same time mankind is confronted with many new and often
very complex concerns. There is well-founded alarm connected with worsening
problems of raw materials, energy, food, ecology, etc., on a global scale. And the
most important thing that disturbs people today is the need to preserve peace and
avoid a thermonuclear catastrophe. There is nothing more important than this on
the international plane for our party, the Soviet state, and all peoples of the planet.

To deal with all the complexities of the contemporary world, to organize and
direct the revolutionary social-historical creativity of the working class and all la-
boring people—this is the tremendous task that today is being resolved by the
theory of Marxism-Leninism and the practice of struggle for the progress of man-
kind. That task, which Karl Marx posed for himself and for his ideological and po-
litical adherents and successors, is to explain and change the world.
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The Gathering Crisis

In the summer of 1983 a confidential report by the sociologist Tatiana Zaslavskaya,
of the Institute of the Economics and Organization of Industrial Production in Novo-
sibirsk, was leaked to the Washington Post. Underscoring the stagnation and immobility
of the centrally planned Soviet economic system, the report set the agenda for much of
the reform effort undertaken after it appeared. Zaslavskaya went on to become a leading
advisor in the Gorbachev administration.

Over a number of decades, Soviet society's economic development has been
characterized by high rates and great stability. This automatically suggested a no-
tion about the organic nature of its features for the management of a planned so-
cialist economy. However, in the past 12-15 years a tendency towards a noticeable
decline in the rate of growth of the national income began to make itself felt in the
development of the economy of the USSR. If in the eighth five-year plan [1966-
1970] the average annual increase was 7.5 per cent and in the ninth [1971-1975]
it was 5.8 per cent, then in the tenth [1976-1980] it fell to 3.8 per cent, and in the
first years of the eleventh it was about 2.5 per cent (with the average population
growth at 0.8 per cent per annum). This does not provide for either the rate of
growth in living standards that is required for the people, or for the intensive tech-
nical retooling of production. . . .

The basic features of the present system of state management of the economy of
the USSR (and thus of the system of production relations to which it gives rise)
were formed roughly five decades ago. Since that time, this system has repeatedly
been readjusted, renewed and improved, but not once has it undergone a qualita-
tive restructuring which would reflect fundamental changes in the state of the pro-
ductive forces.

The most important features of the system of state management of the Soviet
economy, noted in the scientific literature, include: a high level of centralization in
economic decisions, the character of production planning being based on direct
indicators, the weak development of market relations (the prices of goods in de-
mand and the means of production bear no relation to their social value; the cen-
tralization of supplies of materials and technology to enterprises, the absence of a
market for production, and so on), the centralized regulation of all forms of mate-
rial incentives for labor, the prevalence of the branch over the territorial principle
of management, lack of departmental liaison in the management of the economy by
branch and sub-branch, restrictions on economic rights, and consequently also on
enterprises' economic responsibility for the results of their economic activity, re-
striction on all aspects of informal economic activity by the population in the areas
of production, services and exchange. All these features reflect the predominance
of administrative over economic methods, of centralization over decentraliza-
tion. . . .

The system of centralized . . . economic management . . . correspond[s] for
the most part to the level of development of the productive forces of Soviet society

FROM: Tatiana Zaslavskaya, "Report on the Necessity of a Deeper Study in the USSR of the
Social Mechanism of the Development of the Economy," Arkhiv Samizdata, AS 5043, August 26,
1983; translated as "The Novosibirsk Report," Survey, XXVIII: 1 (Spring, 1984), pp. 88-92,
98-99, 106.
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in the 1930s. The material and social base of large-scale socialist production at that
time was only just beginning to take shape, and the level of real socialization of la-
bor remained comparatively low. The links between the branches, enterprises and
regions were as yet easily "overseen" from the center and could be regulated "from
above." An overwhelming number of workers in industry had only recently left
their villages and had a weakly developed sense of their rights, and no claims to
participation in management. For the majority of them material incentives predom-
inated at work over social and spiritual ones. Being relatively undeveloped, they
were a convenient object of management. . . .

However, decades have passed since then, in the course of which the political
and economic situation of Soviet society has radically changed. The present state of
its productive forces is different from the 1930s not only quantitatively (in terms
of scale), but qualitatively (in terms of new "procedures" and "generations"). The
branch, departmental and territorial structure of the national economy has become
much more complex, the number of its links has grown colossally and even more
its technological, economic and social ties. The structure of the national economy
long ago crossed the threshold of complexity when it was still possible to regulate
it effectively from one single center. Regional, branch and economic dispropor-
tions in the national economy of the USSR, which emerged and can be observed in
the past five-year plans, are growing relentlessly; and, more than anything else, in-
dicate the exhaustion of possibilities for centrally administered economic manage-
ment, the necessity for more active use of "automatic" regulators in balancing
production, linked to the development of market relations. . . .

The widespread application in many sectors of the economy of complete techno-
logical systems, the increase in the specific weight of labor given over to the func-
tions of adjustment, control and regulation, and improvement of technological
concerns have noticeably increased the demand for qualifications, reliability and re-
sponsibility in human labor, for workers' personal involvement in plan fulfillment,
and so on. . . .

The overall results of all these advances are, on the one hand, an increase in the
technological demands made on the labor behavior of the workers, and on the
other, a decrease in the effectiveness of centralized production management, based
on the administrative regulation of the activities of the lower-ranking links by the
higher. Based on the expectation of a relatively low level of development in the
workers, this system appears unable to regulate the behavior of more developed (in
personal terms) and economically free workers, unable to make sufficiently effec-
tive use of their labor potential and intellectual resources, unable to ensure a high
level of labor, production and plan discipline, high quality work, effective use of
technology, or to assure positive modes of conduct in the managers, accountants
and supply technicians.

As we see it, all this testifies to the fact that the present system of production re-
lations has substantially fallen behind the level of development of the productive
forces. Instead of enabling their accelerated development, it is becoming more and
more of a brake on their progressive advancement. One outcome of this is the in-
ability of production relations to provide modes of conduct for workers in the
socio-economic sphere that are needed by society. . . .

Any serious reorganization of economic management must be accompanied by a
certain redistribution of rights and responsibilities among various groups of
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workers. Thereby, the expansion of every group's rights is, as a rule, combined with
an increase of responsibilities; and a decrease of responsibilities goes hand in hand
with a reduction of rights. Because of this, the attitude of the majority of groups to
possible transformations in production relations, and to the economic mechanism
which is their reflections, is not unambiguous.

Thus, a good number of workers in the central organs of management, whose
prospective role ought to be increased, is afraid that its responsibilities will become
substantially more complicated, as economic methods of management demand
much more of highly qualified cadres than do administrative methods. The
guarded response of this group of workers to the idea of a transition to and a con-
sistent implementation of economic methods of management often manifests itself
in unfounded assertions, as though such transition was going to undermine the
centralized motive power in the development of the socialist economy, or to reduce
the real importance of the plan.

The reorganization of production relations promises a substantial narrowing
and simplification in responsibilities for workers in departmental ministries and
their organs. However, it is pregnant with just as significant a reduction in their
rights, in their economic influence and also in the number of their apparatuses: the
liquidation of many departments, administrations, trusts, branches, etc., that have
grown like mushrooms in recent decades. Naturally, such a prospect does not suit
the workers who at present occupy numerous "cozy niches" with ill-defined re-
sponsibilities, but thoroughly agreeable salaries. . . .

We must admit that the social mechanism of economic development as it func-
tions at present in the USSR does not ensure satisfactory results. The social type of
worker formed by it fails to correspond not only to the strategic aims of a devel-
oped socialist society, but also to the technological requirements of contemporary
production. The widespread characteristics of many workers, whose personal for-
mation occurred during past five-year plans, are low labor- and production-
discipline, an indifferent attitude to the work performed and its low quality, social
passivity, a low value attached to labor as a means of self-realization, an intense
consumer orientation, and a rather low level of moral discipline. It is enough to
mention the broad scale of activity of the so-called "touts," the rampant spread of
various "shady" deals made at public expense, the development of illegal output, of
irregular registrations, of procuring wages which are not dependent on the results
of labor.

It is our conviction that both the expansion of these negative phenomena and
the lowering of the rate of growth of production came about as a result of the de-
generation of the social mechanism of economic development. At present, this
mechanism is "tuned" not to stimulate, but to thwart the population's useful eco-
nomic activity. Similarly, it "punishes" or simply cuts short initiatives by the chiefs
of enterprises, in the sphere of production organization, aiming at the improve-
ment of economic links. Nowadays, higher public value is placed not on the activi-
ties of the more talented, brave and energetic leaders, but on the performances of
the more "obedient" chiefs, even if they cannot boast production successes.

An important source of social tension in the economic structure is not only the
"inharmoniousness," but also the clash of interests between vertically aligned
groups: between workers and foremen, foremen and the chiefs of enterprises;
chiefs of enterprises and administrators in the ministries.
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Finally, the centralized system of rules and norms of economic activity, which
was created over the course of decades, has now become tangled to an unbelievable
degree and many of its elements have become outdated. The "economic labyrinth,"
called upon to direct the workers' behavior in the channel needed by society, actu-
ally consists of a multitude of "saps" and "manholes," which allows the achieve-
ment of the same income by a significantly easier route. This not only extensively
promotes undesirable practices, but also the formation of a type of worker who is
alien to genuinely socialist values. . . .

The Chernenko Interlude

When Andropov died in February, 1984, the Politburo chose as his successor an
even older man, Konstantin Ustinovich Chernenko, who had been Brezhnev's heir ap-
parent. With the youthful Mikhail Gorbachev as his Second Secretary, Chernenko's
brief tenure was a time of compromise between the inertia of the status quo and recog-
nition of the need for change.

. . . The ardent nationwide support of the CPSU's domestic and foreign policy
is convincing evidence of its correctness and its correspondence to the demands
and spirit of the times. The Party is firmly marching along its chosen path—the
path of communist construction and peace.

That is how it has been. That is how it always will be!
But we all understand, comrades, that just the desire to advance along this path

is not enough. We must be able not only to set correct goals but also to strive per-
sistently for them, overcoming all difficulties. We must realistically evaluate what
has been achieved, without exaggerating it but also without underestimating it.
Only this approach will protect us against mistakes in policy, against the tempta-
tion to take one's wishes for reality, and makes it possible to see clearly, as Lenin
said, "just what we have 'finished doing' and what we haven't finished."

Comrades, Yury Vladimirovich Andropov was destined to work as the head of
our Party and state for a short—painfully short—time. We will all miss him. He left
us at the very height of important and intensive work aimed at powerfully accelerat-
ing the development of the national economy and overcoming the difficulties that
the country encountered in the late 1970s and early 1980s. But we all know how
much the Party was able to do in this short time, how much that is new and fruitful
received citizenship rights and was confirmed in practice. Continuing and, by col-
lective efforts, advancing the work begun under Yury Vladimirovich's leadership is
the best way of paying tribute to his memory and of ensuring continuity in policy.

Continuity is not an abstract concept but a living, real cause. Its primary essence
is to advance without stopping—to advance relying on everything that was achieved
earlier, creatively enriching it and focusing the collective thought and energy of the
Communists, the working class and the entire people on unresolved tasks, on key
problems of the present and the future. This imposes many obligations on all of
us. . . .

FROM: Chernenko, Speech to the CPSU Central Committee, February 13, 1984, Pravda, Feb-
ruary 14, 1984 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XXXVL7, March 14, 1984,
pp. 5-6).
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I think that we should consider the question of channeling all the money and re-
sources that will be obtained in this way, and the sum will be considerable, into
improving the working and living conditions of Soviet people, medical service and
housing construction. This would be fully in keeping with the supreme goal of the
Party's policy—all-round concern for the welfare of man.

In general, comrades, we should apparently give some thought to providing bet-
ter material and moral incentives to the working people for their creative initiatives
and innovation.

Social justice is the very foundation of the Soviet system and constitutes its im-
mense strength. That is why it is so important that it be unswervingly observed in
daily affairs, whether the matter at hand is wages and bonuses, the allocation of
apartments or health-resort accommodations, or awards—in short, that everything
be done fairly, in accordance with each person's labor contribution to our common
cause.

This is something for Party, trade union and YCL [Komsomol] organizations
and economic managers to work on. A great deal depends on the labor collectives
themselves. They now have extensive rights, codified by legislation. Now these
rights must be used more fully.

Recently the Party has enriched itself with new experience in guiding the social-
ist society We have begun to make better use of the advantages and possibilities of
our system. Among them, certainly, are the organization and awareness of the
masses. Hence our attention to the strengthening of order and discipline.

The question of organization and order is a key, fundamental question for us.
There can be no two opinions on this score. Any disorderliness and irresponsibility
is costly to society, and not only in a material sense. It does serious social and
moral damage. We Communists understand this well, and millions of Soviet people
understand it. It is quite natural that the measures the Party has adopted with a
view to improving labor, production plan, and state discipline and strengthening
socialist legality have received truly nationwide approval.

We have already had some successes in this field. Everyone knows that this has
had a salutary effect on production affairs, on our social life and, for that matter,
on people's mood. But it would be wrong to think that everything has been done.
No, comrades, life teaches us that there can be no slackening of effort here.

As far as the basic guidelines for the development of our economy are con-
cerned, they have been clearly defined by the Party. Intensification, the accelerated
introduction in production of the achievements of science and technology, the im-
plementation of major comprehensive programs—all these things, in the final anal-
ysis, should raise the productive forces of our society to a qualitatively new level.

The system of economic management and our whole economic mechanism are
in need of serious restructuring. Work in this area has only just begun. It includes a
broadscale economic experiment in expanding the rights of enterprises and increas-
ing their responsibility. Searches are under way for new forms and methods of eco-
nomic management in the services sphere. They will undoubtedly come up with
much that is useful and will help us to solve the strategically important problem of
raising the efficiency of the entire national economy.

However, let us ask ourselves: Doesn't the anticipation of the results of experi-
ments serve some economic managers as a cover for their passiveness and desire to
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work in the old way? The updating of economic structures is an important matter,
of course. Here it would be advisable to follow the wise old rule: Look before you
leap. But this by no means justifies those who have no wish whatsoever to reckon
with changed conditions and life's new requirements.

The manifestation of greater independence on all levels, bold explorations and,
if necessary, the taking of justifiable risks in the name of increasing the efficiency of
the economy and improving the people's well-being—that's what we expect from
our economic cadres. . . .



CHAPTER SEVEN

Perestroika and the End of
Communism, 198 5-1991

The events initiated by the elevation of Mikhail Gorbachev to the
General Secretaryship in March 1985 were almost as startling and convoluted as
the years of the Russian Revolution. Attempting at first only to modernize and
tighten the Communist system, Gorbachev discovered both the inner rot left by
Brezhnev and the tenacity of officials who fought the loss of their power, and
ended by seeing the entire system of Communist rule and Russian empire embo-
died in the USSR collapse around him. The failure of the August 1991 coup by
Communist hard-liners and the assertion of independence by the fifteen Soviet re-
publics spelled the effective end of history as far as Communism in Russia was
concerned.

Gorbachev and Reform

Succeeding to the post of General Secretary of the CPSU upon the death of Cher-
nenko in March, 1985, Gorbachev launched an insistent campaign for restructuring—
perestroika—of the Soviet economy, with emphasis on the decentralization of responsibility
and the enhancement of work incentives. He soon found that he could not successfully
implement this program against the inertia of the bureaucracy without freeing up the
possibilities of public criticism, and so opened the campaign for gtasnost—"openness"
or "publicity"—with emphasis on the role of intellectuals and the press. Finally, he came
to the conclusion that the crimes and blunders of the Stalinist past, covered up ever
since the fall of Khrushchev, had to be exposed as fully as the legitimacy of the party's
rule would permit.

a) Restructuring

. . . The country has achieved major successes in all fields of the life of society.
Relying on the advantages of the new system, it has, in a historically brief time, as-
cended to the summits of economic and social progress. Today the Soviet Union
possesses a mighty and comprehensively developed economy and skilled cadres of
workers, specialists and scientists. We firmly hold leading positions in the world in
many areas of the development of production, science and technology.

Profound changes have taken place in social life. For the first time in history, the
working man has become the master of the country, the creator of his own destiny.
The guaranteed right to work and remuneration, society's concern for man from
birth to old age, broad access to spiritual culture, respect for the dignity and rights

FROM: Gorbachev, Report to the Plenary Session of the CPSU Central Committee, "On Con-
vening the Regular 27th CPSU Congress and the Tasks Connected with Preparing and Holding
it," April 23, 1985, Pravda, April 24, 1985 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press\
XXXVIL17, May 22, 1985, pp. 3-4, 6).
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of the individual, the steady expansion of the working people's participation in
management—all these are permanent values and inalienable features of the social-
ist way of life. They are the most important source of political stability, social op-
timism and confidence in the future.

Soviet people are rightly proud of all this. But life and its dynamism dictate the
need for further changes and transformations, for the achievement of a new quali-
tative state of society, in the broadest sense of the word. This means, above all, the
scientific and technical updating of production and the attainment of the highest
world level of labor productivity. It means the improvement of social relations, first
of all economic relations. It means profound changes in the sphere of labor and
people's material and spiritual living conditions. It means the invigoration of the
entire system of political and public institutions, the deepening of socialist democ-
racy, and self-government by the people.

The development of Soviet society will be determined, to a decisive extent, by
qualitative changes in the economy, by its switch onto the tracks of intensive
growth, and by an all-out increase in efficiency. The situation in the national econ-
omy should be evaluated, and future tasks determined, from precisely these
positions.

It is known that, along with the successes that have been achieved in the eco-
nomic development of the country, in the past few years unfavorable tendencies
have intensified, and a good many difficulties have arisen. Thanks to the Party's ac-
tive work, beginning in 1983, we have been able to straighten out the work of
many segments of the national economy, and the situation has improved somewhat.
However, the difficulties have by no means been overcome, and we will have to ex-
ert a good deal of effort to create a reliable basis for rapid progress.

What is the reason for the difficulties? The answer to this question, as you
realize, is of fundamental importance for the Party.

Natural and a number of external factors have had an impact, of course. But the
main thing, I think, is that the changes in the objective conditions of the develop-
ment of production, the need for accelerating its intensification and for changes in
the methods of economic management were not properly assessed in good time,
and—this is especially important—no perseverance was shown in working out and
implementing major measures in the economic sphere. Comrades, we must become
thoroughly aware of the existing situation and draw the most serious conclusions.
The country's historical destiny and the positions of socialism in today's world de-
pend in large part on how we handle matters from now on. By making broad use
of the achievements of the scientific and technological revolution and bringing the
forms of socialist economic management into line with present-day conditions and
requirements, we must achieve a substantial acceleration of social and economic
progress. There is simply no other way. . . .

The main question now is: How, and at what cost, will the country be able to
achieve accelerated economic development? Examining this question in the Polit-
buro, we have unanimously reached the conclusion that there are real possibilities
for this. The task of accelerating growth rates—substantially accelerating them—is
completely feasible, if the intensification of the economy and the acceleration of
scientific and technical progress are placed at the center of all our work, if man-
agement, planning and structural and investment policy are restructured, if organi-
zation and discipline are enhanced everywhere, and if the style of activity is
fundamentally improved. . . .
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In most branches, scientific and technical progress is proceeding listlessly, es-
sentially at evolutionary speed—primarily through the improvement of existing
technologies and the partial modernization of machinery and equipment. These
measures are bringing a certain return, of course, but it is too little. We need revo-
lutionary changes—a shift to fundamentally new technological systems, to the
latest-generation equipment, which yields the highest efficiency. What this means,
in essence, is the re-equipment of all branches of the national economy on the basis
of the present-day achievements of science and technology. . . .

The concept of the restructuring of the economic mechanism has now become
clearer to us. In continuing to develop the centralized principle in the accomplish-
ment of strategic tasks, we must more boldly advance along the path of expanding
the rights of enterprises and their independence, introduce economic accountabil-
ity and, on this basis, increase the responsibility and stake of labor collectives in the
final results of work.

