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INTRODUCTION
The Purpose of the Present Work

The bourgeoisworld at first tried to pretend not to notice the economic successes of the soviet

regime—the experimental proof, that is, of the practicability of socialist methods. The learned
economists of capital still often try to maintain a deeply cogitative silence about the unprecedented
tempo of Russiasindustrial development, or confine themselves to remarks about an extreme
"exploitation of the peasantry". They are missing awonderful opportunity to explain why the brutal
exploitation of the peasantsin China, for instance, or Japan, or India, never produced an industrial tempo
remotely approaching that of the Soviet Union.

Facts win out, however, in the end. The bookstalls of all civilized countries are now loaded with books
about the Soviet Union. It isno wonder; such prodigies are rare. The literature dictated by blind
reactionary hatred isfast dwindling. A noticeable proportion o the newest works on the Soviet Union
adopt afavorable, if not even arapturous, tone. Asasign of the improving international reputation of the
parvenu state, this abundance of pro-soviet literature can only be welcomed. Moreover, it is
incomparably better to idealize the Soviet Union than fascist Italy. The reader, however, would seek in
vain on the pages of this literature for a scientific appraisal of what is actually taking place in the land of
the October revolution.

The writings of the "friends of the Soviet Union" fall into three principal categories:

A dilettante journalism, reportage with amore or less "left" slant, makes up the principal mass of
their articles and books.

Alongside it, although more pretentious, stand the productions of a humanitarian, lyric and
pacifistical "communism®.

Third comes economic schematization, in the spirit of the old-German Hatheder-Sozializmus.

Louis Fischer and Duranty are sufficiently well-known representatives of the first type. The late
Barbusse and Romain Rolland represent the category of "humanitarian” friends. It is not accidental that
before ever coming over to Stalin the former wrote alife of Christ and the latter a biography of Ghandi.
And findly, the conservatively pedantic socialism has found its most authoritative representation in the
Indefatigable Fabian couple, Beatrice and Sidney Webb.

What unifies these three categories, despite their differences, is a kowtowing before accomplished fact,
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and a partiality for sedative generalizations. To revolt against their own capitalism was beyond these
writers. They are the more ready, therefore, to take their stand upon aforeign revolution which has
already ebbed back into its channels. Before the October revolution, and for a number of years after, no
one of these people, nor any of their spiritual forebears, gave a thought to the question how socialism
would arrivein the world. That makes it easy for them to recognize as socialism what we have in the
Soviet Union. This gives them not only the aspect of progressive men, in step with the epoch, but even a
certain moral stability. And at the same time it commits them to absolutely nothing. This kind of
contemplative, optimistic, nd anything but destructive, literature, which sees all unpleasantnessin the
past, has avery quieting effect on the nerves of the reader and therefore finds aready market. Thus there
Is quietly coming into being an international school which might be described as Bolshevism for the
Cultured Bourgeoisie, or more concisely, Socialism for the Radical Tourists.

We shall not enter into a polemic with the productions of this school, since they offer no serious grounds
for polemic. Questions end for them where they really only begin. The purpose of the present
Investigation is to estimate correctly what is, in order the better to understand what is coming to be. We
shall dwell upon the past only so far as that helps us to see the future. Our book will be critical. Whoever
worships the accomplished fact is incapable of preparing the future.

The process of economic and cultural development in the Soviet Union has already passed through
several stages, but has by no means arrived at an inner equilibrium. If you remember that the task of
socialism isto create a classless society based upon solidarity and the harmonious satisfaction of all
needs, there is not yet, in this fundamental sense, a hint of socialism in the Soviet Union. To be sure, the
contradictions of soviet society are deeply different from the contradictions of capitalism. But they are
nevertheless very tense. They find their expression in material and cultural inequalities, governmental
repressions, political groupings, and the struggle of factions. Police repression hushes up and distorts a
political struggle, but does not eliminate it. The thoughts which are forbidden exercise an influence on
the governmental policy at every step, fertilizing or blocking it. In these circumstances, an analysis of the
development of the Soviet Union cannot for a minute neglect to consider those ideas and slogans under
which a stifled but passionate political struggle is being waged throughout the country. History here
merges directly with living politics.

The safe-and-sane "left" philistines love to tell usthat in criticising the Soviet Union we must be
extremely cautious lest we injure the process of socialist construction. We, for our part, are far from
regarding the Soviet state as so shaky a structure. The enemies of The Soviet Union are far better
informed about it than itsreal friends, the workers of all countries. In the general staffs of the imperialist
governments an accurate account is kept of the pluses and minuses of the Soviet Union, and not only on
the basis of public reports. The enemy can, unfortunately, take advantage of the weak side of the workers
state, but never of acriticism of those tendencies which they themselves consider its favorable features.
The hostility to criticism of the mgority of the official "friends" really conceals afear not of the fragility
of the Soviet Union, but of the fragility of their own sympathy with it. We shall tranquilly disregard all
fears and warnings of thiskind. It isfacts and not illusions that decide. We intend the face and not the
mask.

August 4 1936
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POSTSCRIPT

This book was completed and sent to the publishers before the "terrorist” conspiracy trial of Moscow

was announced. Naturally, therefore, the proceedings at the trial could not be evaluated in its pages. Its
indication of the historic logic of this"terrorist” trial, and its advance exposure of the fact that its mystery
Is deliberate mystification, is so much the more significant.

September 1936

F Y
The Leon Trotsky [The Marxist writers
Archive Archives
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Leon Trotsky's
Revolution Betrayed
What is the Soviet Union and where is it going?

Chapter 1
WHAT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED

The principa indices of industrial growth

Comparative estimates of these achievements

Production per capita of the population

1. The Principal Indices of Industrial Growth

Owing to the insignificance of the Russian bourgeoisie, the democratic tasks of backward Russia—such
as liquidation of the monarchy and the semi-feudal slavery of the peasants—could be achieved only
through a dictatorship of the proletariat. The proletariat, however, having seized the power at the head of
the peasant masses, could not stop at the achievement of these democratic tasks. The bourgeois
revolution was directly bound up with the first stages of a socialist revolution. That fact was not
accidental. The history of recent decades very clearly shows that, in the conditions of capitalist decline,
backward countries are unable to attain that level which the old centers of capitalism have attained.
Having themselves arrived in a blind alley, the highly civilized nations block the road of proletarian
revolution, not because her economy was the first to become ripe for a socialist change, but because she
could not develop further on a capitalist basis. Socialization of the means of production had become a
necessary condition for bringing the country out of barbarism. That is the law of combined devel opment
for backward countries. Entering upon the socialist revolution as "the weakest link in the capitalist chain"
(Lenin), the former empire of the tzarsis even now, in the 19th year after the revolution, still confronted
with the task of "catching up with and outstripping'— consequently in the first place catching up
with—Europe and America. She has, that is, to solve those problems of technique and productivity which
were long ago solved by capitalism in the advanced countries.

Could it indeed be otherwise? The overthrow of the old ruling classes did not achieve, but only
completely revealed, the task: to rise from barbarism to culture. At the same time, by concentrating the
means of production in the hands of the state, the revolution made it possible to apply new and
incomparably more effective industrial methods. Only thanks to a planned directive was it possible in so
brief a span to restore what had been destroyed by the imperialist and civil wars, to create gigantic new
enterprises, to introduce new kinds of production and establish new branches of industry.

The extraordinary tardiness in the development of the international revolution, upon whose prompt aid
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the leaders of the Bolshevik party had counted, created immense difficulties for the Soviet Union, but
also revealed its inner powers and resources. However, a correct appraisal of the results achieved—their
grandeur as well as their inadequacy—is possible only with the help of an international scale of
measurement. This book will be ahistoric and sociological interpretation of the process, not a piling up
of statistical illustrations. Nevertheless, in the interests of the further discussion, it is necessary to take as
apoint of departure certain important mathematical data.