The results of the large-scale experiment that is being conducted along these
lines seem to be rather good. But they cannot fully satisfy us. The point has been
reached at which a transition should be made from the experiment to the creation
of an integral system of economic management and administration. This means
that we should begin the practical restructuring of work in the upper echelons of
economic management as well, that they should be oriented primarily toward the
accomplishment of long-range social, economic, scientific and technical tasks and
toward searches for the most effective forms of uniting science and production. . . .

Comrades! The CPSU sees the highest meaning of the acceleration of the social
and economic development of the country in steadily, step by step, enhancing the
people's well-being, improving all aspects of the life of Soviet people, and creating
favorable conditions for the harmonious development of the individual. In the pro-
cess, it is necessary to consistently pursue a line aimed at strengthening social jus-
tice in the distribution of material and spiritual wealth, intensifying the influence of
social factors on the development of the economy, and improving its efficiency.

This line meets with full approval and support among Soviet people. The task
now is to work out concrete, effective measures to rid the distributive mechanism
of wage-leveling, unearned income and everything that runs counter to the eco-
nomic norms and moral ideals of our society, and to ensure that the financial posi-
tion of every worker and every collective is directly dependent on the results of
their labor. The Party will continue to wage a very resolute struggle against all neg-
ative phenomena alien to the socialist way of life and to our communist mo-
rality. . . .

b) Glasnost

Every day produces facts—each worse than the last—of how difficult it is for
those who assume responsibility and follow the line of the 27th Party Congress.
These people are absolutely not considered part of the existing system and they
evoke the resistance of those around them, resistance in every institution. . . .

FROM: "Conversation of Members of the Union of Writers of the USSR with M. S. Gorba-
chev," June 19, 1986, Arkhiv Samizdata, AS No. 5785. (Editor's translation. A partial summary of
Gorbachev's remarks was published in Pmvda, June 21, 1986.)
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Between the people who want these changes, who dream about these changes,
and the leadership, there is an administrative layer—the apparatus of the ministries,
the party apparatus—which does not want any alteration of things, which does not
want to lose certain rights that are linked to its privileges. . . .

We have a great many people who make use of their positions. Nothing is ex-
ploited among us like an official position.

What two points have been put at the basis of the work of the Politburo? The
first is not to duck any brewing problems that have built up over the years. You
know, Brezhnev once said that we have to have a plenum on scientific-technical
problems. I have been shown piles of documents prepared in this connection, all
kinds of information, etc. And when they began to look into all this, they suddenly
saw that they didn't know where to take it, what to do with it. So they threw it
away. Sure, not all the decisions that we have been making today are the right ones.
Sure, we sometimes make mistakes. But we want to take action and we don't want
to sit with our arms folded so that the process would pass us by.

Take our national tragedy, drunkenness. The "drunken budget." People want a
"dry law." At the same time in the queues you hear all sorts of epithets: "Mineral
Secretary," all sorts of jokes about Gorbachev and so on. . . } "Like before, we'll
drain the cup; Brezhnev, we'll just dig him up."2 No, we can't go on this way. I
know that even writers love to drop in at the Central House of Literature and have
a drink. I know that threatening letters come from the queues, but we will not give
in to these attitudes. We are going to save the people, especially the Slavic people,
because even though this has spread to the Moslems and to the Caucasus, no one
suffers from it like the Slavic part of the population, that is, Russians, Ukrainians,
and Belorussians. These figures are terrible, we're going to fight.

The second point is that everything begins with the party: There will be no dual
morality in the party, any double standard. This is quite serious. Our whole society
is moving, the economy is messed up, but we are only at the beginning, at the mere
beginning of the road. Those who think that we will restructure things in a month
or two are naive people! This has been building up for years and demands terrific
effort and titanic work. If we don't involve the people, nothing will come of it. All
our calculations depend on influencing the people. . . .

The Central Committee needs support. You can't even imagine how much we
need support from an outfit like the writers.

Don't think that all this will go easily. A lot of directors write us, we don't need
rights and independence, just let everything stay like it was, it was easier for us to
work, easier to work. They don't want to change, they don't know how. It will take
generations for us to really restructure. It will take generations.

Restructuring is going on with great difficulty. We have no opposition. How
then can we check up on ourselves? Only through criticism and self-criticism.
Above all, through glasnost. No society can exist without jjlasnost. We're learning
this. We are restructuring everything, from the General Secretary to the rank-and-
file Communist. Democratism does not exist without glasnost. But at the same time
democracy without a framework is anarchy. So it gets complicated. How to do

"Mineral [water] Secretary," a play on Gorbachev's title "General Secretary"; ellipsis in the
original—Ed.

2 In the original, "Budem pit' po-prezhnemy, otkopaem Brezhneva"—Ed.
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things when to some it seems an "unrestrained flood of democracy," when a person
is unsatisfied, indeed this is an elementary process. . . .

We don't want the process of democratization in the creative milieu just to be-
come a settling of old scores. We have information from writers. Different views.
We would like unity to develop on a basis of principle.

I have spoken to you very candidly, without any double accounting. I have hon-
estly told you about some very complicated problems. There must be just one cri-
terion: "Let our native land be liveable."3 And in this connection we wanted to pose
the old question, "What side are you on, masters of culture?"4 On the side of the
new things that are going on in our life, or aren't you ready to subscribe to these
words?

[From the Audience] Go on, go on!
If we began to get involved with the past, we would kill all our energy. We

would collide with the people head-on. And we need to go forward. We'll take care
of the past. We'll put everything in its place. But right now we are directing all our
energy forward. Our conversation is a summing up of positions. You have to un-
derstand that everything for us lies ahead. So far we still haven't done anything,
we've only started on the road that seems like the right one, because we put the in-
dividual at the center. If we are able to lift up the individual, to activate him. . . . I
am not sure that everything we are doing right now is correct, maybe something
will go back into the past, maybe something new will appear, but it will only come
about by making it possible for everything that is contained in the individual to
come out. For the first stage there is no other way. This is the main thing. Sharp
turns—we have to restructure.

On the meetings of the Politburo. There are clashes, disputes. We have been
putting things off for two or three years, now we want to act. Society is ready for a
turnabout. If we retreat, society will not agree to a comeback. We have to make the
process irreversible. If not us—then who? If not now, when?5

Our enemy has figured us out. They are not afraid of our nuclear might. They
are not going to start a war. They are only worried about one thing: if democracy
develops on our side, if that works out, then we will win. Therefore they have
begun a campaign against our leadership by any means, even including terror. They
write about the apparatus that broke Khrushchev's neck, and about the apparatus
that will now break the neck of our new leadership.

c) Challenging the Party

The April [1985] plenary session and the 27th Party Congress opened the way

3 A line from "Songs of Worried Youth," words by L. Oshanin (film "On That Side," 1957)—
note by Archiv Samizdata.

Title of a verse by M. Gorky in "Answer to American Correspondents," Pravda, March 22,
1932—Archiv Samizdata.

5 Apparently a paraphrase of the old Jewish saying going back to the Rabbi Hillel—Ed.

FROM: Gorbachev, Report to the Plenary session of the CPSU Central Committee, January 27,
1987, Pravda and Izvestiya, January 28, 1987 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet
Press, XXXIX:4, February 25, 1987, pp. 1 — 6, 9 - 1 1 , iio. 5, March 4, 1987, pp. 9 - 1 1 , no. 6,
March 11, 1987, pp. 8-10, 13, 14).
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for an objective critical analysis of the current situation in society and adopted de-
cisions of historic importance for the country's future. We have irrevocably begun
restructuring and have taken the first steps on this path. . . .

At the same time, we see that changes for the better are taking place slowly, that
the task of restructuring has turned out to be more difficult than it had seemed to
us earlier, and that the causes of the problems that have accumulated in society are
more deep-rooted than we had thought. The more deeply we go into restructuring
work, the clearer its scale and importance become; more and more new unsolved
problems inherited from the past are coming to light. . . .

At a certain stage the country began to lose momentum, difficulties and un-
solved problems began to pile up, and stagnation and other phenomena alien to
socialism appeared. All of this had a serious effect on the economy and on the so-
cial and spiritual spheres.

Of course, comrades, the country's development did not stop. Tens of millions
of Soviet people worked honestly, and many Party organizations and our cadres
acted vigorously, in the interests of the people. All this restrained the growth of
negative processes, but it could not prevent them.

In the economy, and in other spheres as well, the objective need for changes be-
came urgent, but it was not realized in the political and practical activities of the
Party and the state.

What was the reason for this complex and contradictory situation?
The principal cause—and the Politburo considers it necessary to say this with

total frankness at the plenary session—was that the CPSU Central Committee and
the country's leadership, primarily for subjective reasons, were unable to promply or
fully appreciate the need for changes and the danger of the mounting crisis phe-
nomena in society or to work out a clear-cut line aimed at overcoming them and
making fuller use of the possibilities inherent in the socialist system.

Conservative inclinations, inertia, a desire to brush aside everything that didn't
fit into habitual patterns and an unwillingness to tackle urgent social and economic
questions prevailed in both policy-making and practical activity.

Comrades, the executive bodies of the Party and the state bear the responsibility
for all this. . . .

Lenin's theses about socialism were interpreted in an oversimplified way, and
frequently their theoretical profundity and significance were emasculated. This also
applied to such key problems as public ownership, relations among classes and
nationalities, the measure of labor and the measure of consumption, cooperatives,
methods of economic management, people's rule and self-management, the strug-
gle against bureaucratic aberrations, the revolutionary-transformational essence of
socialist ideology, the principles of instruction and upbringing, and guarantees of
the healthy development of the Party and society.

Superficial notions about communism and various kinds of prophecies and ab-
stractions gained a certain currency. This in turn lessened the historical significance
of socialism and weakened the influence of socialist ideology. . . .

In point of fact, a whole system of weakening the economic instruments of
power came into being, and a unique mechanism was formed for retarding social
and economic development and holding back progressive transformations that
make it possible to disclose and utilize the advantages of socialism. The roots of
this retardation lay in serious shortcomings in the functioning of the institutions of
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socialist democracy, in outmoded political and theoretical principles that some-
times did not correspond to reality, and in a conservative mechanism of
management.

Comrades, all this had a negative effect on the development of many spheres of
the life of society. Take material production. Over the past three five-year plans, the
growth rates of national income declined by more than 50%. For most indices,
plans had not been fulfilled since the early 1970s. The economy as a whole became
unreceptive to innovations and sluggish, the quality of a large part of output no
longer met current demands, and disproportions in production became exacer-
bated. . . .

We have at the same time been unable to fully realize the possibilities of social-
ism in improving living conditions and the food supply, in organizing transporta-
tion, medical service and education and in solving a number of other urgent
problems.

Violations of the most important principle of socialism—distribution according
to work—appeared. The struggle against unearned income was waged indecisively.
The policy of providing material and moral incentives for highly productive labor
was inconsistent. Large sums of money were paid out in unwarranted bonuses and
in various kinds of additional incentives, and reports were padded for the sake of
personal gain. A dependent mind-set grew, and a "wage-leveling" mentality began
taking root in people's minds. This hit at those toilers who were able and wanted to
work better, while at the same time it made life easier for those whose idea of work-
ing involves little effort.

Violation of the organic tie between the measure of labor and the measure of
consumption not only deforms the attitude toward labor, impeding growth in
labor productivity, it also leads to the distortion of the principle of social justice,
and this is a matter of great political importance.

The elements of social corrosion that emerged in recent years had a negative ef-
fect on society's spiritual temper and imperceptibly sapped the lofty moral values
that have always been inherent to our people and in which we take pride—ideolog-
ical conviction, labor enthusiasm and Soviet patriotism.

The inevitable consequence of this was a falloff in interest in public affairs, man-
ifestations of spiritual emptiness and skepticism, and a decline in the role of moral
incentives to labor. The stratum of people, including young people, whose goal in
life came down to material well-being and personal gain by any means increased.
Their cynical position took on increasingly militant forms, poisoned the minds of
those around them, and gave rise to a wave of consumerism. The growth of drunk-
enness, the spread of drug addiction and the increase in crime became indices of
the falloff in social mores.

Instances of a scornful attitude toward laws, hoodwinking, bribetaking and the
encouragement of servility and glorification had a pernicious effect on the moral
atmosphere in society. Genuine concern for people, their living and working condi-
tions and their social well-being was frequently supplanted by political ingratiation—
the mass handing out of awards, titles and bonuses. An atmosphere of all-forgiving-
ness took shape, while exactingness, discipline and responsibility declined. . . .

This was the situation, comrades, in which the question of accelerating the
country's social and economic development and of restructuring was raised. In es-
sence, what is involved here is a change of direction and measures of a revolution-
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ary nature. We are talking about restructuring and related processes of the
thoroughgoing democratization of society, having in mind truly revolutionary and
comprehensive transformations in society.

This fundamental change of direction is necessary, since we simply have no
other way. We must not retreat, and we have nowhere to retreat to. . . .

Today there is a need to state once again what we mean by restructuring.
Restructuring means resolutely overcoming the processes of stagnation, scrap-

ping the mechanism of retardation, and creating a reliable and effective mechanism
of accelerating the social and economic development of Soviet society. The main
idea of our strategy is to combine the achievements of the scientific and technolog-
ical revolution with a planned economy and to set the entire potential of socialism
in motion.

Restructuring means reliance on the vital creativity of the masses, the all-round
development of democracy and socialist self-government, the encouragement of ini-
tiative and independent activity, the strengthening of discipline and order, and the
expansion of openness, criticism and self-criticism in all spheres of the life of society;
it means respect, raised on high, for the value and worth of the individual.

Restructuring means steadily enhancing the role of intensive factors in the de-
velopment of the Soviet economy; restoring and developing Leninist principles of
democratic centralism in the management of the national economy, introducing
economic methods of management everywhere, renouncing the peremptory issuing
of orders and administrative fiat, ensuring the changeover of all elements of the
economy to the principles of full economic accountability and to new forms of the
organization of labor and production, and encouraging innovation and socialist
enterprise in every way.

Restructuring means a decisive turn toward science. . . .
Restructuring means the priority development of the social sphere and the ever

fuller satisfaction of Soviet people's requirements for good working, living, recre-
ational, educational and medical-service conditions. . . .

Restructuring means the energetic elimination from society of distortions of so-
cialist morality, and the consistent implementation of the principles of social
justice. . . .

The ultimate aim of restructuring is clear, I think—a thoroughgoing renewal of
all aspects of the country's life, the imparting to socialism of the most up-to-date
forms of social organization, and the fullest possible disclosure of the humanistic
nature of our system in all its decisive aspects—economic, social, political and
moral. . . .

On the political level, the matter at hand is deepening democracy in the electoral
system and achieving the more effective and more active participation of voters at
all stages of preelection and election campaigns. . . .

It is quite natural that questions of expanding inner-Party democracy be exam-
ined within the overall context of the future democratization of Soviet society. . . .

There is also a need to give some thought to changing the procedure for the
election of secretaries of district, region, city, province and territory Party commit-
tees and of Union-republic Communist Party Central Committees. Here comrades
suggest that secretaries, including first secretaries, could be elected by secret ballot
at plenary sessions of the appropriate Party committees. In the process, the
members of the Party committee would have the right to enter any number of can-
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didates on the ballot. This measure ought to significantly enhance the responsibil-
ity of secretaries to the Party committees that elected them, give them more
confidence in their work, and make it possible to more accurately determine the ex-
tent of their prestige.

Needless to say, the Party's statutory principle according to which the decisions
of higher agencies are binding on all lower-level Party committees, including deci-
sions on personnel questions, should remain immutable.

In the Politburo's opinion, further democratization should extend to the forma-
tion of the Party's central leadership bodies as well. I think this is perfectly logical.
Apparently it would be logical to democratize elections of leadership bodies in
other public organizations as well. . . .

In improving the social atmosphere, it is also necessary to continue to develop
openness. It is a powerful lever for improving work in all sectors of our construc-
tion and an effective form of control by all the people. Excellent confirmation of
this is provided by the experience that has been accumulated since the April [1985]
plenary session of the Central Committee.

Obviously, the time has come to begin the drafting of legal documents guaran-
teeing openness. They should ensure maximum openness in the activities of state
and public organizations and give working people a real opportunity to express
their opinion on any question of the life of society. . . .

Here one cannot help saying regretfully that we continue to encounter not only
hostility toward criticism but also instances of persecution for it and the outright
suppression of critical statements. Frequently this assumes such dimensions and
scope, and takes place in such forms, that the Central Committee has to intervene
in order to restore truth and justice and to support honest people who back the in-
terests of the cause. I have already had occasion to speak on this question, but mat-
ters are being corrected slowly. Take the articles in the central press for January
alone, and you will see that persecution for criticism is anything but a rare
phenomenon.

In this connection, the efforts of the mass news media to develop criticism and
self-criticism in our society must be supported. . . .

There should be clarity on yet another question. We say that Soviet society
should have no zones closed to criticism. This is fully applicable to the mass news
media, too. . . .

When we talk about the democratization of Soviet society—and this is a funda-
mental question for us—it is appropriate once again to emphasize the main, defin-
ing feature of socialist democracy. What I mean is an organic combination of
democracy and discipline, independence and responsibility, and the rights and du-
ties of officials and of every citizen.

Socialist democracy has nothing in common with an "everything goes" attitude,
irresponsibility or anarchy. Genuine democracy serves every person, protecting his
political and social rights, and at the same time it serves every collective and society
as a whole, upholding their interests. . . .

The open selection of people for promotion—from among both Communists
and non-Party people—would be in keeping with the tasks of democratization and
the enlistment of broad masses of the working people in management.

In this respect, there is also the question of promoting women to leadership
positions on a broader scale. At present, many women are working, and working
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successfully, in Party and state posts, in science, public health, education and cul-
ture, in light industry, trade and consumer services. Today the country needs to
have them become even more actively involved in managing the economy and cul-
ture, on both the Union and the republic level. We have the opportunities for this.
All we have to do is give women trust and support. . . .

Needless to say, we cannot limit ourselves today to mere recognition of the mis-
takes that were made. In order to avoid similar errors in the future, we must draw
lessons from the past.

Just what are these lessons?
The first one is the need to promptly resolve urgent personnel questions within

the Party Central Committee itself and its Politburo—above all from the viewpoint
of ensuring continuity in the leadership and an influx of fresh forces. The violation
of this natural process led at a certain stage to a weakening of the work capacity of
the Politburo and the Secretariat, and, for that matter, of the CPSU Central
Committee as a whole and its administrative apparatus, as well as of the
government.

In fact, comrades, after the April [1985] plenary session a large part of the Secre-
tariat and a large number of the department heads of the CPSU Central Committee
were replaced in a short time, and virtually the entire membership of the Presidium
of the USSR Council of Ministers was changed. These replacements had to be
made, because for a long time there had been no renewal of the membership of the
Central Committee or the government and no constant replenishment of them with
new personnel, as life demanded. Ultimately, all this had an effect on policy-making
and on the Party's practical activity in guiding society.

This cannot and must not be repeated. So that the process of renewal will not be
interrupted and continuity not broken, the CPSU Central Committee, the Polit-
buro and Secretariat of the Central Committee, the government and the top eche-
lons of the Party and state leadership should be open for an influx of fresh forces
from various spheres of activity. This way of posing the question is fully in keeping
with the Leninist understanding of personnel policy and the interests of the Party
and the people. . . .

Now I would like to single out the question of enhancing the role of all elective
bodies. One must frankly admit that, if they had operated vigorously both in the
Party and in the state, in the trade unions and other public organizations, many
serious deficiencies in personnel work could have been avoided.

Let us look at life with our eyes open, as they say: Excessive growth has taken
place in the role of executive agencies, to the detriment of elected agencies. At first
glance, everything seems to be proceeding normally. Plenary sessions, [soviet] ses-
sions and meetings of other elected bodies are held regularly. But their work is
often overformalized, and questions of secondary importance or ones that have
been decided beforehand are submitted for discussion. As a result, proper control
is lacking over the activity of executive agencies and their leaders. It must be said
that some comrades have begun to look on elected agencies as a kind of burden
that brings only difficulties and obstacles. That's how far things have gone!