The vast scope of industrialization in the Soviet Union, as against a background of stagnation and decline
in almost the whole capitalist world, appears unanswerably in the following gross indices. Industrial
production in Germany, thanks solely to feverish war preparations, is now returning to the level of 1929.
Production in Great Britain, holding to the apron strings of protectionism, has raised itself 3 or 4 per cent
during these six years. Industrial production in the United States has declined approximately 25 per cent;
in France, more than 30 per cent. First place among capitalist countriesis occupied by Japan, who is
furiously arming herself and robbing her neighbors. Her production has risen almost 40 per cent! But
even this exceptional index fades before the dynamic of development in the Soviet Union. Her industrial
production has increased during this same period approximately 3 1/2 times, or 250 per cent. The heavy
industries have have increased their production during the last decade (1925 to 1935) more than 10 times.
In the first year of the five-year plan (1928 to 1929), capital investments amounted to 5.4 billion rubles;
for 1936, 32 billion are indicated.

If in view of the instability of the ruble as a unit of measurement, we lay aside money estimates, we
arrive at another unit which is absolutely unquestionable. In December 1913, the Don basin produced
2,275,000 tons of coal; in December 1935, 7,125,000 tons. During the last three years the production of
iron has doubled. The production of steel and of the rolling mills hasincreased almost 2 1/2 times. The
output of oil, coal and iron has increased from 3 to 3 1/2 times the pre-war figure. In 1920, when the first
plan of electrification was drawn up, there were 10 district power stationsin the country with atotal
power production of 253,000 kilowatts. In 1935, there were aready 95 of these stations with a total
power of 4,345,000 kilowatts. In 1925, the Soviet Union stood 11th in the production of electro-energy;
in 1935, it was second only to Germany and the United States. In the production of coal, the Soviet
Union has moved forward from 10th to 4th place. In steel, from 6th to 3rd place. In the production of
tractors, to the 1st place in the world. This aso istrue of the production of sugar.

Gigantic achievement in industry, enormously promising beginnings in agriculture, an extraordinary
growth of the old industrial cities and a building of new ones, a rapid increase of the numbers of workers,
arisein cultural level and cultural demands—such are the indubitable results of the October revolution,
in which the prophets of the old world tried to see the grave of human civilization. With the bourgeois
economists we have no longer anything to quarrel over. Socialism has demonstrated its right to victory,
not on the pages of Das Kapital, but in an industrial arena comprising asixth part of the earth's
surface—not in the language of dialectics, but in the language of steel, cement and electricity. Even if the
Soviet Union, as aresult of internal difficulties, external blows and the mistakes of |eadership, were to
collapse—which we firmly hope will not happen—there would remain an earnest of the future this
indestructible fact, that thanks solely to a proletarian revolution a backward country has achieved in less
than 10 years successes unexampled in history.

This also ends the quarrel with the reformistsin the workers' movement. Can we compare for one
moment their mouselike fussing with the titanic work accomplished by this people aroused to anew life
by revolution? If in 1918 the Social-Democrats of Germany had employed the power imposed upon them
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by the workers for a socialist revolution, and not for the rescue of capitalism, it is easy to see on the basis
of the Russian experience what unconquerable economic power would be possessed today by a socialist
bloc of Central and Eastern Europe and a considerable part of Asia. The peoples of the world will pay for
the historic crime of reformism with new wars and revolutions.

2. Comparative Estimate Of These Achievements

The dynamic coefficients of Soviet industry are unexampled. But they are still far from decisive. The
Soviet Union is uplifting itself from aterrible low level, while the capitalist countries are slipping down
from avery high one. The correlation of forces at the present moment is determined not by the rate of
growth, but by contrasting the entire power of the two camps as expressed in material accumulations,
technique, culture and, above all, the productivity of human labor. When we approach the matter from
this statistical point of view, the situation changes at once, and to the extreme disadvantage of the Soviet
Union.

The question formulated by Lenin—Who shall prevail?>—is a question of the correlation of forces
between the Soviet Union and the world revolutionary proletariat on the one hand, and on the other
international capital and the hostile forces within the Union. The economic successes of the Soviet Union
make it possible for her to fortify herself, advance, arm herself, and, when necessary, retreat and
wait—in aword, hold out. But in its essence the question, Who shall prevail—not only as a military, but
still more as an economic question—confronts the Soviet Union on aworld scale. Military intervention is
adanger. The intervention of cheap goods in the baggage trains of a capitalist army would be an
incomparably greater one. The victory of the proletariat in one of the Western countries would, of course,
immediately and radically alter the correlation of forces. But so long as the Soviet Union remains
isolated, and, worse than that, so long as the European proletariat suffers reverses and continues to fall
back, the strength of the Soviet structure is measured in the last analysis by the productivity of labor. And
that, under a market economy, expresses itself in production costs and prices. The difference between
domestic prices and prices in the world market is one of the chief means of measuring this correlation of
forces. The Soviet statisticians, however, are forbidden even to approach that question. The reason is
that, notwithstanding its condition of stagnation and rot, capitalism is still far ahead in the matter of
technique, organization and labor skill.

The traditional backwardness of agriculture in the Soviet Union iswell enough known. In no branch of it
has progress been made that can in the remotest degree bear comparison with the progress in industry.

"We are still way behind the capitalist countriesin the beet crop," complains Molotov, for example, at
the end of 1935. "In 1934 we reaped from one hectare [approximately 2 1/2 acres] 82 hundredweight; in
1935, in the Ukraine with an extraordinary harvest 131 hundredweight. In Czechoslovakia and Germany,
they reap about 250 hundredweight, in France, over 300 per hectare."

Molotov's complaint could be extended to every branch of agriculture— textile as well as grain growing,
and especially to stockbreeding. The proper rotation of crops, selection of seeds, fertilization, the
tractors, combines, blooded stock farms—all these are preparing atruly gigantic revolution in socialized
agriculture. But it isjust in this most conservative realm that the revolution demands time. Meanwhile,
notwithstanding collectivization, the problem still is to approach the higher models of the capitalist West,
handicapped though it is with the small-farm system.
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The struggle to raise the productivity of labor in industry runsin two channels: adoption of an advanced
technique and better use of labor power. What made it possible to establish gigantic factories of the most
modern type in the space of afew years was, on the one hand, the existence in the West of a high
capitalist technigue, on the other, the domestic regime of planned economy. In this sphere foreign
achievements are in process assimilation. The fact that Soviet industry, as also the equipping of the Red
Army, has developed at aforced tempo, contains enormous potential advantages. The industries had not
been compelled to drag along an antiquated implementation as in England and France. The army has not
been condemned to carry an old-fashioned equipment. But this same feverish growth has also had its
negative side. There is no correspondence between the different elements of industry; men lag behind
technique; the leadership is not equal to its tasks. Altogether this expressesitself in extremely high
production costs and poor quality of product.

"Our works," writes the head of the oil industry, "possess the same equipment as the American. But the
organization of the drilling lags; the men are not sufficiently skilled." The numerous breakdown, he
explains are aresult of "carelessness, lack of skill and lack of technical supervision”. Molotov complains:

"We are extremely backward in organization of the building industry.... It is carried on for the most part
in old ways with an abominable use of tools and mechanisms." Such confessions are scattered throughout
the Soviet press. The new techniqueis still far from giving the results produced in its capitalist
fatherlands.

The wholesale success of the heavy industriesis a gigantic conquest. On that foundation aloneit is
possible to build. However, the test of modern industry is the production of delicate mechanisms which
demand both technical and general culture. In this sphere the backwardness of the Soviet Union is still
great.

Undoubtedly the most important successes, both quantitative and qualitative , have been achieved in the
war industries. The army and fleet are the most influential clients, and the most fastidious customers.
Neverthelessin a series of their public speeches the heads of the War Department, among them
Voroshilov, complain unceasingly: "We are not aways fully satisfied with the quality of the products
which you give us for the Red Army." It is not hard to sense the anxiety which these cautious words
conceal.

The products of machine manufacture, says the head of the heavy industriesin an official report, "must
be good quality and unfortunately are not". And again: "machines with us are expensive." As aways the
speaker refrains from giving accurate comparative data in relation to world production.

The tractor is the pride of Soviet industry. But the coefficient of effective use of the tractorsis very low.
During the last industrial year, it was necessary to subject 18 per cent of the tractors to capital repairs. A
considerable number of them, moreover, got out of order again at the very height of the tilling season.
According to certain calculations, the machine and tractor stations will cover expenses only with a
harvest of 20 to 22 hundredweight of grain per hectare. At present, when the average harvest is less than
half of that, the state is compelled to disburse billions to meet the deficit.