The result is a reduced role for deputies to Soviets and members of Party and
other collective agencies in the formation of executive committees, in the selection
of personnel and in monitoring their activity. . . .

Impaired discipline and lowered responsibility have put down too deep roots
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and are still making themselves felt in a painful way. It was criminal irresponsibility
and slackness that were the main causes of such tragic events as the accident at the
Chernobyl Atomic Power Station, the sinking of the steamship Admiral Nakhimov,
and a number of air and railway accidents that entailed loss of life.

We must create everywhere an atmosphere that would rule out every possibility
of a repetition of such things. Good organization, efficiency and assiduity should
become a law for everyone.

Finally, a highly important demand is lofty morality on the part of our person-
nel, such human traits as honesty, incorruptibility and modesty. We now know, not
only from the past but also from current experience, that we will not be able to ac-
complish the tasks of restructuring without strengthening the moral health of so-
ciety. It is not happenstance that today we have been having sharp collisions with
negative phenomena in the moral sphere. I have in mind the struggle to eradicate
drunkenness, embezzlement, bribetaking, abuse of office and favoritism. . . .

I want once again to emphasize the idea that the line aimed at democratization
and the creation of a new mechanism of administration and economic management
opens up the possibility of achieving the correct combination of political leadership
by the Party with an active role for state agencies, trade unions and other public
organizations.

We have already adopted basic decisions on improving the activity of the Soviets
in present conditions. These decisions will allow the Soviets to prove their worth as
genuine bodies of power in their territory. Changes are taking place in the activity
of the Soviets, but they cannot satisfy us as yet. We all have a stake in getting the
Soviets to begin working properly, in the spirit of the times, as quickly as possible.

Party committees should firmly adopt a line aimed at enhancing the role of the
Soviets and not be guilty of unwarranted interference in their affairs, let alone of
usurping their functions. It is no less important that the Soviets' executives them-
selves and the Soviets' administrative apparatus begin to work at full strength and
rid themselves of inertia and the habit of constantly looking over their shoulder and
waiting for instructions. Democratic principles in the activity of the Soviets and their
executive agencies must be strengthened. . . .

We want to transform our country into a model of a highly developed state, into
a society of the most advanced economy, the broadest democracy and the most
humane and lofty morality, where the working person will feel himself to be a full-
fledged proprietor and can enjoy all the benefits of material and spiritual culture,
where his children's future will be secure, and where he will possess everything he
needs for a full, meaningful life. We want to force even the skeptics to say: Yes, the
Bolsheviks can do anything. Yes, the truth is on their side. Yes, socialism is a system
that serves man, his social and economic interests and his spiritual elevation.

d) Reopening the Past

. . . How complex and contradictory our affairs and fates have sometimes been.
There has been everything—the heroic, the tragic, great victories and bitter fail-

FROM: Gorbachev, Report to the CPSU Central Committee and the USSR Supreme Soviet on
the 70th Anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution, Nov. 2, 1987, Pravda, Nov. 3,
1987 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XXXIX44, December 2, 1987, pp. 1,
4-9)-
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ures. We reflect on 70 years of intense creative activity from the position of a peo-
ple ready to mobilize all its strength and the entire enormous potential of socialism
for the revolutionary transformation of life.

The early 1920s were marked by a great upsurge in the people's initiative and
creativity. These years were a genuine revolutionary laboratory of social innovation,
of searching for optimal forms of the alliance between the working class and the
working peasantry, of shaping a mechanism for realizing the entire spectrum of the
working people's interests.

The Party shifted from the War Communism methods of organizing produc-
tion and consumption that it had been forced to adopt in conditions of war and
destruction to more flexible, economically valid, "regular" instruments of influenc-
ing social reality. The measures of the New Economic Policy were aimed at build-
ing the material foundation of socialism.

We are now turning with increasing frequency to Ilyich's last works, to Lenin's
ideas of the New Economic Policy, seeking to take from that experience everything
that is valuable and necessary for us today. . . .

About the 1920s and 1930s after Lenin. Despite the fact that the Party and so-
ciety had armed themselves with the Leninist concept of building socialism and
with Vladimir Ilyich's works of the post-October period, the search for a path pro-
ceeded in a very complex way, in a sharp ideological struggle and in an atmosphere
of political debates. At the center of these debates were fundamental problems of
the development of society, first of all the question of the possibility of the con-
struction of socialism in our country. . . .

In short, sorting things out and finding the only correct course in such a com-
plex and stormy atmosphere was of the utmost difficulty. The nature of the ideo-
logical struggle was also complicated to a significant degree by personal rivalries in
the Party leadership. Old disagreements that had existed back in Lenin's lifetime
made themselves felt in the new situation, and in a very acute form. As is known,
Lenin warned about the possibility of this danger. In his "Letter to the Congress,"
he emphasized that "this is not a trifle, or it is a trifle that may assume decisive sig-
nificance." In large part, this is what happened.

In the case of some authoritative figures, their petit bourgeois nature gained the
upper hand. They behaved factiously. This threw Party organizations into a feverish
state, diverted them from vital business and impeded their work. They continued to
provoke a split even when it became clear to the overwhelming majority in the
Party that their views ran counter to Lenin's ideas and plans and that their propos-
als were mistaken and could push the country off its correctly chosen course.

This applies above all to L. D. Trotsky, who after Lenin's death displayed inor-
dinate claims to leadership in the Party, fully confirming Lenin's assessment of him
as an excessively self-assured and always equivocating and dishonest politician.
Trotsky and the Trotskyists denied the possibility of building socialism in condi-
tions of capitalist encirclement. In foreign policy, they put their stakes on exporting
the Revolution, and in domestic policy on "tightening the screws" on the peas-
antry, on the exploitation of the countryside by the city and on the application of
administrative-military methods to the management of society. Trotskyism was a
political trend whose ideologists, using leftist, pseudorevolutionary phrases as a
cover, in effect took a defeatist position. In point of fact, this was an attack on Le-
ninism along the entire front. In practical terms, what was involved was the fate of
socialism in our country, the fate of the Revolution.
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In these conditions, it was necessary to publicly debunk Trotskyism and to lay
bare its antisocialist essence. . . .

The Party proposed a hitherto unknown path of industrialization—without rely-
ing on external sources of financing and without waiting for many years of accumu-
lations through the development of light industry, to move heavy industry forward
at once. This was the only possible path in those conditions, even though it was in-
conceivably difficult for the country and the people. It was an innovative step, one
in which the masses' revolutionary enthusiasm was considered to be a component
of economic growth. Industrialization raised the country to a qualitatively new
level in a single spurt. . . .

At the same time, the period we are talking about also brought losses. They had
a certain connection with the very successes about which I have spoken. People at
that time came to believe in the universal effectiveness of rigid centralization, in the
proposition that command methods were the shortest and best way to accomplish
any task. This had an effect on the attitude toward people and toward their living
conditions.

An administrative-command system of Party and state leadership of the country
came into being, and bureaucratism, the dangers of which Lenin had once warned
about, increased. A corresponding structure of management and corresponding
methods of planning began to take shape. In industry, given its size at the time,
when literally all the basic elements of the industrial edifice were in plain sight,
these methods and this system of management yielded results, generally speaking.
However, such a rigid system of centralization and command was impermissible in
tackling the tasks of transforming the countryside. . . .

Today it is clear that, in an enormous undertaking that affected the fate of most
of the country's population, there was a deviation from Leninist policy with respect
to the peasantry. This highly important and very complex social process, in which a
great deal depended on local conditions, was managed primarily by administrative
methods. The conviction had arisen that all problems could be solved in a single
stroke, in an extremely brief time. Whole provinces and regions of the country be-
gan competing to see who could achieve full collectivization the fastest. Arbitrary
percentage schedules were issued from above. Flagrant violations of the principles
of collectivization occurred everywhere. Nor were excesses avoided in conducting
the struggle against the kulaks. The line aimed at combating the kulaks, correct in
itself, was often interpreted so broadly that it encompassed a large part of the mid-
dle peasantry as well. That is historical reality. . . .

In order to understand the situation in those years, it must be borne in mind
that the administrative-command system, which began to take shape during indus-
trialization and received a new impetus during the time of collectivization, had an
effect on the country's entire public and political life. Once it had become estab-
lished in the economy, it spread to the superstructure, limiting the development of
the democratic potential of socialism and holding back the progress of socialist
democracy.

But what I have said does not disclose the full complexity of the period. What
took place there? To all intents and purposes, the time of the most serious
ideological-political ordeals for the Party was past. Millions of people had joined
enthusiastically in work to carry out socialist transformations. The first successes
had begun to appear. But at that time the methods dictated by the period of strug-
gle against the hostile resistance of the exploiter classes were being mechanically
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transferred to the period of peaceful socialist construction, when conditions had
changed fundamentally. An atmosphere of intolerance, hostility and suspiciousness
was created in the country. Later on, this political practice expanded and was sub-
stantiated by the erroneous "theory" of an exacerbation of the class struggle in the
process of the construction of socialism.

All this had a pernicious effect on the country's social and political development
and resulted in serious consequences. It is perfectly obvious that it was the absence
of the proper level of democratization in Soviet society that made possible the per-
sonality cult, the violations of legality and the arbitrary rule and repressions of the
1930s. To put it bluntly, there were real crimes stemming from an abuse of power.
Many thousands of Party members and non-Party people were subjected to mass
repressions. That, comrades, is the bitter truth. Serious damage was done to the
cause of socialism and to the prestige of the Party. We must talk straightforwardly
about this. This is necessary in order to establish Lenin's ideal of socialism defini-
tively and irrevocably.

There is a great deal of debate now about Stalin's role in our history. His was an
extremely contradictory personality. Keeping to positions of historical truth, we
must see both Stalin's indisputable contribution to the struggle for socialism and
the defense of its gains and the flagrant political mistakes and arbitrary actions
committed by him and his entourage, for which our people paid a great price and
which had grave consequences for the life of our society. It is sometimes claimed
that Stalin did not know about instances of lawlessness. The documents that we
have at our disposal indicate that this is not so. The guilt of Stalin and his imme-
diate entourage before the Party and the people for the mass repressions and law-
lessness they committed is enormous and unforgivable. This is a lesson for all
generations.

Of course, contrary to the assertions of our ideological adversaries, the person-
ality cult was not inevitable. It was alien to the nature of socialism and represented
a deviation from its basic principles, and therefore has no justification. At the 20th
and 22nd Congresses, the Party harshly condemned both the Stalin cult and its
consequences. We now know that the political accusations and repressions against
a number of Party and state figures, against many Communists, non-Party people,
economic managers, military men, scientists and cultural figures were the result of
deliberate falsification. . . .

Even now one still encounters attempts to turn away from painful questions in
our history, to hush them up or to pretend that nothing special happened. We can-
not agree with this. This would show disregard for the historical truth and disre-
spect for the memory of those who were the innocent victims of lawlessness and
arbitrary rule. We also cannot agree with it because a truthful analysis should help
us solve our current problems of democratization, legality, openness and the over-
coming of bureaucratism—in short, the vital problems of restructuring. For this
reason, here, too, we must have complete clarity, accuracy and consistency. (Ap-
plause)

An honest understanding both of our enormous achievements and of past mis-
fortunes, a complete and accurate political assessment of them, will provide real
moral guidelines for the future. (Applause) . . .

The heroism of workaday life in the difficult postwar years—that is the source
of our achievements, of economic, scientific and technical progress, of the master-
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ing of atomic energy, of the launching of the first spacecraft, and of growth in the
people's material and cultural well-being.

But during the same time—a time of new exploits by the people in the name of
socialism—the contradiction between what our society had become and the pre-
vious methods of leadership was making itself felt in an increasingly tangible way.
Abuse of power and violations of socialist legality continued. The "Leningrad af-
fair" and the "doctors' plot" were fabricated. In short, there was a lack of genuine
respect for the people. People were selflessly working, studying, longing for new
knowledge and putting up with difficulties and shortages, but they sensed that
both alarm and hope were building up in society. All this captured the public con-
sciousness soon after Stalin's death.

In the mid 1950s, especially after the 20th CPSU Congress, a wind of change
swept the country, and the people took heart, gained new life, and became bolder
and more confident. It took a good deal of courage for the Party and its leadership,
headed by N. S. Khrushchev, to criticize the personality cult and its consequences
and restore socialist legality. The old stereotypes in domestic and foreign policy
began to crumble. Attempts were made to break down the command-bureaucratic
methods of management that had been established in the 1930s and 1940s, to im-
part greater dynamism to socialism, to emphasize humanistic ideals and values, and
to revive the creative spirit of Leninism in theory and practice. . . .

In the latter years of L. I. Brezhnev's life and activity the search for paths of
further progress had been greatly impeded by an adherence to habitual formulas
and patterns that did not reflect the new realities. The gap between words and
deeds had widened. Negative processes had gathered force in the economy, in ef-
fect creating a precrisis situation. Many anomalous phenomena had arisen in the
social, spiritual and moral sphere, phenomena that were distorting and deforming
the principles of socialist justice, undermining the people's faith in it, and giving
rise to various forms of social alienation and immorality. The growing discrepancy
between the lofty principles of socialism and the everyday reality of life had become
intolerable.

The healthy forces in the Party and in society as a whole were becoming more
and more acutely aware of the urgent need to overcome negative phenomena,
sharply change the course of events, ensure an acceleration of the country's social
and economic development, and bring about a moral purification and renewal of
socialism.

In response to this very acute social need, the April (1985) plenary session of
the Central Committee put forth the concept and strategy of accelerating the coun-
try's social and economic development and of pursuing a course aimed at the re-
newal of socialism, a concept and strategy that received theoretical and political
development in the decisions of the 27th Congress and subsequent plenary ses-
sions of the Central Committee and were given definitive shape in the general line
of the revolutionary restructuring of all aspects of the life of socialist society.

The idea of restructuring is grounded in our 70-year history and in the firm
foundation of the fundamentally new social edifice that has been built in the Soviet
Union; it combines continuity and innovation, the historical experience of Bolshe-
vism and the contemporaneity of socialism. We must carry on and augment the
cause of the trailblazers of the Revolution and of socialism. And we will without
fail achieve this through our labor, creatively utilizing the experience of the genera-
tions that paved the way of October before us and for us! (Applause) . . .
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Conservative Reaction: The Andreyeva Letter

In March 1988 a long letter, written by a Leningrad chemistry professor but in-
spired or endorsed by high party leaders, was published in the paper Sovetskaya Rossiya.
The statement denounced the new reformist thinking as a betrayal of the Soviet Union's
accomplishments ever since 1917, and evinced antisemitic overtones. A lapse of nearly a
month before an official rebuttal appeared led many to fear that a hard-line palace revo-
lution was in the offing.

In our days, after a period of social apathy and intellectual dependence, students
are gradually beginning to be charged with the energy of revolutionary changes.
Naturally, debates arise—about the paths of restructuring and its economic and
ideological aspects. Openness, candor and the disappearance of zones closed to
criticism, as well as emotional fervor in the mass consciousness, especially among
young people, are frequently manifested in the posing of problems that, to one ex-
tent or another, have been "prompted" by Western radio voices or by those of our
compatriots who are not firm in their notions about the essence of socialism. What
a wide range of topics is being discussed! A multiparty system, freedom of reli-
gious propaganda, leaving the country to live abroad, the right to a broad discus-
sion of sexual problems in the press, the need for the decentralization of the
management of culture, the abolition of compulsory military service—Among stu-
dents, a particularly large number of arguments are about the country's past. . . .

. . . It comes as no surprise, for example, that in some students nihilistic views
are intensifying, and ideological confusion, a dislocation of political reference
points and even ideological omnivorousness are appearing. Sometimes one hears
assertions that it is time to call to account the Communists who supposedly "de-
humanized" the country's life after 1917. . . .

Take the question of the place of J. V. Stalin in our country's history. It is with
his name that the entire obsession with critical attacks is associated, an obsession
that, in my opinion, has to do not so much with the historical personality itself as
with the whole extremely complex transitional era—an era linked with the unparal-
leled exploit of an entire generation of Soviet people who today are gradually retir-
ing from active labor, political and public activity. Industralization, collectivization
and the cultural revolution, which brought our country into the ranks of the great
world powers, are being forcibly squeezed into the "personality cult" formula. All
these things are being questioned. Things have reached a point at which insistent
demands for "repentance" are being made on "Stalinists." . . .

From long and frank discussions with young people, we draw the conclusion
that the attacks on the state of the dictatorship of the proletarist and on the leaders
of our country at that time have not only political, ideological and moral causes but
also their own social substratum. There are quite a few people who have a stake in
broadening the staging area of these attacks, and not just on the other side of our
borders. Along with the professional anticommunists in the West, who long ago
chose the supposedly democratic slogan of "anti-Stalinism," there live and thrive
the descendants of the classes overthrown by the October Revolution, by no means
all of whom have been able to forget the material and social losses of their fore-

FROM: Nina Andreyeva, "I Cannot Forego Principles," Sovetskaya Rossia, March 13, 1988 (En-
glish translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XL: 13, April 27, 1988, pp. 1, 3-6)-
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bears. One must include here the spiritual heirs of Dan, Martov and others in the
category of Russian Social Democratism, the spiritual followers of Trotsky or Ya-
goda, and the descendants of the NEPmen, the Basmachi [participants in armed
resistance to Soviet rule in Central Asia in 1918-1924—Trans.] and the kulaks,
who bear a grudge against socialism. . . .

It is the champions of "left-liberal socialism" who are shaping the tendency to
falsify the history of socialism. They suggest to us that in the country's past only
the mistakes and crimes are real, in doing so keeping quiet about the supreme
achievements of the past and the present. Laying claim to complete historical truth,
they substitute scholastic ethical categories for social and political criteria of the
development of society. I would very much like to understand: Who needs, and
why, to have every prominent leader of the Party Central Committee and the Soviet
government compromised after he leaves office and discredited in connection with
his actual or supposed mistakes and miscalculations, made while solving some very
complex problems on roads uncharted by history? Where did we get this passion
for squandering the prestige and dignity of the leaders of the world's first socialist
country?

Another special feature of the views of the "left-liberals" is an obvious or camou-
flaged cosmopolitan tendency, a sort of nationality-less "internationalism." I have
read somewhere that when, after the Revolution, a delegation of merchants and
factory owners came to the Petrograd Soviet to see Trotsky "as a Jew," complaining
of oppression by Red Guards, he declared that he was "not a Jew but an inter-
nationalist," which thoroughly bewildered the supplicants.

For Trotsky, the concept of the "national" meant a kind of inferiority and nar-
rowness in comparison to the "international." That's why he emphasized the
"national tradition" of October, wrote about "the national element in Lenin,"
maintained that the Russian people "had received no cultural legacy," etc. For some
reason, we are ashamed to say that it was the Russian proletariat, which the Trotsky-
ists slighted as "backward and uncultured," that carried out, in Lenin's words, "the
three Russian Revolutions," or that the Slavic peoples were in the vanguard of
mankind's battle against fascism. . . .

I am also convinced that the pacifist erosion of defense and patriotic conscious-
ness, as well as the desire to list the slightest manifestation of national pride by
Great Russians under the heading of great-power chauvinism, stem from dispar-
agement of the significance of historical consciousness.

Here is something else that alarms me: Militant cosmopolitanism is now linked
with the practice of "refusenikism"—of "refusing" socialism. Unfortunately, we
suddenly think of this only when its neophytes plague us with their outrages in
front of Smolny or under the Kremlin's walls. Moreover, we are somehow gradu-
ally being trained to see this phenomenon as an almost inoffensive change of "place
of residence," not as class and nationality betrayal by persons most of whom have
been graduated from higher schools and graduate schools at public expense. In
general, some people are inclined to look at "refusenikism" as some kind of mani-
festation of "democracy" and "human rights," feeling that the talents of those in-
volved have been prevented from blossoming by "stagnant socialism." Well, if over
there, in the "free world," their tireless enterprise and "genius" aren't appreciated
and selling their conscience doesn't interest the special services, they can come
back— . . .
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Whereas the "neoliberals" are oriented toward the West, the other "alternative
tower" (to use Prokhanov's expression), the "guardians and traditionalists," seeks
to "overcome socialism by moving backward"—in other words, to return to the so-
cial forms of presocialist Russia. The spokesmen for this unique "peasant social-
ism" are fascinated with this image. In their opinion, a loss of the moral values that
the peasant community had accumulated through the dim haze of centuries took
place 100 years ago. The "traditionalists" have rendered undoubted services in ex-
posing corruption, in fairly solving ecological problems, in combating alcoholism,
in protecting historical monuments and in countering the dominance of mass cul-
ture, which they rightly assess as a psychosis of consumerism.