Things are still worse in the sphere of auto transport. In America atruck travels 60- to 80-, or even
100,000 kilometer ayear; in the Soviet Union only 20,000—that is, athird or afourth as much. Out of
every 100 machines, only 55 are working; the rest are undergoing repairs or awaiting them. The cost of
repairsis double the cost of all the new machines put out. It is no wonder that the state accounting office
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reports. "Auto transport is nothing but a heavy burden on the cost of production.”

Theincrease of carrying power of the railroads is accompanied, according to the president of the Council
of People's Commissars, "by innumerable wrecks and breakdowns'. The fundamental cause is the same:
low skill of labor inherited from the past. The struggle to keep the switches in neat condition is becoming
initsway a heroic exploit, about which prize switchgirls make reports in the Kremlin to the highest
circles of power. Water transport, notwithstanding the progress of recent years, is far behind that of the
railroads. Periodically the newspapers are speckled with communications about "the abominable

operation of marine transport”, "extremely low quality of ship repairs’, etc.

In the light industries, conditions are even less favorable than in the heavy. A unique law of Soviet
industry may be formulated thus: commodities are as a general rule worse the nearer they stand to the
mass consumer. In the textile industry, according to Pravda, "there is a shamefully large percentage of
defective goods, poverty of selection, predominance of low grades'. Complaints of the bad quality of
articles of wide consumption appear periodically in the press: "clumsy ironware"; "ugly furniture, badly
put together and carelessly finished"; "you can't find decent buttons'; "the system of social food supply
works absolutely unsatisfactorily”. And so on endlessly.

To characterize industrial progress by quantitative indices alone, without considering quality, is almost
like describing a man's physique by his height and disregarding his chest measurements. Moreover, to
judge correctly the dynamic of Soviet industry, it is necessary, along with qualitative corrections, to have
alwaysin mind the fact that swift progress in some branches is accompanied by backwardness in others.
The creation of gigantic automobile factoriesis paid for in the scarcity and bad maintenance of the
highways. "The dilapidation of our roads is extraordinary. On our most important highway—M oscow to
Y aroslavl—automobiles can make only 10 kilometers [6 miles] an hour." (I1zvestia) The president of the
State Planning Commission asserts that the country still maintains "the tradition of pristine roadlessness’.

Municipal economy isin asimilar condition. New industrial towns arisein a brief span; at the same time
dozens of old towns are running to seed. The capitals and industrial centers are growing and adorning
themselves; expensive theatres and clubs are springing up in various parts of the country; but the dearth
of living quarters is unbearable. Dwelling houses remains as a rule uncared for. "We build badly and at
great expense. Our houses are being used up and not restored. We repair little and badly.” (I1zvestia)

The entire Soviet economy consists of such disproportions. Within certain limits they are inevitable,
since it had been and remains necessary to begin the advance with the most important branches.
Neverthel ess the backwardness of certain branches greatly decreases the useful operation operation of
others. From the standpoint of an ideal planning directive, which would guarantee not the maximum
tempo in separate branches, but the optimum result in economy as awhole, the statistical coefficient of
growth would be lower in the first period, but economy as a whole, and particularly the consumer, would
be the gainer. In the long run the general industrial dynamic would also gain.

In the official statistics, the production and repair of automobilesis added in with the total of industrial
production. From the standpoint of economic efficiency, it would be proper to subtract, not add. This
observation applies to many other branches of industry. For that reason, all total estimates in rubles have
only arelative value. It isnot certain what arubleis. It is not always certain what hides behind it—the
construction of amachine, or its premature breakdown. If, according to an estimate in "stable" rubles, the
total production of the big industries has increased by comparison with the pre-war level 6 times, the
actual output of oil, coal and iron measured in tons will have increased 3 to 3 1/2 times. The fundamental
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cause of thisdivergence of indicesliesin the fact that Soviet industry has created a series of new
branches unknown to tzarist Russia, but a supplementary cause is to be found in the tendentious
manipulation of statistics. It iswell known that every bureaucracy has an organic need to doll-up the
facts.