At the same time, the views of the ideologists of "peasant socialism" contain a
misunderstanding of the historical significance of October for the fatherland's fate,
a one-sided appraisal of collectivization as "frightful arbitrary treatment of the peas-
antry," uncritical views on religious-mystical Russian philosophy, old tsarist concepts
in scholarship relating to our country's history, and an unwillingness to see the
postrevolutionary stratification of the peasantry and the revolutionary role of the
working class. . . .

The difficulties in the upbringing of young people are deepened still more by
the fact that unofficial [neformalny] organizations and associations are being created
in the pattern of the ideas of the "neoliberals" and "neo-Slavophiles." In some cases,
extremist elements capable of provocations are gaining the upper hand in the leader-
ship of these groups. Recently, the politicization of these grass-roots [samodeyatelny]
organizations on the basis of a pluralism that is far from socialist has been noted.
Frequently the leaders of these organizations talk about "power-sharing" on the ba-
sis of a "parliamentary regime," "free trade unions," "autonomous publishing
houses," etc. In my opinion, all this makes it possible to draw the conclusion that
the main and cardinal question in the debates now under way in the country is the
question of recognizing or not recognizing the leading role of the Party and the
working class in socialist construction, and hence in restructuring—needless to say,
with all the theoretical and practical conclusions for politics, the economy and ide-
ology that stem therefrom. . . .

Democratization: The September Revolution

Despite growing conservative opposition, Gorbachev was able to get the special
Nineteenth Party Conference of June 1988 (the first such meeting since 1941) to ap-
prove the democratization of the Soviet constitution, but the conservatives then delayed
implementation of these reforms. Gorbachev thereupon quietly prepared and executed
what amounted to a palace coup, cutting down the conservatives in the party leadership,
replacing the aging Andrei Gromyko with himself as titular chief of state, and setting in
motion the first nearly democratic elections since 1917.

a) The Party

A plenary session of the CPSU Central Committee was held on Sept. 30, 1988.
In light of the decisions of the 19th All-Union Party Conference, the plenary

FROM: Communique of the Central Committee, Pmvda, October 1 and 2, 1988 (English trans-
lation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XL: 39, October 26, 1988, pp. 1, 5).
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session examined the Politburo's proposals related to the reorganization of the
Party apparatus, as well as some personnel questions. M. S. Gorbachev, General
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, spoke at the plenary session.

Comrade M. S. Gorbachev reported that A. A. Gromyko has made a request to
the CPSU Central Committee that he be allowed to retire on pension. M. S. Gorba-
chev noted A. A. Gromyko's great services to the Communist Party and the Soviet
state and wished him well. (The speeches by M. S. Gorbachev and A. A. Gromyko
are published in today's press.)

The plenary session satisfied A. A. Gromyko's request and relieved him of his
duties as a member of the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee.

The plenary session adopted a decision on commissions of the CPSU Central
Committee for the basic areas of domestic and foreign policy. (The resolution on
this question is published in today's press.)

The plenary session elected V. A. Medvedev, now a Secretary of the CPSU Cen-
tral Committee, a member of the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee.

The plenary session elected V. M. Chebrikov, now a member of the Politburo of
the CPSU Central Committee, a Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee.

The plenary session elected A. V. Vlasov a candidate member of the Politburo of
the CPSU Central Committee.

The plenary session elected A. P. Biryukova and A. I. Lukyanov candidate
members of the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee, relieving them of their
duties as Secretaries of the CPSU Central Committee.

The plenary session relieved M. S. Solomentsev of his duties as a member of the
Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee and Chairman of the CPSU Central
Committee's Party Control Committee in connection with his retirement on
pension.

The plenary session relieved V. I. Dolgikh of his duties as a candidate member
of the Politburo and Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee in connection with
his retirement on pension.

The plenary session relieved P. N. Demichev of his duties as a candidate member
of the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee in connection with his retire-
ment on pension.

The plenary session relieved A. F. Dobrynin of his duties as Secretary of the
CPSU Central Committee in connection with his retirement on pension.

The plenary session confirmed B. K. Pugo as Chairman of the CPSU Central
Committee's Party Control Committee.

This concluded the work of the plenary session of the CPSU Central
Committee.

b) The Supreme Soviet

. . . We have a thoroughly worked-out strategy and a well-thought-out program
of restructuring, one gained through much suffering, I might say. It has been set
forth in the decisions of the 27th CPSU Congress and of the subsequent plenary
sessions of the Central Committee and, finally, in the decisions of the 19th Party

FROM: Gorbachev's speech to the Supreme Soviet, Pravda, October 2, 1988 (English translation
in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XL: 39, October 26, 1988, pp. $ — 6).
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Conference. Our goals and tasks have been set, and the basic guidelines for practi-
cal activity are clear. . . .

The time has come when we can expect nothing from further instructions from
above, when we must actively implement the adopted decisions everywhere: in every
collective, in every city and village. Here a very important role belongs to the so-
viets, as genuine bodies of people's rule.

How do I imagine this role in practical terms? How do I see it being imple-
mented today?

First of all, revive a Leninist spirit and style in the Soviets. Make them both
people's bodies and bodies of power, in the full sense of these words. Assertive,
energetic, businesslike defenders of the interests of citizens. Powerful engines of
the development of their villages, cities, districts, provinces and republics. . . .

In accordance with the decisions of the 19th Party Conference, the working out
of draft laws on changes in and additions to the Constitution and on the election
of USSR People's Deputies is nearing completion. In the near future, these draft
laws will be submitted for broad nationwide discussion, and then, in November,
we intend to present them to the Supreme Soviet for its consideration.

After these laws have been adopted, preparations will begin for elections to the
country's supreme body of power. The newly elected Congress of People's Depu-
ties will form a new structure of central state agencies. Then this work will be con-
ducted in the republics and at the local level. . . .

Democratization: The Congress of People's Deputies

The new Congress of People's Deputies, elected in March 1989, convened in May to
select the new Supreme Soviet out of its own membership, to confirm Gorbachev as
chief of state (chairman of the Supreme Soviet), and to discuss future reforms. Sparked
by independents like Andrei Sakharov (elected from the Academy of Sciences), this
experiment in guided parliamentary government immediately got out of hand, despite
Gorbachev's efforts to steer the proceedings, and the Soviet Union was treated to its
first public spectacle of debate on the fundamentals since the October Revolution. Im-
patient reformers in the Congress announced the formation of an "Interregional
Group," in effect an opposition party, while Gorbachev defended gradual reform within
the context of socialism.

[First Day]
Presiding Officer: . . . Comrades! In accordance with Art. n o of the USSR

Constitution, I declare the first meeting of the Congress of People's Deputies of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics open. (Applause.)

On the rostrum is USSR People's Deputy V. F. Tolpezhnikov, manager of con-
sultation office No. 1 of the N. Burdenko Riga City Emergency Medical Assistance
Clinical Hospital (Proletarian National-Territorial Election District, Latvian Re-
public). Before we begin our meeting, I ask that we honor the memory of those
who died in Tbilisi. (All stand for a minute of silence.) Thank you.

I submit a deputy's inquiry: On instructions from my constituents, I demand

FROM: The Congress of USSR People's Deputies, verbatim report, Izvestiya, May 26 and June
11, 1989 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLL21, 34, June 21, 1989, pp.
5-6, 18-19, and September 20, 1989, pp. 22-25).
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that it be announced publicly and right now, at the Congress of USSR People's
Deputies, who gave the order for the beating of peaceful demonstrators in the city
of Tbilisi on April 9, 1989, and for the use of toxic substances against them, and I
demand that the name of these toxic substances be announced. (Applause) . . .

M. S. Gorbachev (Deputy from the Communist Party of the Soviet Union):
. . . Allow me, on behalf of the Presidium of the Congress, to thank you for the
trust you have shown. (Applause.) We will try to work in complete contact—I am
sure that all the members of the Presidium will support me in this—with the Con-
gress in order to successfully steer this ship to its projected goals. . . .

A. D. Sakharov: . . . The voters, the people, elected us and sent us to this Con-
gress so that we would assume responsibility for the fate of the country, for the
problems that now face it and for the future of its development. Therefore, our
Congress cannot begin with elections. That would turn it into a congress of elec-
tors. Our Congress cannot give legislative power to only one-fifth of its members.
The fact that rotation has been provided for doesn't change anything, especially
since in a hurry, evidently, the rotation was arranged so that only 36%—I am bas-
ing this figure on the Constitution—only 36% of the Deputies have a chance to
end up in the Supreme Soviet. . . .

The second fundamental question that faces us: This is the question of whether
we can, or whether we have the right to, elect the head of state—the Chairman of
the USSR Supreme Soviet—before discussion, before debate on a whole range of
political questions that determine the fate of our country and that we must exam-
ine. There is always a sequence: first discussion, first the candidates' presentation of
their platforms, and then elections. We will disgrace ourselves before all our
people—this is my deep conviction—if we act otherwise. We cannot do this.
(Applause) . . .

G. E. Burbulis*, Deputy Director of the USSR Ministry of Nonferrous Metal-
lurgy's All-Union Institute for the Advanced Training of Specialists, Sverdlovsk
(Lenin Territorial Election District): . . . For a long time—i.e., for decades—we,
the Party, kept people outside of politics—i.e., we had a system of ways and means
of doing so. Four years have gone by. . . . Our voters, our working people have
become politicians. I support the proposal made here by my colleague Vitaly Bir-
yukov, the Deputy from Serov, and I present my constituents' mandate to the Con-
gress: to recommend Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin for the post of Chairman of the
USSR Supreme Soviet. (Applause.) . . . [Yeltsin withdraws.]

V. I. Vorotnikov: . . . Are there any other candidates to be put on the ballot?
No? Fine.

[By secret ballot, Gorbachev is elected Chairman of the Supreme Soviet with
2,123 v o t e s (°f a t o t a l 2,210) in favor and 87 opposed.]

[Twelfth Day]
V. A. Shapovalenko, laboratory head . . . (Orenburg Urban Election District,

Orenburg Province): . . . It seems to us that we have not succeeded at the Con-
gress in creating a mechanism for identifying different viewpoints, comparing them
and bringing them closer together. Many key problems in the life of the country
either have not been considered or have been discussed only fleetingly. A good

*Burbulis: professor of "scientific communism," Yeltsin's chief assistant in the Russian gov-
ernment after August 1991—Ed.
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many valuable proposals have been ignored or rejected without sufficient
reason. . . .

Desiring to establish close contacts and mutual understanding among deputies
from various regions of the country and striving to create favorable conditions for
a dialogue and compromise agreements, we announce the creation of an inter-
regional group of People's Deputies. The group's main goal is to begin prepara-
tions for the next Congress, in the autumn of 1989, and to begin working out
proposals and draft documents. . . .

M. S. Gorbachev: . . . Deputy Andrei Dmitriyevich Sakharov is asking insis-
tently that he be given the floor. (Noise in the hall.) . . .

Comrades, let's decide. Should we give him the floor? (Noise in the hall.) Just a
minute. It seems to me that we should ask Andrei Dmitriyevich to be brief and to
say what he has to say in 5 minutes. (Noise in the hall.) Just a minute,
comrades. . . .

[The Congress votes, with a "clear minority" opposed, to give Sakharov the
floor for 5 minutes.]

A. D. Sakharov: . . . I have not spoken about anything in conceptual terms. I
should say that my position is still somewhat exceptional; I realize this, and I feel a
sense of responsibility. Therefore, I will say what I intended to say. . . .

The Congress has not fulfilled its main task—establishing power, a system of
power, that will ensure the accomplishment of other tasks—economic tasks, social
tasks, the tasks of overcoming the ecological madness. The Congress elected the
Chairman of the USSR Supreme Soviet on the very first day, without a broad polit-
ical debate and without even a symbolic alternative candidate. In my opinion, the
Congress made a serious mistake, significantly lessening its opportunities to influ-
ence the formation of the country's policies and thereby doing a disservice to the
elected Chairman. According to the Constitution now in effect, the Chairman of
the USSR Supreme Soviet possesses absolute personal power, which for all practi-
cal purposes is not restricted in any way. . . . I have the greatest respect for Mik-
hail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, but this is not a personal question, it is a political
question. Some day someone else will be holding this post. . . . The same thing
was repeated in the elections to the Supreme Soviet. In the majority of the delega-
tions there were simply appointments, and then there was a pro forma confirma-
tion by the Congress of people many of whom are not prepared for legislative
activity. Members of the Supreme Soviet are supposed to leave their former jobs;
"as a rule" is deliberately vague wording under which more than 50% of the Su-
preme Soviet turns out to be window dressing. As one might fear, such a Supreme
Soviet will be simply a screen for the real power of the Chairman of the Supreme
Soviet and the Party-state apparatus.

In conditions of an impending economic catastrophe and the tragic exacerba-
tion of relations between nationalities, some powerful, dangerous processes are tak-
ing place in the country, one of the manifestations of which is a general crisis of
the people's confidence in the country's leadership. If we swim with the current,
lulling ourselves with the hope of gradual changes for the better in the distant fu-
ture, the growing tension could blow up our society, with very tragic conse-
quences. . . .

M. S. Gorbachev: It's time to finish up, Andrei Dmitriyevich. . . .
That's all, Comrade Sakharov. Comrade Sakharov, do you respect the Con-

gress? Good. That's all.
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A. D. Sakharov: (Inaudible.)
M. S. Gorbachev: That's all! (A bell rings.)
A. D. Sakharov: (Inaudible.)
M. S. Gorbachev: I'm asking you to stop, I'm asking you to finish. That's all!

Take your speech, please! (Applause.)
I ask you to sit down. Turn on the third microphone. . . .

[Gorbachev's Concluding Remarks]
. . . I am convinced that this Congress is taking us to a new stage in the devel-

opment of democracy and glasnost, and of restructuring itself. . . .
We are all living witnesses to and participants in the free comparison of opin-

ions and viewpoints on processes taking place in society and on its past, present
and future that is under way in the atmosphere of the Congress. . . .

It is in this atmosphere that the principle of the pluralism of opinions is being
realized. This bespeaks the great potential of our political system and our social
system. I considered it necessary to emphasize this, since some people are trying to
palm off on us the idea of constructive opposition, of political pluralism. It seems
to me that the Congress and all of its work provide a convincing argument that a
very broad comparison of views, dissent, the working out of agreed-upon decisions
based on different viewpoints and the finding of compromises on all questions af-
fecting the fate of the country and all of our peoples are possible within the frame-
work of the Soviet political system, along lines of democratization and glas-
nost. . . .

. . . We will not make progress and will not be able to achieve the goals that
have been set if we do not carry out a fundamental restructuring of socialist prop-
erty relations.

We need a restructuring under which the individual and the labor collective will
in fact be put in the position of master of production, with all the profound, se-
rious consequences stemming therefrom. (Applause.) Without this, comrades, we
will resolve nothing. . . .

I would support the views that deputies have expressed here concerning the re-
vival of the truly public nature of state property, uniting it with the individual and
the collective through socialist leasing, in the broadest sense of the term. In other
words, the question is this: Society, while remaining the owner of public property,
transfers the bulk of that property through various leasing arrangements to the
disposal of labor collectives and individual people, who accept full responsibility
for its use, bear certain economic obligations to the state and conduct their eco-
nomic operations independently, both at their own expense and with the help of
credits. On the basis of the results of their economic activity, they form their in-
come, acting as independent commodity producers on the socialist market.
(Applause.) . . .

The inexhaustible wealth contained in the idea of socialism [is] wealth that can be
brought to light only through a variety of practical solutions united by humanistic
ideas of serving man. I believe in the unlimited possibilities of socialism. I think we
must look for answers to the questions put before us by contemporary life within
the framework of our own system, along the lines of democratization and glasnost
and a wide-ranging discussion of all existing problems. (Applause.) . . .

In the very first days here, quite a few sharp, scathing words were addressed to
the apparatus. I do not want to come to the defense of bureaucratism, inflated
staffs or negligent and incompetent personnel. Moreover, I think that we are not
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showing the proper determination in combating bureaucratism and that we are too
slow in resolving personnel questions dictated by restructuring itself. (Applause.)
But I am convinced that the breakup of the command-administrative system must
not be equated with a struggle against the apparatus. Overcoming bureaucratism
will bring us no success if we limit ourselves to a campaign directed against the ap-
paratus in general. Without a skilled, competent and smoothly operating admin-
istrative apparatus at the center and at the local level, we will not achieve anything
worthwhile, comrades. Furthermore, even those who are criticizing the apparatus
as a whole are themselves, generally speaking, preparing to enter the new appara-
tus. (Applause.) I don't think there is anything surprising about this. Let's go ahead
and say that we need a new apparatus. I will agree with this. (Applause.)

Comrades! I will touch on one more question that worries us all—one that wor-
ries me, too. . . .

As a Communist, I categorically reject the hints that have been made here, albeit
not very clearly, that I am supposedly trying to concentrate all power in my hands.
This is alien to my views, to my philosophy and to my character. It was not for this
that a decisive swing toward a new policy was executed at the April plenary session,
it was not for this that the Party and the people have begun the difficult work of
democratization and glasnost, of the cleansing and renewal of our society and pub-
lic life.

As General Secretary and Chairman of the Supreme Soviet, I have no policy
other than restructuring, democratization and glasnost, and once again I tell the
Congress, the working people and the people at large that I am unshakably com-
mitted to this policy, since it is only on its basis that we will be able to consolidate
society and move forward. I see this as the meaning of my life and my work.
(Applause.)

Comrades! . . . As a Communist, I categorically reject the attacks on the Party.
(Applause.) . . .

Yes, the Party should restructure itself, just like society as a whole. As General
Secretary of the Central Committee, I would like to tell the deputies that the Po-
litburo intends to firmly implement the line of the 27th Congress and the 19th
Party Conference aimed at restructuring in society. . . . It is true that the Party
sometimes lags behind certain processes taking place in society. And if it wants to
be the political vanguard of society, to continue to perform this mission—and so-
ciety needs such a vanguard force, an exponent of programmatic goals—the Party
should restructure itself more quickly than society. (Stormy applause.)

Comrades! Some disquieting themes have been voiced here with reference to
the Central Committee and Politburo. I want to say that the Central Committee
takes the same position that I spoke of in describing the Politburo's position. I as-
sure you that there is no danger here of any coup or anything of that kind. I say
this firmly. (Applause). . . .

Yes, we are in a complicated situation, but we are not in gloom and darkness. I
want to say this flatly. We are not in gloom, we are not in darkness, as it may seem
to some people, even among those sitting in this hall. We have a clear policy. The
Party will be able to fulfill its historic mission of renewing socialism, working out
its policy and presenting it to society. . . .

Together, all of us will have to master the school of Soviet people's rule. I am
confident that we will master it.
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Allow me to express confidence that, through the united efforts and deeds of
every deputy, we will cope with the duties assigned to us by our people and by our
common fatherland. (Prolonged applause.)

Democratization: "Democratic Platform"

In January 1990 a meeting of reformist Communist groups formed an opposition
movement within the party and adopted an alternative program to speed up the transi-
tion to political pluralism.

We, Communists from 162 Party clubs and Party organizations in 102 cities
and 13 Union republics of the country who have united on a democratic platform,
actively support the radical changes in all spheres of the life of society that have
begun in our country at the initiative of progressive forces in the Party.

At the same time, we are seriously concerned about the fate of restructuring in
connection with the crisis situation both in society as a whole and in the Party
itself. . . .

The old model of the Party is no longer working. Moreover, as the experience
of several years of restructuring in our country and in a number of other countries
of Eastern Europe has shown, it cannot reform itself from above. Therefore, at the
present stage what is needed is not an improvement of existing Party structures and
relations but a fundamental democratic reform of the Party that presupposes a
changeover from the totalitarian model of the Party to an up-to-date democratic
model of a parliamentary-type Party within the framework of a multiparty system.

. . . We see two basic stages in the implementation of the Party reform, stages
filled with the following content:

Stage 1. The transfer of power from the monopoly-ruling Party to the Soviets
and the democratization of the Party.

The "March" revolution—the spring 1989 elections of USSR People's Depu-
ties—marked the beginning of this stage. Its content is a gradual restriction of the
Party's power functions. The Party renounces direct interference in economic,
social and spiritual life, narrows the sphere of its personnel policy, and focuses its
attention on ideological and political guidance. Supreme power shifts to the Con-
gress of People's Deputies and, at the local level, to the Soviets. . . .

It is necessary:
1. To revise the USSR Constitution (repeal Art. 6) and adopt a Law on Public

Organizations (or a Law on Political Parties) that would guarantee freedom to
create political parties and their equality and would define their political status.

2. To conduct an ideological reform, which should find concentrated expression
in a new Party Program.

We understand such a reform to include the following:
(a) rejection of a dogmatic interpretation of Marxism. The use of that part of

the Marxist legacy that has retained its importance in today's conditions. In the fu-
ture, the Party should make broad use of progressive achievements of human

FROM: "A Democratic Platform for the 28th CPSU Congress," adopted by a conference of
party clubs and party organizations, January 20-21, 1990; Pravda, March 3, 1990 (English trans-
lation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIL10, April 11, 1990, pp. 1-3).
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thought, rejecting approaches and patterns that impede the process of constant
renewal and creative quest;

(b) truthful acknowledgement of the enormous responsibility that the CPSU
bears for the results and consequences of the totalitarian regime in our country. A
complete and irrevocable condemnation of the model of state socialism that
brought our country to the profound crisis is necessary;

(c) scientific determination of the goal of the reforms that are under way, the fi-
nal elimination of the totalitarian regime, and a changeover to democratic socialism
based on the priority of universal human interests and values: the principles of de-
mocracy, humanism, pluralism, social justice, nonviolence, solidarity and tolerance
for other world views and social systems.

3. To conduct a reform of organizational structures and inner-Party relations on
the basis of new and democratic CPSU Statutes.

The goal of the reform is the replacement of the principle of democratic central-
ism by basic democratic principles (elective offices, glasnost, succession in office,
and the subordination of the minority to the majority, with statutory guarantees
providqd for protection of the minority's rights) and the complete rejection of the
nomenklatura system,

To this end, we propose . . . to return to freedom for factions, groupings and
ideological trends, repealing the resolution of the 10th Congress of the Russian
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) "On Party Unity." . . .

Stage 1. The transformation of the CPSU into a parliamentary party that oper-
ates in a multiparty system and in a parliamentary state based on the rule of
law. . . .

At this stage, a final organizational demarcation between the radicals and the
conservatives in the Party takes place. The various ideological trends, platforms and
factions that came into being during the previous stage can become the foundation
for the emergence of several political parties offering various models of socialism
and ways to achieve them. . . .

Democratization: The Presidency and the
End of the Communist Monopoly

Prodded by Gorbachev to accept the necessity of political pluralism and a state
under the rule of law, the Central Committee of the Communist Party agreed in March
1990 to amend the Soviet Constitution and give up the "leading role" of the CPSU.
The Congress of People's Deputies quickly ratified the change, at the same time that it
strengthened Gorbachev's presidency, against bitter criticism.

a) The 1990 Amendments

With a view to ensuring the further development of the profound political and
economic transformations that are being carried out in the country, strengthening
the constitutional system and the rights, liberties and security of citizens and im-

FROM: Law of the USSR on Establishing the Post of President of the USSR and Making
Changes in and Additions to the USSR Constitution (Basic Law), Pravda and Izvestiya, March 16,
1990 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLII: 14, May 9, 1990, p. 20).
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proving interaction among the USSR's supreme bodies of state power and admin-
istration, the Congress of USSR People's Deputies resolves:

I. To institute the post of President of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
To establish that instituting the post of President of the USSR does not change

the legal position of or entail any limitation on the jurisdiction of the Union and
autonomous republics as codified in the Union- and autonomous-republic Consti-
tutions and the USSR Constitution.

II. To make the following changes in and additions to the USSR Constitution
(Basic Law):

1. To delete from the preamble the words "The leading role of the Communist
Party—the vanguard of all the people—has grown."

2. To set forth Arts. 6, 7, . . . as follows:
"Art. 6.—The Communist Party of the Soviet Union and other political parties,

as well as trade union, young people's and other public organizations and mass
movements, through their representatives elected to Soviets of People's Deputies
and in other forms, participate in the working out of the policy of the Soviet state
and in the administration of state and public affairs.

"Art. 7.—All political parties, public organizations and mass movements, in per-
forming the functions stipulated in their programs and statutes, operate within the
framework of the Constitution and Soviet laws.

"The creation and activity of political parties, organizations and movements hav-
ing the goal of a forcible change in the Soviet constitutional system and in the in-
tegrity of the socialist state, undermining its security, or of the kindling of social,
national or religious discord, are not permitted."

b) Debate at the Congress

Yu. N. Afanasyev, Rector of the Moscow State Historical Archives Institute
(Noginsk Territorial Election District, Moscow Province): . . . We are deciding
the question of our society's political system. This is a very complex question in
and of itself, but we are deciding it in an extremely difficult situation that is bur-
dened, to our great regret, with a great many human victims. This alone makes all
of us be truly thoughtful and responsible. But there is also the question—this too,
apparently, must also be talked about candidly—of legitimating the extraordinary
power of a certain person: at this time, Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev.

Is this power needed, do all of us need this? Does restructuring need this, and
do all the citizens of the Soviet Union? Does the initiator of restructuring himself
need this? . . .

We believe that the Law on Establishing the Post of President of the USSR can
be put into effect only if and when it is built into the integral, uniform, organic
text of a new and democratic Constitution. Outside such an integral constitutional
context, presidential power is a dangerous unknown that aggravates our difficul-
ties, anxieties and apprehensions many times over. . . .

. . . Many People's Deputies from the interregional group think and are con-
vinced that the policy pursued by the country's leadership under the guidance of

FROM: Extraordinary Third Congress of USSR People's Deputies, Verbatim Report, Izvestiya,
March 14, 1990 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLILi 1, April 18, 1990,
PP-4-5)-
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Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev has been mistaken and dangerous recently. This is
the reason for the tense situation in the country. That is to say, power is truly para-
lyzed, and there truly is a situation that cannot be tolerated any longer. But what is
the reason? The reason is not the authorities' lack of strength but the lack of trust
in them. Fear has vanished from society recently, but trust in the current leadership
has vanished along with the fear. . . .

To this day, not one of us has the courage to look the truth in the eye. . . .
From my viewpoint, looking the truth in the eye means above all renouncing the

Communist idea, which has outlived its time. We must admit that the path we have
traveled for 70 years has led to an impasse. And we must draw from this appropri-
ate conclusions on rebuilding the foundations of our life structure. This is by no
means an admission of the need or desirability of a return to capitalism (some peo-
ple are charging us with making such assessments). Nothing of the sort! And it
also doesn't mean that we should paint a new image of a bright future and strive
toward that future; we've already been through all that. . . .

V. A. Medvedev, Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee (from the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union): . . . The simultaneous discussion at our Con-
gress of two questions—introducing a presidency and changing Arts. 6 and 7 of
the Constitution—is by no means a chance coincidence. There is a deep and very
close tie between them. On the one hand, unless a strong and legally capable presi-
dential power is created, the Party's renunciation of its current functions may lead
to anarchy and is fraught with unpredictable consequences, and this cannot be al-
lowed. On the other hand, all decisions having to do with the President's power
lose their point if the Basic Law retains the provision on the leading role of the
CPSU. Our approach to political reform is based on the premise that in a state
based on the rule of law the Party cannot exist in its former form, as the core of the
administrative structure. . . .

But one cannot agree with the assertion that soon there will be nothing at all for
the Party to do, that it should all but eliminate itself or restrict itself only to high-
level parliamentary activity. Like any political party, the CPSU will offer the people
a scientifically substantiated program of social development. Like any political
party, the CPSU will seek the people's support through its strategic aims and goals.
Like any political party, the CPSU will struggle to establish its role as the ruling
party in a situation in which opinions and positions are compared, and it will seek
to elect its supporters to state agencies. Like any political party, the CPSU will
strive to ensure the implementation of its program.

At present, a good many conjectures of various sorts are being circulated con-
cerning certain maneuvers by the Party aimed at preserving its former administra-
tive-command status. However, the transfer of power from the Party to the state is
not a tactical maneuver but the basic line of the CPSU leadership. . . .

Democratization: Yeltsin and the Russian Republic

Boris Yeltsin was a member of Gorbachev's reform team and a candidate member of
the Politburo until his attack on the slowness of perestroika led to his disgrace and de-
motion in 1987. In 1989, however, he won a seat in the Congress of People's Deputies
and in the Supreme Soviet, and in 1990, reiterating the criticisms of the "Democratic
Platform," he campaigned successfully for the chairmanship of the new, democratically
elected Russian Supreme Soviet.
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a) Yeltsin on Pluralism

Comrades! Today the Party is on the brink of a crisis to which it has been
brought by, among others, the current membership of the Central Committee—
through its frequent adherence to dogmas, its sluggishness and indecisiveness in
democratizing the Party, and its reluctance to restructure itself. The Party's long
monopoly on power has turned it into a bureaucratic structure that has brought
the country to an extreme state and the people, tens of millions of them, to poverty.
It must answer for this. . . .

On the basis of my personal position, as well as the declaration of the All-Union
Conference of Party Clubs and Party Organizations, which was held in January, I
will voice a number of considerations.

First. We must renounce the principle of democratic centralism and replace it
with general democratic principles that ensure genuine pluralism in the Party and
guarantees of minority rights, of the freedom of Party members and citizens of the
country to hold opinions and defend their positions, and of the individual's politi-
cal rights and liberties.

Second. We must abandon the apparatus as an instrument of power and shift to
democratic principles of self-government in the Party by elective bodies and coun-
cils of secretaries of primary Party organizations.

Third. We must switch from being a Party that upholds a one-Party system to a
Party that permits multiple parties and is ready to act with others on the basis of a
law on parties and public organizations. The supreme body is the Congress of
People's Deputies, and the CPSU is legislatively accountable to it, as are the other
parties.

Fourth. We must renounce the principle of formal unanimity and acknowledge a
diversity of positions, trends and platforms and the independence of factions,
which are to be represented at congresses and in the Party's elective bodies in pro-
portion to their numbers.

Fifth. It must be clearly stated that the CPSU Central Committee itself, by way
of legislative initiative, renounces Art. 6 of the USSR Constitution. . . .

b) Izvestia on Yeltsin's Victory

So, two days ago the Russian Supreme Soviet finally acquired a Chairman. . . .
In the end, the fate of the highest state post in the Union's biggest republic was

decided by the votes of only four deputies. This very result, I'm afraid, programs a
difficult future for the Russian parliament and promises an acute struggle, which
will inevitably unfold at its meetings when almost any important question is being
discussed.

This makes it all the more important, it seems to me, to understand: What was
shown and proved by the results of the election at the Congress, which brought
victory to Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin? Incidentally, the "Democratic Russia" bloc,

FROM: B. N. Yeltsin, Speech at the plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU, February 5,
1990; Pravda, February 6, 1990 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIL6,
March 14, 1990, p. 7.

FROM: Pavel Gutiontov, "Political Diary: After the Election," Izvestiya, May 31, 1990 (English
translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIL21, June 27, 1990, p. 7).
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which nominated Yeltsin as its candidate, is a clear minority at the Congress, ac-
counting for barely one-fourth of the corps of deputies.

Above all, the voting results clearly showed that the process of the democratiza-
tion of society is steadily gathering momentum. Moreover, the Congress reflected
the mood in society, which is shaken by crisis phenomena and is disappointed with
the inconsistency of the reforms and, as a consequence of this inconsistency, a lack
of any real results. The credit of trust invested in those who, at this Congress too,
proposed "waiting a little longer" is running low. You tried and it didn't work, so
let others try, maybe things will work out for them—these ideas are being voiced
more and more insistently among the masses. . . .

Marxism Rejected: Tsipko, "The Roots of Stalinism"

Glasnost released a rush of independent critical argument about the fundamentals of
the Soviet regime. One of the most probing critiques was a series of essays published in
1988-89 by the political scientist Alexander Tsipko.

. . . Stalin didn't just create his kingdom and strengthen his own one-man rule.
He transformed the social structure of society and people's everyday life; he built
socialism in accordance with prescriptive theories and attempted, as best he could,
to speed Russia's progress toward communism that was begun in October 1917.

Why kid oneself, why mythologize Stalin and his works? Both he and his works
were the progeny of a revolutionary movement that began long before Stalin as-
sumed power. In the beginning there was the word. Therefore, we are simply
obliged to relate that word, i.e., scientific communism, to Stalin's own ideas of a
collectivist society and then, finally, measure what he accomplished against the way
that Marx, Engels and Lenin conceived of socialism. . . .

. . . Once we are truly convinced that socialism is above all our choice, once we
choose to improve our society, and once we dream of a democratic, humane social-
ism, then, in analyzing the past, we must doubtless begin, nevertheless, at the
beginning—with the word, the blueprint, with our theoretical principles. For so-
cialism is precisely that historically unique society that is consciously built, on the
basis of a theoretical plan. And it is already clear that the defects in the structure
are not just due to Stalin's departures from the original blueprint for socialism (it
would be more correct to speak of his distortions of Marxism's values and under-
standing of the goals and sense of social transformations), but that they also repre-
sent departures of theoretical thinking from life, its inability to fully anticipate the
future.

For example, it is common practice today to criticize the deformed, barracks-
style, socialism built in the 1930s. But that criticism diligently sidesteps the struc-
tural reasons for our barracks-style approach. And it avoids the central questions:
Can a nonbarracks-type, democratic socialism be built on a noncommodity, non-
market foundation? That question is central not only for those who are thinking
about the future but also for those seeking to understand the past. Why is it that in

FROM: Alexander Tsipko, "The Roots of Stalinism," Nauka iZhizn, November 1988-February
1989 (condensed English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Vress, XLI, 10, pp. 1-5; 11, pp.
13-15; 12, pp. 21, 22, 31; 13, p. 15).
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all cases without exception and in all countries, including Khomeini's present-day
Iran, efforts to combat the market and commodity-money relations have always led
to authoritarianism, to encroachments on the rights and dignity of the individual,
and to an all-powerful administration and bureaucratic apparatus?

Marx never saw that difficult question, since he lacked appropriate historical
experience. Lenin sensed it at the end of his life. . . .

. . . We have no right to go on sacrificing the interests of our state, people and
descendants to maintain the illusion that the working class, as L. Kamenev asserted,
"cannot make a mistake." Today, we often say that history gives us precious little
time to correct our mistakes, but why, in that situation, can't we find the courage
to clarify the main mistakes and tell ourselves the main truth? I believe that this
progress toward the main truth must begin with an admission of the by no means
frightful, already well-known truth that, on the whole, Stalin's thinking and his
idea of socialism were typical for Marxists of that time. At the very least, we need
to screw up our courage the way we did 30 years ago, after the 20th Party Con-
gress, and begin seriously studying the philosophical and social ideas and thought
patterns that the political and economic practices of the 1930s and late 1920s were
based upon. Today it is somehow difficult even to speak of the fact that Stalin, as
an individual, was formed in a Marxist milieu, that he assimilated the legacy of the
classics* as best he could, within the limitations of his abilities, and that, on the
whole, he never overstepped the bounds of Marxism's basic truths in his articles
and speeches. . . .

. . . The conviction that one knows the truth better than others can be used to
justify violence, particularly in extreme political circumstances. By exalting theoreti-
cal consciousness and the consciousness of the revolutionary vanguard, the Marx-
ists of those times unwittingly exalted the power of the leaders and of those who
spoke on behalf of the laws of history. In the context of an uncritical attitude to-
ward everything that acts in the name of Marxism and of the laws of social develop-
ment, there was a sharply increased danger of subjectivism and arbitrariness where
there was a perceived discrepancy with the theoretical forecasts of the future, and a
sharply increased danger of political tyranny.

Stalin believed firmly in the existence of objective, insurmountable laws of the
development of history, in the inevitable and imminent collapse of capitalism, and
in the achievability of the communist future as predicted in the classical works.
Stalin was a mortal enemy of all private property and a convinced atheist who held
all of Christianity's moral values in absolute contempt.

Incidentally, where religion, private property and the peasantry are concerned,
there is a fundamental difference between traditional Russian conservatism and our
present-day anti re structuring conservatism that rejects radical economic reform and
glasnost. Therefore, those who view Stalinism as a rebirth of the Russian patriar-
chal tradition can hardly be correct. . . .

We have a right—more than that, we have an obligation—to ask which things in
Marxist theory have proven out, and what we intend to follow. What part of his
teachings were true only for that era, the 19th century? And in what things were
Marx and Engels mistaken?

We must not fear all these questions, and we must not forget that a sound atti-
tude of this sort toward scientific socialism is a legacy that the classical Marxists
themselves left to us, its Communist successors. They considered themselves scien-
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tists, and nothing more. We are the ones who transformed them into prophets who
could see centuries into the future.

The theory of communist society created in the mid-19th century cannot remain
absolutely unchanged at the end of the 20th. The former conviction that everything
written by Marx is truth of the highest order is hardly useful today. Imagine what
will become of our country if we undertake yet another attempt—the third such at-
tempt (following War Communism and Stalin's attack on the market)—to build
our economy on Marx's model, i.e., on the basis of direct exchange of products
and absolute directive-type planning from above.

Clinging to a faith when there is no firm ground and the earth is shifting under
one's feet is a sign of infantility today, a sign of spiritual and intellectual immatur-
ity. Naturally, it is simpler to believe, dream and hate than to think, doubt and ana-
lyze. And it is not as difficult to abandon the dogmatic illusion as it is to part with
the style of thinking that has grown out of it. . . .

It is impossible to create a state ruled by law while maintaining the old convic-
tion that there are classes and people who cannot understand their true interests by
themselves, with their own minds, and who have to be taken by the ear and
dragged to happiness. And in general, nothing sensible can be created while cling-
ing to the old conviction that humanity achieves happiness only by destroying the
old. The idea of a state ruled by law is also a legacy of bourgeois culture. Freedom
of conscience was also born of that system. . . .

. . . In the eighth decade of real socialism's history, we simply have no right to
limit ourselves to condemning Stalinism as a set of practices, without examining
Stalinism as a set of ideas. That would mean criticizing the 1930s from the ideo-
logical positions and narrow view of socialism that were typical of the Party leaders
engaged in the power struggle following Lenin's death, all of whom were guilty of
vulgar sociologizing and equated progress with increasing uniformity and eliminat-
ing all spontaneity from the economy and from human life itself, and all of whom
(with the exception of Bukharin) were guilty of underestimating the richness and
complexity of human life. . . .

To this must be added Stalin's contempt for the past, and particularly his view
of the need to jettison bourgeois culture. A lot has been written on this score, and
I would simply add that the idea and policy of "jettisoning" bourgeois culture gave
rise to a passion for forbidding things that has endured to this day, and helped to
spawn the very persistent illusion that barring "the impure" and destroying the
remnants of the old culture are creative acts as well, and are therefore a very useful
and even great work.

This negative attitude toward the past was an invariable accompaniment to Stal-
inism's conviction that pure socialism is possible; that history progresses toward an
ideal, noncontradictory state, where nothing remains of the old life's vile aspects
and man is pure in body and soul. But in fact, belief in the idea of a pure human
being worked out badly for our people. . . .