3. Production Per Capita of the Population

The average individual productivity of labor in the Soviet Union is still very low. In the best metal
foundry, according to the acknowledgement of its director, the output of iron and steel per individual
worker is athird as much as the average output of American foundries. A comparison of average figures
in both countries would probably give aratio of 1 to 5, or worse. In these circumstances the
announcement that blast furnaces are used "better" in the Soviet Union than in capitalist countries
remains meaningless. The function of technique is to economize human labor and nothing else. In the
timber and building industries things are even less favorable than in the metal industry. To each worker
in the quarries in the United States falls 5,000 tons a year, in the Soviet Union 500 tons—that is, 1/10 as
much. Such crying differences are explained not only by alack of skilled workers, but still more by bad
organization of the work. The bureaucracy spurs on the workers with all its might, but is unable to make
aproper use of labor power. In agriculture things are still less favorable, of course, than inindustry. To
the low productivity of labor corresponds alow national income, and consequently alow standard of life
for the masses of the people.

When they assert that in volume of industrial production the Soviet Union in 1936 will occupy the 1st
place in Europe—of itself this progressis gigantic!—they leave out of consideration not only the quality
and production cost of the goods, but aso the size of the population. The general level of development of
acountry, however, and especially the living standard of the masses can be defined, at least in rough
figures, only by dividing the products by the number of consumers. Let ustry to carry out this simple
arithmetical operation.

The importance of railroad transport for economy culture and military ends needs no demonstration. The
Soviet Union has 83,000 kilometres of railroads, as against 58,000 in Germany, 63,000 in France,
417,000 in the United States. This means that for every 10,000 people in Germany there are 8.9
kilometres of railroad, in France 15.2, in the United States 33.1, and in the Soviet Union 5.0. Thus,
according to railroad indices, the Soviet Union continues to occupy one of the lowest placesin the
civilized world. The merchant fleet, which hastripled in the last five years, stands now approximately on
apar with that of Denmark and Spain. To these facts we must add the still extremely low figure for
paved highways. In the Soviet Union 0.6 automobiles were put out for every 1,000 inhabitants. In Great
Britain, about 8 (in 1934), in France about 4.5, in the United States 23 (as against 36.5 in 1928). At the
same time in the relative number of horses (about 1 horse to each 10 or 11 citizens) the Soviet Union,
despite the extreme backwardness of its railroad, water and auto transport, does not surpass either France
or the United States, while remaining far behind them in the quality of the stock.

In the sphere of heavy industry, which has attained the most outstanding successes, the comparative
indices still remain unfavorable. The coal output in the Soviet Union for 1935 was about0.7 tons per
person; in Great Britain, amost 5 tons; in the United States, amost 3 tons (as against 5.4 tonsin 1913);
in Germany, about 2 tons. Steel: in the Soviet Union, about 67 kilograms [kg = 2 1/5 Ibs. ap.] per person,
in the United States about 250 kilograms, etc. About the same proportionsin pig and rolled iron. In the
Soviet Union, 153 kilowatt hours of electric power was produced per person in 1935, in Great Britain
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(1934) 443, in France 363, in Germany 472.

In the light industries, the per capitaindices are as ageneral rule still lower. Of woolen fabric in 1935,
less than 1/2 metre per person, or 8 to 10 times less than in the United States or Great Britain. WWoolen
cloth is accessible only to privileged Soviet citizens. For the masses cotton print, of which about 16
metres per person was manufactured, still has to do for winter clothes. The production of shoesin the
Soviet Union now amounts to about one-half pair per person, in Germany more than a pair, in France a
pair and a half, in the United States about three pairs. And this |eaves aside the quality index, which
would still further lower the comparison. We may take it for granted that in bourgeois countries the
percentage of people who have several pairs of shoesis considerably higher than in the Soviet Union.
But unfortunately the Soviet Union also still stands among the first in percentage of barefoot people.

Approximately the same correlation, in part still less favorable, prevailsin the production of foodstuffs.
Notwithstanding Russia's indubitable progress in recent years, conserves, sausages, cheese, to say
nothing of pastry and confections, are still completely inaccessible to the fundamental mass of the
population. Even in the matter of dairy products things are not favorable. In France and the United States,
there is approximately one cow for every five people, in Germany one for every six, in the Soviet Union
one for every eight. But when it comes to giving milk, two Soviet cows must be counted approximately
asone. Only in the production of grainbearing grasses, especially rye, and also in potatoes, does the
Soviet Union, computing by population, considerably surpass the majority of European countries and the
United States. But rye bread and potatoes as the predominant food of the population—that is the classic
symbol of poverty.