I would risk asserting that in the late 1920s and early 1930s, Stalin was closer in
spirit to the majority of the Party aktiv and the majority of the new Soviet intelli-
gentsia than Lenin, who had called on people to study, engage in trade, and work
at a profit. After all, at the end of his life, Vladimir Ilyich renounced naive belief in
a pure socialism, which came as a great disappointment to most of the Party's
theoreticians. He condemned the desire for total newness without so much as a
trace of the old.
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Stalin, on the contrary, would hear of no compromises. He called for a fierce
class struggle, a fight to the finish, a struggle according to the principle of "who
bests whom?" . . .

Here in Russia, the attraction to what exists and the resistance to the romantic
dream has never been as great as they are among peoples that have gone through
the training in realism and sobriety that exists under capitalism. This lack of re-
straint against maximalism and extremism was part of what Lenin meant by the
"Asiatic" character of Russia: He spoke of the country as being on the border be-
tween the countries of the civilized world and the countries of the Orient. That in-
termediate stage left us open to the West's most radical ideas, but without the
conditions for assessing them objectively. . . .

For the classics of Marxism, the ideal was very firmly rooted in the earth, and
the future tightly tied to the present. And communism for them was not an ideal
and not a state of being, but a movement that destroys the intolerable situation of
the proletariat. The building of socialism and a visible improvement in the material
conditions of peoples lives are indissolubly linked. Real humanism imposed limits
and conditions on what we now call the class approach.

Russia, as we have already said, lacked sufficient counterweights to leftist radi-
calism, to the desire to live in a fantasy world where human thought and human
will know no limits, in a world where fable would become reality. What the Slavo-
philes considered to be our national virtue proved to be our misfortune. As a coun-
try, we were seriously misled by the antibourgeois and antipositivist views of the
Russian intelligentsia. As distinct from people doing mental work in other coun-
tries, the vast majority of them had no roots in popular life, had not assimilated the
rudiments of economic thought, and had not achieved a real degree of profession-
alism; and therefore they were ill-prepared from the very start to create a more
rational economy than that of capitalism.

Of course, the romanticism, the flights of fantasy and the maximalism of the
Russian revolutionary intelligentsia also found their use at crucial moments in our
history. There would have been no October without such dreamers, as Lenin said.
But our tragedy lay in the fact that the majority of these people, while mentally
prepared to work the wonders of a revolution, lacked a sufficient understanding of
its creative and economic goals, and lacked sufficient skill in creative thinking. They
were not accustomed to thinking about the economic consequences of the trans-
formations that they were carrying out and did not always consider the things that
were of concern to common mortals. Lenin's effort to tie the dream of socialism
more closely to the everyday concerns of the working people proved unenduring in
the Russian social-democratic milieu.

I believe that had it not been for the Russian intelligentsia's traditional contempt
for daily life and for what we to this day contemptuously call "the ordinariness of
everyday life," Stalin would not have succeeded in convincing the Party of the need
to close down the NEP and of the possibility of building socialism on an empty
belly, without everyday comforts of any sort. . . .

. . . Is there anything surprising in the fact that precisely our country was des-
tined to show the greatest obstinacy in pursuing the ideals of pure socialism, and
that the struggle for power was ultimately won not by Bukharin, who taught real-
ism and compassion for the poor Russian peasant in the 1920s, but by Stalin, who
urged people not to fear sacrifices. After all, everyone wanted the breakthrough to
something never before experienced, and everyone was prepared to sacrifice every-
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thing, including life itself, merely to attain the great miracle sooner—a pure social-
ist society and a pure human being. . . .

. . . Stalin could not abide the thought of the least reduction in "socialist" pur-
ity (i.e., the formal socialization of the means of production) or the least backtrack-
ing from the achieved progress toward classless uniformity in order to save starving
people and promote the country's economic progress.

Unfortunately—and this must be said in no uncertain terms—our Russian work-
ing class was unable to avoid the Christianization of Marxism. There were objec-
tive reasons for that, of course: the spiritual legacy of Nechayev and Bakunin's
"revolutionary's catechism," the psychology of the underground struggle and, final-
ly, the low level of education and knowledge of the great majority of the people
who chose the path of struggle.

What form did the Christianization take? It found expression not only in the
Utopian interpretation of Marxism but also in its conversion to a symbol of faith.
Marxism's creative search for the truth and its researcher's doubts—these subtleties
were of no concern to anyone. The interest was solely in the "result," the final con-
clusions, in Marxism's precise formulas, cast in bronze.

There is probably no need to prove that the workers and peasants, the partici-
pants first in the armed uprising and then in the Civil War, perceived communism
in a messianic and fatalistic way, similar to the way that Christians conceived of the
coming paradise as the kingdom of God on earth. . . .

. . . Isn't it abundantly clear that the notions of the mid-19th century concern-
ing a society of abundance where all limitations on consumption are removed is the
purest of Utopias, given the approaching environmental, energy and food crises?

Why are we afraid to tell the demagogues of the communist idea that they've
done enough hoodwinking and kept enough people from thinking and working?!
They can't go on forever blackmailing the Party and the people—after all, that's a
crime too. Why are we afraid to tell these people that they are simply parisitizing
on the society's political illiteracy and on what remains of the fear that has lodged
in people's hearts since Stalin's times, and that the ideal that they are trying to im-
pose on society is basically not an ideal?

The ideal of humanism, including the real humanism of Marx and Engels, was
and is the dignity of the free human being, the autonomy—and above all the spiri-
tual autonomy—of the individual, the right to one's own opinion, the right to err,
to freely choose one's occupation and place of residence, to associate as one chooses,
and to enjoy the culture of the past and the present; i.e., the right to everything that
we are regaining in the context of restructuring.

We need to learn to distinguish between revolutionary doctrine as a necessary
and justified form of resistance to violence, cruelty and exploitation, and ostenta-
tious revolutionary doctrine that derives from human ambition, a passion for the
new, or simply a desire to settle scores with a reality that has meant humiliation.

Excessive revolutionary fervor and leftist dogmatism that make revolution a goal
in and of itself actually increase violence and injustice. The policy of national self-
destruction that resulted from Stalin's extreme leftist experiments, and the Pol Pot
debacle that was born of students' radical leftist sentiment, led to nothing but de-
struction of the very bases of life. There was no constructive aspect to Stalin's do-
mestic social policy. . . .
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Economic Crisis: The "500 Days" Plan

After four years of political reform and promises of economic liberalization, the per-
formance of the Soviet economy began to deteriorate, as production declined and short-
ages spread. A series of economic reform proposals culminated in the "500 Days" plan
of August-September, 1990, presented to Gorbachev and Yeltsin by a group of econo-
mists led by Academician Stanislav Shatalin. They proposed to rescue the economy
through rapid de-control, de-centralization, and privatization. The plan lapsed when
Gorbachev abandoned it a month later, but it served as the basis of Yeltsin's reforms in
Russia after the collapse of the Union government in 1991.

This program could appear only under the conditions of restructuring, and it
lies entirely within the channel of the policy begun in 1985. M. S. Gorbachev and
B. N. Yeltsin were the initiators of its preparation. It can be carried out only with
their joint support.

As a result of many years of domination by a totalitarian social and political sys-
tem, our society has ended up in a state of deep crisis. The indecisiveness of the
government and the miscalculations it has made in economic policy have brought
the country to the brink of catastrophe. People's lives are becoming more and more
difficult, and hopes for a better future are being lost. The situation can be over-
come only by well-thought-out and energetic actions, supported by the people and
grounded in their solidarity and patriotism. . . .

The program's main distinguishing feature is that it is grounded in a fundamen-
tally new economic doctrine. Movement toward a market will be above all at the
expense of the state, not at the expense of ordinary people.

An essentially antipopular policy was pursued for a long period: a rich state with
a poor people. The state concentrated in its hands enormous resources, virtually
the entire ownership of means of production. Resources were spent thoughtlessly
on gigantic and inefficient projects, on building up military might and on foreign-
policy adventures with an ideological underpinning, although all this has long been
beyond our means.

The program sets the task of taking everything possible away from the state and
giving it to people. There is serious reason to believe that the return to the people
of a significant share of property and resources on various terms will ensure much
more efficient and thrifty use of this property and these resources and will make it
possible to avoid many negative phenomena in the process of changing over to a
market. It is necessary to resolutely reduce all state spending, including spending
on items concealed from society. . . .

No one is imposing a kind or type of activity on anyone; everyone is free to
choose for himself, gearing his choice to his desires and possibilities: whether to
become an entrepreneur, a hired employee in state structures or a manager in a
joint-stock enterprise, engage in individual enterprise, or become a member of a
cooperative. The reform grants citizens the right of economic self-determination,
establishing rules the observance of which will prevent certain entities (people,
groups of people, enterprises or geographic areas) from securing their own inter-

FROM: S. Shatalin et al., "Man, Freedom, and the Market" (outline of the program for chang-
ing over to the market), Izvestiya, September 4, 1990 (English translation in Current Digest of the
Soviet Press, XLII: 35, October 3, 1990, pp. 4 - 7 , 12).
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ests by infringing on the economic rights of others. It is freedom of choice that is
the basis of people's personal freedom, the foundation for disclosing the individu-
al's creative potential. These are still not the rules of the future market economy—
they will emerge in the course of the formation and development of this society.
The economic content of the proposed program is the changeover to a market, the
creation of the foundations of a society with a new economic system. . . .

The right to property is realized through destatization and privatization,
through the transfer of state property to citizens. It is in the return of property to
the people, first and foremost, that the social orientation of the economy is mani-
fested. This is not an act of revenge but the restoration of social justice, a form of
codifying a person's right to his share of the country's accumulated national wealth
and of the wealth that will be created in the future. Privatization—and special em-
phasis should be placed on this—is a form of distributing responsibility for the
condition and level of the development of society among all of its members who
desire to take on this responsibility. Privatization should be absolutely voluntary
and should not resemble collectivization in reverse.

Property in the hands of everyone—this is a guarantee of the stability of society,
an important condition for preventing social and national upheavals. A person who
has his own home and plot of land, which he can always transfer or leave to his
children, a person who owns stocks or other financial assets, has an objective stake
in the stability of society, in social and national concord. On the other hand, our
sad experience shows how dangerous for society, for its normal life and develop-
ment, is a person who has nothing to lose.

The program gives equal chances to everyone. However, this equality of chances
should not be perceived as a mirror image of wage-leveling. In order to prevent
privatization from turning into a means for the legal and excessive enrichment of
the few, the procedure itself should ensure participation in privatization by very
broad strata of the population: Virtually everyone, even if he has no substantial ini-
tial capital, should be able, if he so desires, to obtain his share of the national wealth.
Equality of opportunity will be ensured by a diversity of forms of privatization,
which will make it possible to lease property, to buy it on credit, to acquire it on a
joint-stock basis, etc. . . .

The reform is aimed at normalizing the condition of the consumer market
through liberalizing price formation. But during the transitional period this will be
done by forming commodity reserves, including through import deliveries, taking
into account the forthcoming stage-by-stage changeover to unrestricted prices for
many types of goods. An unrestricted exchange rate for buying and selling foreign
currency will be introduced, and a foreign-currency market will be developed. A
number of large banks will receive the right to trade in foreign currency at market
prices, and Soviet citizens will be permitted to keep foreign currency freely in
banks. . . .

. . . Without . . . structural reorganization it will be impossible in principle to
achieve any kind of significant growth in the standard of living. Of course, the
shutdown and reconfiguration of many production facilities will require temporary
layoffs and retraining for a large number of people. In this way, a new, more effi-
cient employment structure will be formed, and arduous and hazardous production
sectors and manual labor will be cut back. And the more highly skilled employees
at new, high-efficiency production facilities will earn more money.
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It is planned to reorganize job-placement services and introduce the payment of
benefits to those who for some reason are looking for new jobs. When people are
looking for jobs, with the active participation of state services, they may take part
in public works projects: in the building of roads or homes, first of all homes for
themselves. Those who so wish will be able to obtain a plot of land and till it.

There are plans to organize courses and programs for the retraining and re-
fresher training of workers and office employees and to form a system of volunteer-
manned public works projects. The critical nature of the employment problem will
be eased considerably by the creation of additional job slots at new production facil-
ities, in trade and in the service sphere, and by providing incentives for the develop-
ment of entrepreneurship and small enterprises.

The regulation of employment should ensure not the permanent assignment of
a worker to a specific job but the creation of conditions for continuous growth in
qualifications and occupational skills. It is the development of such a continuously
operating mechanism and its improvement in accordance with emerging problems
that will become the core of state employment policy.

. . . The economic freedom of enterprises consists in granting them the oppor-
tunity to operate in the interests of their employees, stockholder-owners and the
state and in accordance with market conditions, to independently determine the
volume and structure of their production, the volume of sales and prices for their
output, and to choose their partners. . . .

The main thesis in relations between the republics and the center is that no one
is to direct or give orders to anyone else. The entire program is based on respect
for the declarations of sovereignty adopted by the republics. It is impossible to
conduct the economic reform on the basis of directives from the center, no matter
how right they may be. The peoples will no longer put up with a situation in which
fundamental questions of their lives are resolved at the center, without their partic-
ipation. The program takes into account the rapid growth of national self-awareness,
and therefore the principal role in implementing the transformations is assigned to
the republic governments and local bodies of power. Power should be brought
closer to people.

In exercising their rights to economic sovereignty, the peoples will receive an
opportunity to dispose of the national wealth of their republics on their own, to
prevent the senseless wasting of resources, and to preserve the environment and
mineral wealth for coming generations. The republic governments now bear
responsibility for the development of the territories under their jurisdiction and,
accordingly, they are taking on a large part of the powers related to managing the
economy. . . .

Our society has the unconditional right to live better right now, not in the dis-
tant future, and the proposed program for the changeover to a market economy is
aimed at the fullest possible realization of this right.

Cracks in the Union

Democratization in the Soviet Union quickly released independence movements
among the non-Russian minorities. In the elections of early 1990, separatists took con-
trol in several Soviet republics and issued declarations of "sovereignty," in which they
were encouraged by Yeltsin's government of the Russian Republic when it did the same.
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Gorbachev tried to counter this centrifugal trend with a new liberalized treaty of union
among the republics, which was about to be signed when the coup of August 1991
intervened.

a) Declarations of Sovereignty

Lithuania

Act of the Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Lithuania: On Restoring the
Independence of the Lithuanian State. Expressing the will of the people, the
Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Lithuania resolves and solemnly proclaims that
the sovereign rights of the Lithuanian State, which were violated by a foreign
power in 1940, are restored and that henceforth Lithuania is again an independent
state.

The Lithuanian Council's Feb. 16, 1918, Act on Independence and the Constitu-
ent Seimas's May 15, 1920, Resolution on the Restoration of the Democratic Lith-
uanian State never lost legal force and are the constitutional foundation of the
Lithuanian State.

The territory of the Lithuanian State is integral and indivisible, and no other
state's constitution is in effect therein.

The Lithuanian State stresses its commitment to generally recognized principles
of international law, recognizes the inviolability of borders as codified in the Final
Act of the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, adopted
in 1975, and guarantees the rights of the individual, the citizen and national
communities.

With this act, the Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Lithuania, as the exponent
of sovereign will, begins the realization of full sovereignty for the State.

V. Landsbergis,
Chairman of the Supreme Soviet,

Republic of Lithuania.
L. Sabutis,

Secretary of the Supreme Soviet.
Vilnius, March 11, 1990.

To His Excellency Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, Chairman of the Supreme
Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. We, the Deputies to the Supreme
Soviet of the Republic of Lithuania, democratically elected by the freely expressed
will of the people of Lithuania, who have been striving for decades for the restora-
tion of our country's state independence, wish to inform you that on March 11,
1990, the Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Lithuania adopted a number of
legislative acts and political decisions establishing the restoration of the indepen-
dent Lithuanian state.

The texts of the documents are attached.
We express the hope that you personally and the leadership of the Soviet Union

as a whole will take an attitude of understanding and goodwill toward the decisions
we have adopted and that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will recognize
the restored independence of the Republic of Lithuania.

FROM: Sovetskaya Litva, March 13-14, 1990; Pravda, June 9, 1990 (English translations in
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIL10, April 11, 1990, pp. 7-8; 23, July 11, 1990, p. 13).
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We ask you to consider this appeal an official proposal to the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics to begin talks on the settlement of all questions related to
achieving the restoration of the independent Lithuanian state.

We hope that you will pay especially close attention to the safety of Lithuanian
young men now serving in the USSR Armed Forces.

We wish to maintain permanent good political and economic relations with the
USSR, and we hope that you will take the same position and show goodwill.

With sincere respect, (signed):
V. Landsbergis,

Chairman of the Supreme Soviet,
Republic of Lithuania.

Vilnius, March 12, 1990.

Russia

. . . On Friday [June 8] the deputies began discussing a draft Declaration on
the State Sovereignty of the Russian Federation. Considering it to be a document
of extraordinary importance, more than 400 People's Deputies have taken part in
discussion and polishing work during the days the Congress has been meeting,
presenting about 200 proposals to the editorial commission. Moreover, five other
alternative draft Declarations have been considered. In view of the fact that the
commission has done a thorough study, the deputies voted to adopt the document
it presented as a basis. Then the discussion began.

The debate was rather sharp, since this is the first time the republic parliament
has adopted such a Declaration, and therefore it has great sociopolitical resonance.
Although at one time the deputies had voted unanimously for the inclusion of this
question on the Congress's agenda, during the debate it became clear that many of
them had different understandings of the very word sovereignty. The most contro-
versial point in the Declaration proved to be the one on the supremacy of the Rus-
sian Republic Constitution and republic legislation over their Union counterparts.
Many deputies questioned this, since they feared a "chain reaction" of confronta-
tion with Union bodies of power and administration. The thought was insistently
voiced that the autonomous formations should possess the same guarantees of sov-
ereignty as the Russian Republic as a whole.

So many considerations were expressed—businesslike, well-argued and con-
structive ones—that the deputies decided to forward the document to the commis-
sion for further work and to return to its adoption next Wednesday. . . .

b) The Union Treaty

The sovereign states that are parties to the treaty,
expressing the will of their peoples for the renewal of the Union;
recognizing the right of nations and peoples to self-determination;
proceeding from the declarations of state sovereignty proclaimed by the

republics;
taking into account the closeness of their historical fates, striving to live in

friendship and concord, and ensuring equal cooperation;

FROM: Draft Treaty on the Union of Sovereign Republics, Pravda and Izvestiya, March 9, 1991
(English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIILi i, April 17, 1991, pp. 10-13).
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wishing to create conditions for the all-around development of every individual
and the provision of reliable guarantees of his or her rights and liberties;

showing concern for the material well-being and spiritual development of the
peoples, the mutual enrichment of national cultures, and the ensuring of general
security;

drawing lessons from the past and taking into consideration the changes in the
life of the country and throughout the world;

have decided to construct their relations in the USSR on new principles.

I. Basic Principles.

First. Each republic that is a party to the treaty is a sovereign state.
The USSR is a sovereign federal democratic state formed as a result of the volun-

tary association of equal republics and exercising state power within the bounds of
the powers it is endowed with by the parties to the treaty.

Second. The republics forming the Union retain the right to the independent
resolution of all questions of their development, and they guarantee to all peoples
living on their territories political rights and opportunities for social, economic
and cultural development. The republics will resolutely oppose racism, chauvinism,
nationalism and all attempts to limit the rights of peoples. The parties to the treaty
will proceed from a combination of universal human and national values.

Third. The republics recognize the priority of human rights, in accordance with
generally recognized norms of international law, as a highly important principle.
All citizens are guaranteed the possibility of the study and use of their native lan-
guage, unhindered access to information, freedom of religion, and other political,
social, economic and personal rights and liberties.

Fourth. The republics see the formation and development of a civil society as a
highly important condition for freedom and well-being. They will strive to satisfy
people's requirements on the basis of a free choice of the forms of ownership and
the methods of economic management and implementation of the principles of so-
cial justice and safeguards.

Fifth. The republics forming the Union possess full state power and will inde-
pendently determine their national-state and administrative-territorial structure and
system of bodies of power and administration. They recognize democracy based on
popular representation and direct expression of the peoples' will as a common fun-
damental principle, and they are striving to create a state based on the rule of law
that will serve as a guarantee against any tendencies toward authoritarianism and
high-handedness. . . .

The republics are full-fledged members of the international community. They
have a right to establish direct diplomatic, consular, trade and other ties with for-
eign states, to exchange authorized representatives with them, to conclude interna-
tional treaties, and to participate directly in the activity of international organiza-
tions that does not infringe on the interests of the parties to this treaty or their
common interests and does not violate the USSR's international commitments.

II. The Structure of the Union.

Art. 1. Membership in the USSR.—The republics' membership in the USSR is
voluntary. The republics that are parties to the treaty possess equal rights and have
equal duties. . . .
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The republics that are parties to the treaty have the right to freely secede from
the Union in accordance with procedures established by the parties to the treaty.

Art. 2. Citizenship.—A citizen of a republic that is part of the USSR is at the
same time a citizen of the USSR. . . .

Art. 9. The USSR Constitution.—The Union Treaty is the foundation of the
USSR Constitution.

The USSR Constitution is adopted by a Congress of representatives of the
states that are parties to the treaty.

The USSR Constitution must not be at variance with the Union Treaty.
Art. 10. . . . A republic has the right to protest a USSR law if it violates the

Union Treaty or is at variance with the republic's Constitution, or with republic
laws adopted within the bounds of the republic's powers. The USSR has the right
to protest republic laws if they violate the Union Treaty or are at variance with the
USSR Constitution, or with USSR laws adopted within the bounds of the USSR's
powers. In both cases, disputes are resolved through conciliatory procedures or
turned over to the USSR Constitutional Court.

III. Union Bodies. . . .

Art. 13. The President of the USSR—The President of the USSR is the head of
the Union state and wields supreme administrative and executive power.

The President of the USSR acts as the guarantor of observance of the Union
Treaty and the Constitution and laws of the USSR; he is Commander in Chief of
the USSR Armed Forces; he represents the Union in relations with foreign coun-
tries; and he monitors the fulfillment of the USSR's international commitments.

The President is elected by the citizens of the USSR on the basis of universal,
equal and direct suffrage and by secret ballot for a term of five years, and may serve
no more than two consecutive terms. A candidate who receives more than half of
the votes of the voters taking part in the election, in the Union as a whole and in a
majority of the republics, is considered elected. . . .

IV. Concluding Provisions.

Art. 20. The Official Language of the USSR—The parties to the treaty recog-
nize Russian as the official language of the USSR

Art. 21. The Capital of the USSR—The city of Moscow is the capital of the
USSR . . .

Art. 23. The Entry Into Effect of the Union Treaty. . . .
For the republics that sign the Union Treaty, the 1922 Treaty on the Formation

of the USSR is considered null and void as of the same date.
Relations between the Union and republics that do not sign the Union Treaty

are subject to regulation on the basis of existing USSR legislation and mutual
commitments and agreements.

The Communist Party of the Russian Republic

In June 1990 conservative Communists took advantage of the progress of democra-

FROM: Resolution on the Present Situation and the Top-priority Tasks of the Russian Republic
Communist Party, Pmvda, June 24, 1990 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press,
XLII: 25, July 25, 1990, pp. 9-10).



3 7 8 Perestroika and the End of Communism, 1985-1991

tization to proclaim a party organization for the Russian Republic, which in the past had
never had one distinct from the central party organization of the Union. They warned
against abandoning socialism and breaking up the Union.

We, the delegates to the Founding Congress of the Russian Federation's Com-
munists, assess the situation in the country and the Party as one of crisis that de-
mands immediate practical actions to achieve civil accord and to consolidate and
renew society. The reasons for the crisis are: the profound deformation of socialism
during the period of totalitarianism and stagnation; the objective difficulties of the
transitional period; and mistakes and miscalculations in conducting reforms once
restructuring had begun. The country is going through an extremely crucial, diffi-
cult and dangerous stage. A painful breaking of the old political and economic
structures is under way, and the creation of new ones is not keeping pace with the
process of dismantling the old ones; it is lagging behind the demands presented by
life and is not always conducted in a well-thought-out manner. Many problems that
built up over decades have not yet been solved. There is still danger of a return to
the command-bureaucratic system.

The contradictions in society are becoming deeper, and economic, political and
social tension is rising. The state of affairs in the economy and the consumer
market is getting worse, the positions and influence of the shadow economy are
growing stronger, and the standard of living of most of the population is falling.
The basics of morality are being eroded, discipline and law and order have been
greatly weakened, and crime is rising. Splits along ethnic, territorial and social lines
are deepening in society. A real threat to the state's internal security and the integ-
rity of the USSR has arisen. The people are tired of the instability in the
country. . . .

The crisis of trust in the CPSU, the institutions of power and the country's polit-
ical leadership is becoming more acute. Many Party organizations and structures,
which were supposed to be guarantors of society's stability and renewal, have in ac-
tual fact taken a passive position, have not worked out a clear-cut ideological line,
and are not holding a proper dialogue with the masses and with new parties, public
organizations and movements. The Party has lagged behind the dynamic processes
of restructuring in society, which it itself initiated. Implementation of the decisions
of the 19th Party Conference on restructuring in the CPSU has been dragged out
unjustifiably. This is one of the reasons for the drop in the Party's prestige. The sit-
uation is exacerbated by the fact that attempts are being made, under the banner of
democratization or defense of the "true" principles of socialism and national renew-
al, to split the Party from within.

The CPSU bears political and moral responsibility for the present state of so-
ciety. The Party must completely carry through the process of cleansing itself of
corrupt elements, favoritism and nepotism, and of eliminating privileges. It must
determine the degree of personal responsibility that members of the Central
Committee and the Politburo and other high Communist officials bear for the
mistakes that have been made. At the same time, the congress resolutely rejects at-
tempts to cast aspersions on those who have labored honestly and conscientiously
and defended their fatherland, and those who have recognized the need for restruc-
turing and have taken a decisive step toward renewal.

We, the Communists of the Russian Republic, have no doubts about the cor-
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rectness of the socialist choice that the peoples of Russia made in October 1917. It
would be a tragic mistake to turn aside from the path that was shaped, through
much suffering, by the entire course of mankind's historical development. Justified
criticism of the mistakes of the past must not be turned into slander against Soviet
people's honest labor.

The grave crisis in the country was caused not by the socialist idea but by poli-
cies based on a distorted notion of it and by the worker's alienation from property,
the citizen's alienation from power and the individual's alienation from culture.

The congress believes that only energetic and selfless activity by the Party in the
name of the people's fundamental interests can ensure it a vanguard role and the
firm and decisive support of the working people.

The Last Party Program

During 1990 and 1991 the Communist Party debated a new official program to
bring it into line with perestroika. At the plenum of July 1991 (in fact the last ever held)
Gorbachev prevailed on the Central Committee to endorse an apologetic document
avoiding dogmatic Marxism-Leninism in favor of welfare-state promises and demo-
cratic political competition. The draft was to be referred to the (never held) Twenty-
Ninth Party Congress.

Our country has entered the 1990s under the sign of deep changes. Perestroika
has opened up the space for a long ripening democratic reformation of all aspects
of life. This process is developing in a contradictory and complex way. Establish-
ment of the new is accompanied by social-political and nationality tension, eco-
nomic crisis, and great shifts in social consciousness. The Communist Party as well
is going through a critical phase of its development.

Under these conditions we need an objective evaluation of the past and the
present, a deep comprehension of the realities of our society and of the whole
course of world civilization, a perspective of socialist development. We need a clear
and realistic program of action, of steady advance toward a humane, just, demo-
cratic society.

The purpose of the present Program is to give an answer to the questions of our
time, to serve as the basic ideas for Communists and all supporters of the socialist
choice to consolidate around. With this Program the party presents itself to every-
one for whom the fate of the Fatherland, civil peace, and the welfare of the peoples
of the Soviet Union are dear.

I. Our Principles
. . . In its political activity the CPSU will be guided by:—the interests of com-

prehensive social progress, which is assured by way of reforms. . . .
—The principles of humanism and universal values. . . .
—The principles of democracy and freedom in all their various manifesta-

tions. . . .
—The principles of social justice. . . .

FROM: Draft Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, "Socialism, Democracy,
Progress," Pmvda, August 8, 1991 (editor's translation).
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—The principles of patriotism and internationalism. . . .
—The interests of integrating the country into the world community. . . .

II. The Lessons of History
. . . The tragedy of our society was that the initial work of building socialism

was distorted and burdened down to the extreme by mistakes, despotism, and
crude perversions of the principles of socialism and popular rule.

Lenin's New Economic Policy (NEP), which opened up the possibility of prog-
ress toward socialism through multiple forms, bringing together the interests of
various social strata, mastering the achievements of the most developed countries,
was overthrown and rejected by the Stalinist leadership.

The place of multiple forms and market relations was taken by the monopoly of
state property and the administrative-allocational system. The principle of material
stimulation was replaced by levelling and impersonality. The policy of civil peace
and cooperation was replaced by reliance on the sharpening of the class struggle.
Instead of the development of democratic institutions, methods of compulsion and
repression were used more and more widely.

The creative energy of the people was shackled by the political omnipotence of
the party-state bureaucracy, intolerance of democracy and glasnost, ideological dic-
tation, and vulgarized Marxism. Thus in fact the choice was made in favor of the
totalitarian system and "barracks" socialism. . . .

A major event in the history of the country and the party was the Twentieth
Congress of the CPSU. It gave birth to great hopes. The mass repressions were
condemned, many elements of the totalitarian regime were rejected, and a search
was begun for new forms of economic life to fulfill social needs.

However, the reforms that were begun were not developed. The causes and
character of the deformations in the social system were not understood, and this
led to serious miscalculations in defining the prospects that were formulated in the
third [19 61] Program of the CPSU. Authoritarian-bureaucratic methods prevailed
in the system of power and administration. . . .

The situation was further complicated because the "Cold War" and rivalry with
the leading Western powers in the arms race exhausted our economy and did not
allow us to develop the social sphere. This went on against the background of rapid
progress by the industrially developed countries, who were able to enter the tech-
nological revolution sooner than us and assure a notable growth in the living
standards of their populations. Our society lost the historic initiative and was bur-
dened down in a protracted crisis. . . .

The process of reform has turned out to be much more difficult than was ex-
pected beforehand. . . .

III. Our Immediate Goals
. . . The CPSU stands for the achievement of the following goals:
In the political system. Development of the Soviet multinational state as a genuine

democratic federation of sovereign republics;
setting up a state under the rule of law, and development of democratic institu-

tions; the system of Soviets as foundations of the state structure, as organs of popu-
lar rule and self-administration and of political representation of the interests of all
strata of society; separation of powers—legislative, executive, and judicial. . . .
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In the area of nationality relations. Equal rights for all people independently of
their nationality and place of residence; equal rights and free development of all na-
tionalities under the unconditional priority of the rights of man. . . .

In the economy. Structural rebuilding [perestroika] of the national economy, re-
orienting it toward the consumer;

modernization of industry, construction, transport, and communications on the
basis of high technology, overcoming our lag behind the world scientific-technical
level, and thinking through the conversion of military production;

transition to a mixed economy based on the variety and legal equality of differ-
ent forms of property—state, collective and private, joint-stock and cooperative.
Active cooperation in establishing the property of labor collectives and the priority
development of this form of social property;

formation of a regulated market economy as a means to stimulate the growth of
economic efficiency, the expansion of social wealth, and the raising of the living
standards of the people. This assumes free price formation with state grants to
needy groups of the population, the introduction of an active anti-monopoly pol-
icy, restoring the financial system to health, overcoming inflation, and achieving
the convertibility of the ruble;

working out and introducing a modern agrarian policy; free development of
state, collective, and private forms of farming; ruling out any violence in regard to
the peasantry; allotment of land (including leaseholds with the right of inheritance)
to all who are willing and able to work it effectively; state support of the agro-
industrial sector, of the social development of the village, and of equivalency and
price parity in the exchange of the products of industry and agriculture;

comprehensive integration of the country in the world economy, and broad par-
ticipation in world economic relations in the interest of the economic and social
progress of Soviet society.

In the social sphere. Carrying out a state policy that allows us to reduce to a min-
imum the unavoidable difficulties and expenses connected with overcoming the cri-
sis in the economy and making the transition to the market. . . .

Averting the slide toward ecological catastrophe, solving the problems of [Lake]
Baikal, the Aral Sea, and other zones of ecological impoverishment, and continu-
ing the liquidation of the consequences of the Chernobyl disaster.

In education, science and culture. Spiritual development of the people, improving
the education and culture of each person, and strengthening morality, the sense of
civic duty and responsibility, and patriotism. . . .

[Foreign policy sections omitted.]

IV. Whose Interests the Party Expresses
. . . In cooperation with the labor movement and the trade unions we will de-

fend the interests of the workers, to secure: due representation of the working class
in the organs of power at all levels, real rights of labor collectives to run enterprises
and dispose of the results of their labor, a reliable system of social protection. . . .

We stand for freedom of conscience for all citizens. The party takes a respectful
position toward the feelings of believers. . . .

. . . We are against militant anti-Communism as a form of political extremism
and negation of democracy that is extremely dangerous for the fate of society. . . .
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V. For a Party of Political Action
Communists are clearly aware that only a radically renewed party—a party of

political action—can successfully solve new tasks. . . .
The most important direction of renewal for the party is its profound democra-

tization. This assumes the independence of the parties of the republics that belong
to the CPSU, and space for the initiative of local and primary organizations. . . .

. . . Guarantees must be worked out in the party so that its cadres never utilize
their posts for mercenary interests, never speak contrary to conscience, and do not
fear a hard struggle to achieve noble ends.

The renewal of the party presupposes a new approach to the understanding of
its place in society and its relations with the state, and in the choice of means for
the achievement of its political goals. The party acts exclusively by legal political
methods. It will fight for deputies' seats in democratic elections, winning the sup-
port of voters for its electoral platform and its basic directions of policy and practi-
cal action. Taking part in the formation of the organs of state power and
administration, it will conduct its policy through them. It is ready to enter into
broad collaboration wherever this is dictated by circumstances, and to conclude al-
liances and coalitions with other parties and organizations in the interest of carry-
ing out a program of democratic reforms. In those organs of power where the
Communist deputies are in the minority, they will assume the place of a construc-
tive opposition, standing up against any attempt at infringing on the interests of
the toilers and the rights and freedoms of citizens. Collaborating with other par-
liamentary groups, Communist deputies will manifest cooperation toward positive
undertakings that come from other parties and movements. . . .

The CPSU is built on the adherence of its members to the ideas of certain
values. For us the main one of these is the idea of humane, democratic socialism.
Reviving and developing the initial humanitarian principles of Marx, Engels, and
Lenin, we include in our arsenal of ideas the entire richness of national and world
socialist and democratic thought. We consider communism as a historic perspec-
tive, a social ideal, based on universal human values, on the harmonious union of
progress and justice, of the free self-realization of the individual.

. . . The changes now going on in the world allow us to take a new look at the
historic fate of socialism. The socialist movement arose in the industrial era and
basically took advantage of the confrontational political culture that reflected the
sharp class antagonisms of the society of that time. The new civilization that is
forming in the process of contemporary world development does not fit the usual
pictures of industrial class society, of its harsh division into opposed classes, of the
polar opposition of labor and capital and the confrontation of social systems.

The entire experience of the Twentieth Century testifies that socialist tendencies
are not localized in selected countries, but represent a global process of the devel-
opment of the world community, which rests on the highest achievements of the
labor and culture of all peoples and reflects the striving of people for social justice,
freedom, and democracy. Broader and broader flourishing of socialist practices in a
world-wide process of the development of civilization—such is already a clearly vis-
ible prospect.
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Socialism, democracy, progress—such are the goals of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union. We are convinced that these goals answer to the interests of the
people. The future lies with a society in which the free development of each is the
condition for the free development of all.

The August Putsch

On August 19, 1991, Gorbachev's hard-line Communist subordinates, led by Vice
President Gennady Yanaev, put him under house arrest at his vacation residence in the
Crimea, and tried to impose dictatorial authority in Moscow in the name of restoring
order, prosperity, and national unity. They were resisted by Yeltsin and the government
of the Russian Republic, supported by thousands of citizens who helped guard the
Russian government center in Moscow known as the "White House." When troops and
police units failed to move as ordered, the coup collapsed, Gorbachev was freed, and
the coup leaders were put under arrest. Returning to Moscow, Gorbachev resigned as
General Secretary of the Communist Party and persuaded the Central Committee of
the party to disband. Shortly afterwards, Yeltsin and his counterparts in the other re-
publics banned the Communist Party and seized its property.

a) The Committee on the State of Emergency

STATEMENT BY THE SOVIET LEADERSHIP. In connection with the inability of Mikhail
Sergeyevich Gorbachev to perform the duties of President of the USSR due to the
state of his health, and the transfer of the powers of President of the USSR to
Gennady Ivanovich Yanayev, Vice-President of the USSR, in accordance with Art.
12 7.7 of the USSR Constitution;

with the aim of overcoming the profound and comprehensive crisis, the political
and civil confrontation, the confrontation between nationalities, and the chaos and
anarchy that are threatening the lives and security of the citizens of the Soviet
Union and the sovereignty, territorial integrity, freedom and independence of our
fatherland;

proceeding from the results of the nationwide referendum on the preservation
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;

guided by the vitally important interests of the peoples of our homeland and of
all Soviet people,

WE STATE:

1. That, in accordance with Art. 127.3 °f t n e USSR Constitution and Art. 2 of
the USSR law "On the Legal Conditions Applying in a State of Emergency," and
moving to accommodate the demands of broad strata of the population concerning
the need to take very decisive measures to prevent society from sliding toward a
nationwide catastrophe and to safeguard legality and order, a state of emergency is
introduced in certain localities of the USSR for a period of six months, beginning
at 4 a.m. Moscow time on Aug. 19, 1991.

2. That it is established that the USSR Constitution and USSR laws have un-
conditional supremacy throughout the USSR.

3. That, to administer the country and provide effective implementation of the

FROM: Pravda and Izvestiya, August 20, 1991 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet
Press, XLIIL33, September 18, 1991, pp. 1-2.
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conditions applying in a state of emergency, a State Committee for the State of
Emergency in the USSR (USSR SCSE) is formed, with the following members: O.
D. Baklanov, First Vice-Chairman of the USSR Defense Council; V. A. Kryuchkov,
Chairman of the USSR State Security Committee (KGB); V. S. Pavlov, Prime
Minister of the USSR; B. K. Pugo, USSR Minister of Internal Affairs; V. A. Staro-
dubtsev, Chairman of the USSR Peasants' Union; A. I. Tizyakov, President of the
Association of State Enterprises and Industrial, Construction, Transportation and
Communications Facilities; D. T. Yazov, USSR Minister of Defense; and G. I. Yana-
yev, acting President of the USSR

4. That unswerving fulfillment of the decisions of the USSR State Committee
for the State of Emergency is mandatory for all bodies of power and administra-
tion, officials, and citizens throughout the USSR.—[signed] G. YANAYEV, V. PAVLOV

and o. BAKLANOV.

Aug. 18, 1991

RESOLUTION NO. 1 OF THE STATE COMMITTEE FOR THE STATE OF EMERGENCY IN THE USSR

For the purpose of protecting the vitally important interests of the peoples and citi-
zens of the USSR and the independence and territorial integrity of the country, re-
storing legality and law and order, stabilizing the situation, overcoming the grave
crisis and preventing chaos, anarchy and a fratricidal civil war, the State Committee
for the State of Emergency in the USSR resolves that:

1. All bodies of power and administration of the USSR, the Union and auton-
omous republics, territories, provinces, cities, districts, settlements and villages are
to ensure unswerving observance of the conditions applying in a state of emergency,
in accordance with the USSR law "On the Legal Conditions Applying in a State of
Emergency" and the resolutions of the USSR State Committee for the State of
Emergency. In cases of inability to ensure fulfillment of these conditions, the powers
of the relevant bodies of power and administration are to be suspended, and the
performance of their functions is to be assigned to individuals specially empowered
by the USSR State Committee for the State of Emergency.