The consumption of paper is one of the chief indices of culture. In 1935, the Soviet Union produced less
than 4 kg. per person, the United States over 34 (as against 48 in 1928), and Germany 47 kg. Whereas the
United States consumes 12 pencils ayear per inhabitant, the Soviet Union consumers only 4, and those 4
are of such poor quality that their useful work does not exceed that of one good pencil, or at the outside
two. The newspapers frequently complain that the lack of primers, paper, and pencils paralyzes the work
of the schools. It is o wonder that the liquidation of illiteracy, indicated for the 10th anniversary of the
October revolution, is still far from accomplished.

The problem can be similarly illumined by starting from more general considerations. The national
Income per person in the Soviet Union is considerably less than in the West. And since capital

Investment consumes about 25 to 30 per cent—incomparably more than anywhere el se—the total amount
consumed by the popular mass cannot but be considerably lower than in the advanced capitalist
countries.

To be sure, in the Soviet Union there are no possessing classes, whose extravagance is balanced by an
under-consumption of the popular mass. However, the weight of this corrective is not so great as might
appear at first glance. The fundamental evil of the capitalist system is not the extravagance of the
possessing classes, however disgusting that may bein itself, but the fact that in order to guarantee its
right to extravagance the bourgeoisie maintains its private ownership of the means of production, thus
condemning the economic system to anarchy and decay. In the matter of luxuries, the bourgeoisie, of
course, has a monopoly of consumption. But in things of prime necessity, the toiling masses constitute
the overwhelming majority of consumers. We shall see later, moreover, that although the Soviet Union
has no possessing class in the proper sense of the word, still she has very privileged commanding strata
of the population, who appropriate the lion's share in the sphere of consumption. And so if thereisa
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lower per capita production of things of prime necessity in the Soviet Union than in the advanced
capitalist countries, that does mean that the standard of living of the Soviet masses still falls below the
capitalist level.

The historic responsibility for this situation lies, of course, upon Russia's black and heavy past, her
heritage of darkness and poverty. There was no other way out upon the road of progress except through
the overthrow of capitalism. To convince yourself of this, it is only necessary to cast a glance at the
Baltic countries and Poland, once the most advanced parts of the tzar's empire, and now hardly emerging
from the morass. The undying service of the Soviet regimeliesin itsintense and successful struggle with
Russia's thousand-year-old backwardness. But a correct estimate of what has been attained is the first
condition for further progress.

The Soviet regime is passing through a preparatory stage, importing, borrowing and appropriating the
technical and cultural conquests of the West. The comparative coefficients of production and
consumption testify that this preparatory stage is far from finished. Even under the improbably condition
of a continuing complete capitalist standstill, it must still occupy awhole historic period. That isafirst
extremely important conclusion which we shall have need of in our further investigation.

Back to Intro On to chapter 2I
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Revolution Betrayed: Chapter 2

Leon Trotsky's
Revolution Betrayed

What is the Soviet Union and where is it going?
Chapter 2

ECONOMIC GROWTH
AND THE ZIGZAGS OF THE LEADERSHIP

"Military Communism”, the "New Economic Policy" (NEP) and the Course Toward the Kulak

A sharp turn: "The Five Year Plan in four years'
and "Compl ete collectivization"

1.

"Military Communism",

the "New Economic Policy" (NEP)
and the Course Toward the Kulak

The line of development of the Soviet economy is far from an uninterrupted and evenly rising curve. In
the first 18 years of the new regime you can clearly distinguish several stages marked by sharp crises. A
short outline of the economic history of the Soviet Union in connection with the policy of the
government is absolutely necessary both for diagnosis and prognosis.