2. Structures of power and administration and paramilitary formations acting in
defiance of the USSR Constitution and USSR laws are to be immediately disbanded.

3. Laws and decisions of bodies of power and administration that are at variance
with the USSR Constitution and USSR laws are henceforth to be considered
invalid.

4. Activity by political parties, public organizations and mass movements that
impedes the normalization of the situation is to be suspended. . . .

7. . . . The holding of rallies, street processions and demonstrations, as well
as strikes, is not permitted.

When necessary, a curfew may be introduced, patrolling may be instituted, in-
spections may be conducted, and measures may be taken to reinforce border and
customs regulations.

The most important state and economic facilities, as well as systems providing
vital services, are to be taken under control, and, when necessary, put under guard.

The dissemination of inflammatory rumors, actions that provoke violations of
law and order and the stirring up of discord between nationalities, and failure to
obey officials who are ensuring the observance of the conditions applying in the
state of emergency are to be resolutely curbed.
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8. Control is to be established over the news media, with the implementation of
this control assigned to a specially created agency under the USSR State Commit-
tee for the State of Emergency. . . .

APPEAL TO THE SOVIET PEOPLE. Fellow countrymen! Citizens of the Soviet Union!
At this grave, critical hour for the fate of the fatherland and of our peoples, we
appeal to you! A mortal danger threatens our great homeland! For a number of
reasons, the policy of reforms begun at the initiative of M. S. Gorbachev and con-
ceived of as a means of ensuring the dynamic development of the country and the
democratization of the life of society has reached an impasse. The initial enthusi-
asm and hopes have given way to unbelief, apathy and despair. The authorities at all
levels have lost the trust of the population. In the life of society, political intrigue
has supplanted concern for the fate of the fatherland and the citizen. Malicious
mocking of all state institutions is being propagated. In essence, the country has
become ungovernable.

Taking advantage of the liberties that have been granted and trampling the
shoots of democracy, which have just emerged, extremist forces have come into be-
ing and embarked on a course aimed at the liquidation of the Soviet Union, the
breakup of the state and the seizure of power at any cost. . . .

The crisis of power has had a catastrophic effect on the economy. The chaotic,
ungoverned slide toward a market has caused an explosion of selfishness—regional,
departmental, group and personal. The war of laws and the encouragement
of centrifugal tendencies have brought the destruction of the unified national-
economic mechanism that took shape over decades. The result is a sharp falloff of
the standard of living for the overwhelming majority of Soviet people and the
flourishing of speculation and the shadow economy. . . .

We intend to immediately restore legality and law and order, to put an end to
bloodshed, to declare a merciless war against the criminal world, and to eradicate
shameful phenomena that discredit our society and degrade Soviet citizens. We will
clean the criminal elements from the streets of our cities and put an end to the
high-handedness of the plunderers of public property.

We favor truly democratic processes and a consistent policy of reforms leading
to the renewal of our homeland and to its economic and social prosperity, which
will enable it to take a worthy place in the world community of nations.

The country's development should not be built on a falloff in the population's
living standard. In a healthy society, continual improvement in the well-being of all
citizens will become the norm.

Without relaxing concern for the strengthening and protection of the rights of
the individual, we will focus attention on protecting the interests of the broadest
strata of the population, of those who have been hit the hardest by inflation, the
disorganization of production, corruption and crime.

In the process of developing a mixed national economy, we will support private
enterprise, providing it with the necessary possibilities for developing production
and the service sphere.

Our top-priority concern will be solving the food and housing problems. All
available forces will be mobilized for the satisfaction of these very urgent require-
ments of the people.

We call on workers, peasants, the working intelligentsia and all Soviet people to
restore labor discipline and order in the shortest possible time and to raise the level
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of production, so as then to move resolutely forward. Our life, the future of our
children and grandchildren and the fate of the fatherland will depend on this.

We are a peace-loving country and will unswervingly observe all the commit-
ments we have made. We have no claims against anyone. We want to live in peace
and friendship with everyone, but we firmly state that no one will ever be allowed
to encroach on our sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity. Any attempt
to talk to our country in the language of diktat, no matter where they come from,
will be resolutely curbed.

For centuries, our multinational people have been filled with pride in their
homeland; we have not been ashamed of our patriotic feelings, and we consider it
natural and legitimate to raise present and future generations of citizens of our
great power in this spirit.

To do nothing in this critical hour for the fate of the fatherland is to assume a
grave responsibility for the tragic, truly unpredictable consequences. Everyone who
cherishes our homeland, who wants to live and work in an atmosphere of tranquil-
ity and confidence, who does not accept a continuation of bloody conflicts between
nationalities and who sees his fatherland as independent and prosperous in the fu-
ture must make the only correct choice. We call on all true patriots and people of
goodwill to put an end to this time of troubles. . . .

[signed] THE STATE COMMITTEE FOR THE STATE OF EMERGENCY IN THE USSR.
Aug. 18, 1991.

b) Yeltsin's Defiance

On the night of Aug. 18-19, I991 ' t n e legally elected President of the country
was removed from power.

Whatever reasons are used to justify this removal, what we are dealing with is a
right-wing, reactionary, unconstitutional coup.

Despite all the difficulties and very grave trials that the people are experiencing,
the democratic process in the country is assuming ever deeper dimensions and is
becoming irreversible. The peoples of Russia are becoming the masters of their
fate. The uncontrolled rights of unconstitutional bodies, including Party bodies,
have been substantially restricted. The leadership of Russia has taken a resolute
position on the Union Treaty, striving for the unity of the Soviet Union and the
unity of Russia. Our position on this question made it possible to significantly ac-
celerate the drafting of this treaty, clear it with all the republics, and set a date for
signing it—Aug. 20, 1991.

This development of events aroused the animosity of reactionary forces and
drove them into irresponsible, adventurist attempts to solve very complicated polit-
ical and economic problems by methods of force. There were earlier attempts to
stage a coup.

We have believed and continue to believe that these methods of force are unac-
ceptable. They discredit the USSR before the whole world, undermine our prestige
in the world community, and return us to the era of the Cold War and the Soviet
Union's isolation from the world community.

All this compels us to declare the so-called committee that has come to power il-

FROM: Proclamation "To the Citizens of Russia," Megapolis Express, August 19, 1991 (Eng-
lish translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIIL33, September 18, 1991, pp. 6-7).
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legal. Accordingly, we declare all the decisions and orders of this committee illegal.
We are confident that bodies of local power will unswervingly follow constitu-

tional laws and the decrees of the President of the Russian SFSR We call on the
citizens of Russia to give the putschists the response they deserve and to demand
that the country be returned to normal constitutional development.

Certainly Gorbachev, the country's President, must be given an opportunity to
speak to the people. We demand the immediate convening of an Extraordinary
Congress of USSR People's Deputies.

We are absolutely certain that our fellow countrymen will not allow the high-
handedness and lawlessness of the putschists, who have lost all shame and con-
science, to become firmly established. We appeal to servicemen to display lofty civic
spirit and not to take part in the reactionary coup.

Until these demands are fulfilled, we call for a general strike of unlimited dura-
tion. We have no doubt that the world community will make an objective assess-
ment of this cynical attempt at a right-wing coup.—[signed] Yeltsin, President of
Russia; Silayev, Chairman of the RSFSR Council of Ministers; and Khasbulatov,
acting Chairman of the RSFSR Supreme Soviet.
Aug. 19, 1991, 9 a.m.

c) Gorbachev's Return to Power

Gorbachev's Statement. The most important thing is that everything we have done
since 1985 has borne real fruit. Society and our people have become different, and
that was the main obstacle in the way of the adventure that a group of individuals
undertook. Our society and the whole world must know what was ventured here,
what they wanted to do with me, and what they failed to get from me. I also want
to say that tomorrow, perhaps, or at the very latest the day after tomorrow, I will
hold a wide-ranging press conference.

I congratulate Soviet people, who have a sense of responsibility, a sense of dig-
nity and concern, for the fact that they took a respectful attitude toward everyone
to whom power had been entrusted. A pitiful handful of individuals, using attrac-
tive slogans and taking advantage of the difficulties that we all know about, that
trouble all of us, and that we intend to resolve—there cannot be two opinions
here—wanted to use these slogans to push people onto a path that would push our
whole society toward catastrophe.

It did not succeed. And that is a very great victory of perestroika. . . .
Decree of the president of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.—On Revoking the

Unconstitutional Acts of the Coup d'Etat's Organizers. On the night of Aug.
18-19, a group of conspirators seized power, intending to carry out a coup d'etat.
This crime was stopped thanks to the decisive actions of the Russian leadership, the
principled positions of other republics and the demonstrations by Muscovites,
Leningraders and the population of other regions in defense of democracy and
constitutional order. The conspirators did not succeed in sending the Army against
the people.

FROM: Gorbachev television interview, August 22, 1991, Pravda, August 23, 1991 (English
translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIIL34, September 25, 1991, p. 6).

FROM: Pravday August 23, 1991 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press,
XLIIL34, September 25, 1991, p. 7).
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The so-called State Committee for the State of Emergency [SCSE] issued a
number of acts aimed at establishing a dictatorial regime and turning the country
off the path of democratic transformations.

The necessary steps are being taken to eliminate all the consequences of the con-
spiracy and to punish the culprits.

I hereby decree that:
1. All decisions issued by the SCSE or its individual members are revoked.
2. All members of the SCSE are removed from their posts.
3. Note is taken of the fact that the USSR Prosecutor General has instituted

criminal proceedings against the individuals who participated in the conspiracy and
that the investigation is being conducted jointly by the relevant agencies of the
USSR and the Russian SFSR

M. Gorbachev,
President of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

The Kremlin, Moscow, Aug. 22, 1991.

d) Gorbachev's Resignation as General Secretary

The Secretariat and Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee did not speak
out against the coup d'etat, and the Central Committee did not manage to take a
decisive position of condemnation and opposition, nor did it stir Communists to
combat the flouting of constitutional legality. The conspirators turned out to in-
clude members of the Party leadership, and a number of Party committees and
media outlets supported the actions of the state criminals. This put millions of
Communists in an awkward position.

Many Party members refused to cooperate with the conspirators, condemned
the coup and joined the struggle against it. No one has the moral right to make
sweeping accusations against all Communists, and I, as President, consider myself
obliged to defend them, as citizens, against unfounded accusations.

In this situation, the CPSU Central Committee must make the difficult but hon-
orable decision to dissolve itself. The republic Communist Parties and local Party
organizations will determine their own fates.

I do not consider it possible to continue performing the functions of General
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, and I resign from that position. I be-
lieve that the democratically-minded Communists who remained true to constitu-
tional legality and the course aimed at the renewal of society will call for the
creation, on a new basis, of a Party that will be capable of actively joining, together
with all progressive forces, in the continuation of fundamental democratic trans-
formations in the interests of the working people.—[signed] M. Gorbachev.

e) Suppression of the CPSU

DECREE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE RUSSIAN SOVIET FEDERATED SOCIALIST REPUBLIC ON

THE ACTIVITY OF THE CPSU AND THE RSFSR COMMUNIST PARTY. T h e e v e n t s o f A u g . K)-2l

made it glaringly obvious that the CPSU was never a party. It was a special mecha-
nism for shaping and exercising political power by fusing with state structures or

FROM: Izvestiya, August 26, 1991; Rossiiskaya Gazeta, November 9, 1991 (English translations
in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIIL35, October 2, 1991, p. 8; 45, December 11, 1991, p. 4).
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making them directly subordinate to the CPSU. The CPSU's leadership structures
exercised their own dictatorship and created, at state expense, the property basis
for unlimited power.

This was confirmed during the open hearings in the RSFSR Supreme Soviet on
the role of the CPSU in the coup d'etat of Aug. 19-21.

It is the CPSU's leadership structures, which to all intents and purposes swal-
lowed up the state and used it as their tool, that bear responsibility for the histori-
cal impasse into which the peoples of the Soviet Union have been driven and the
state of disintegration we have reached.

The activity of these structures was clearly antipopular and unconstitutional in
nature and was directly linked to the incitement of religious, social and nationality-
based strife among the country's peoples and to the infringement of basic human
and civil rights and liberties that are recognized by the entire international
community.

The logical finale of its [the Party's] political activity was the unconstitutional
coup of Aug. 19-21, 1991, which was supported by the CPSU's leadership.

Despite the measures taken with respect to these structures, they have not
ceased their unlawful activity aimed at an even greater exacerbation of the crisis and
the creation of conditions for a new antipopular coup. . . .

. . . I decree:
1. That the activity of the CPSU and the RSFSR Communist Party is to cease on

the territory of the RSFSR and that their organizational structures are to be
disbanded. . . .

3. That the property of the CPSU and the RSFSR Communist Party on the ter-
ritory of the RSFSR is to be transferred to the ownership of the state. The RSFSR
Council of Ministers is to handle the transfer of CPSU and RSFSR Communist
Party property on RSFSR territory and the process of placing it under the jurisdic-
tion of bodies of state administration of the RSFSR and the republics that are part
of the RSFSR . . .

B. YELTSIN,

President of the RSFSR
The Kremlin, Moscow, Nov. 6, 1991.

The End of the Soviet Union

The collapse of the August coup not only brought down the CPSU; it fatally under-
mined the authority of Gorbachev's Union government, as the individual Soviet repub-
lics asserted de facto independence and as Yeltsin's Russian government took over
central powers and buildings in Moscow. In December 1991 came the final coup, when
Yeltsin and the presidents of Ukraine and Belarus met in Minsk to proclaim the end of
the USSR and the creation of the "Commonwealth of Independent States." Gorbachev
had no choice but to resign the presidency of the now non-existent Soviet Union.

a) The Minsk Agreements

STATEMENT BY THE HEADS OF STATE OF THE REPUBLIC OF BELARUS, THE RUSSIAN SFSR AND

UKRAINE. We, the leaders of the Republic of Belarus, the RSFSR, and Ukraine,

FROM: Izvestiya, December 9, 1991; Rossiiskaya Gazeta, December 10, 1991 (English transla-
tions in Current Digest of the Soviet Press i XLIIL49, January 8, 1992, p. 10).
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—noting that the talks on the drafting of a new Union Treaty have reached an
impasse and that the objective process of the secession of republics from the USSR
and the formation of independent states has become a real fact;

—stating that the shortsighted policy of the center has led to a profound eco-
nomic and political crisis, the collapse of production and a catastrophic decline in
the living standard for virtually all strata of society;

—taking into consideration the increase in social tension in many regions of the
former USSR, which has led to conflicts between nationalities with numerous hu-
man casualties;

—aware of our responsibility to our peoples and the world community and of
the urgent need for the practical implementation of political and economic re-
forms, hereby declare the formation of a Commonwealth of Independent States,
on which the parties signed an Agreement on Dec. 8, 1991.

The Commonwealth of Independent States, consisting of the Republic of Bela-
rus, the RSFSR, and Ukraine, is open for accession by all member-states of the
former USSR, as well as for other states that share the goals and principles of this
Agreement.

The member-states of the Commonwealth intend to pursue a course aimed at
strengthening international peace and security. They guarantee the fulfillment of
international obligations stemming from the treaties and agreements of the former
USSR and ensure unified control over nuclear weapons and their nonproliferation.

S. SHUSHKEVICH,

Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Belarus.
B. YELTSIN,

President of the RSFSR
L. KRAVCHUK,

President of Ukraine.
Minsk, Dec. 8, 1991.

AGREEMENT ON THE CREATION OF A COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATES. W e , t h e

Republic of Belarus, the Russian Federation (RSFSR), and Ukraine, as founder-
states of the USSR and signatories to the Union Treaty of 1922, hereinafter called
the High Contracting Parties, state that the USSR as a subject of international law
and geopolitical reality is terminating its existence. . . .

b) Gorbachev's Resignation

Dear compatriots! Fellow citizens! Due to the situation that has taken shape as a
result of the formation of the Commonwealth of Independent States, I am ceasing
my activity in the post of President of the USSR. I am making this decision out of
considerations of principle.

I have firmly advocated the independence of peoples and the sovereignty of re-
publics. But at the same time I have favored the preservation of the Union state and
the integrity of the country.

Events have taken a different path. A policy line aimed at dismembering the

FROM: M. Gorbachev's speech on Central Television, December 25, 1991, Rnssiiskaya Gazeta,
December 26, 1991 (English translation in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, XLIIL52, January 29,
1992, pp. i, 3).
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country and disuniting the state has prevailed, something that I cannot agree
with. . . .

Speaking to you for the last time as President of the USSR, I consider it neces-
sary to express my assessment of the path traversed since 1985. Especially since
there are a good many contradictory, superficial and unobjective opinions on this
score.

Fate ordained that when I became head of state it was already clear that things
were not going well in the country. We have a great deal of everything—land,
petroleum, gas and other natural resources—and God has endowed us with intelli-
gence and talent, too, but we live much worse than people in the developed coun-
tries do, and we are lagging further and further behind them.

The reason was evident—society was suffocating in the grip of the command-
bureaucratic system. Doomed to serve ideology and to bear the terrible burden of
the arms race, it had been pushed to the limit of what was possible.

All attempts at partial reforms—and there were a good many of them—failed,
one after the other. The country had lost direction. It was impossible to go on living
that way. Everything had to be changed fundamentally.

That is why I have never once regretted that I did not take advantage of the po-
sition of General Secretary just to "reign" for a few years. I would have considered
that irresponsible and immoral.

I realized that to begin reforms on such a scale and in such a society as ours was
an extremely difficult and even risky endeavor. But even today I am convinced of
the historical correctness of the democratic reforms that were begun in the spring
of 1985. . . .

The totalitarian system, which for a long time deprived the country of the oppor-
tunity to become prosperous and flourishing, has been eliminated.

—A breakthrough has been achieved in the area of democratic transformations.
Free elections, freedom of the press, religious freedoms, representative bodies of
power and a multiparty system have become a reality. Human rights have been
recognized as the highest principle.

—Movement toward a mixed economy has begun, and the equality of all forms
of ownership is being established. Within the framework of a land reform, the peas-
antry has begun to revive, private farming has appeared, and millions of hectares of
land are being given to rural and urban people. The economic freedom of the pro-
ducer has been legalized, and entrepreneurship, the formation of joint-stock com-
panies and privatization have begun to gather momentum.

—In turning the economy toward a market, it is important to remember that
this is being done for the sake of human beings. In this difficult time, everything
possible must be done for their social protection, and this applies especially to old
people and children.

We are living in a new world:
—An end has been put to the Cold War, and the arms race and the insane mili-

tarization of the country, which disfigured our economy and the public conscious-
ness and morals, have been halted. The threat of a world war has been removed. . . .

All these changes required enormous effort and took place in an acute struggle,
with mounting resistance from old, obsolete and reactionary forces—both the
former Party-state structures and the economic apparatus—and also from our
habits, ideological prejudices, and a leveling and parasitic mentality. The changes
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ran up against our intolerance, low level of political sophistication, and fear of
change.

For this reason, we lost a great deal of time. The old system collapsed before a
new one had time to start working. And the crisis in society became even more
exacerbated. . . .

The August putsch brought the general crisis to the breaking point. The most
disastrous aspect of this crisis was the disintegration of the state system. Today I
am alarmed by our people's losing their citizenship in a great country—the conse-
quences may prove to be very grave for everyone. . . .

I am leaving my post with a feeling of anxiety. But also with hope and with faith
in you, in your wisdom and strength of spirit. We are the heirs to a great civiliza-
tion, and its rebirth into a new, up-to-date and fitting life now depends on each and
every one of us.

I want to thank from the bottom of my heart those who during these years
stood with me for a right and good cause. Certainly some mistakes could have been
avoided, and many things could have been done better. But I am sure that sooner
or later our common efforts will bear fruit and our peoples will live in a prosper-
ous and democratic society.

I wish all of you the very best.
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