Thefirst three years after the revolution were a period of overt and crudl civil war. Economic life was
wholly subjected to the needs of the front. Cultural life lurked in corners and was characterized by a bold
range of creative thought, above all the personal thought of Lenin, with an extraordinary scarcity of
material means. That was the period of so-called "military communism™ (1918-21), which forms a heroic
parallel to the "military socialism” of the capitalist countries. The economic problems of the Soviet
government in those years came down chiefly to supporting the war industries, and using the scanty
resources | eft from the past for military purposes and to keep the city population alive. Military
communism was, in essence, the systematic regimentation of consumption in a besieged fortress.

It is necessary to acknowledge, however, that in its original conception it pursued broader ams. The
Soviet government hoped and strove to develop these methods of regimentation directly into a system of
planned economy in distribution as well as production. In other words, from "military communism” it
hoped gradually, but without destroying the system, to arrive at genuine communism. The program of the
Bolshevik party adopted in March 1919 said:

"In the sphere of distribution the present task of the Soviet Government is unwaveringly to continue on a
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planned, organized and state-wide scale to replace trade by the distribution of products.”

Reality, however, came into increasing conflict with the program of "military communism®. Production
continually declined, and not only because of the quenching of the stimulus of personal interest among
the producers. The city demanded grain and raw materials from the rural districts, giving nothing in
exchange except varicolored pieces of paper, named, according to ancient memory, money. And the
muzhik buried his stores in the ground. The government sent out armed workers' detachments for grain.
The muzhik cut down his sowings. Industrial production of steel fell from 4.2 million tons to 183,000
tons—that is, to 1/23 of what it had been. The total harvest of grain decreased from 801 million
hundredweight to 503 million in 1922. That was a year of terrible hunger. Foreign trade at the same time
plunged from 2.9 billion rubles to 30 million. The collapse of the productive forces surpassed anything of
the kind that history had ever seen. The country, and the government with it, were at the very edge of the
abyss.

The utopian hopes of the epoch of military communism came in later for acruel, and in many respects
just, criticism. The theoretical mistake of the ruling party remains inexplicable, however, only if you
leave out of account the fact that all calculations at that time were based on the hope of an early victory
of the revolution in the West. It was considered self-evident that the victorious German proletariat would
supply Soviet Russia, on credit against future food and raw materials, not only with machines and articles
of manufacture, but also with tens of thousands of highly skilled workers, engineers and organizers. And
there is no doubt that if the proletarian revolution had triumphed in Germany—a thing that was prevented
solely and exclusively by the Social Democrats—the economic development of the Soviet Union as well
as of Germany would have advanced with such gigantic strides that the fate of Europe and the world
would today have been incomparably more auspicious. It can be said with certainty, however, that even
in that happy event it would still have been necessary to renounce the direct state distribution of products
in favor of the methods of commerce.

Lenin explained the necessity of restoring the market by the existence in the country of millions of
isolated peasant enterprises, unaccustomed to define their economic relations with the outside world
except through trade. Trade circulation would establish a " connection”, as it was called, between the
peasant and the nationalized industries. The theoretical formulafor this"connection” isvery smple:
industry should supply the rural districts with necessary goods at such prices as would enable the state to
forego forcible collection of the products of peasant labor.

To mend economic relations with the rural districts was undoubtedly the most critical and urgent task of
the NEP. A brief experiment showed, however, that industry itself, in spite of its socialized character,
had need of the methods of money payment worked out by capitalism. A planned economy cannot rest
merely on intellectual data. The play of supply and demand remains for along period a necessary
material basis and indispensable corrective.

The market, legalized by the NEP, began, with the help of an organized currency, to do itswork. As early
as 1923, thanks to an initial stimulus from the rural districts, industry began to revive. And moreover it
immediately hit ahigh tempo. It is sufficient to say that production doubled in 1922 and 1923, and by
1926 had already reached the pre-war level—that is, had grown more than five timesitssizein 1921. At
the same time, although at a much more modest tempo, the harvests were increasing.

Beginning with the critical year 1923, the disagreements observed earlier in the ruling party on the
relation between industry and agriculture began to grow sharp. In a country which had completely
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exhausted its stores and reserves, industry could not develop except by borrowing grain and raw material
from the peasants. Too heavy "forced loans' of products, however, would destroy the stimulus to labor.
Not believing in the future prosperity, the peasant would answer the grain expeditions from the city by a
sowing strike. Too light collections, on the other hand, threatened a standstill. Not receiving industrial
products, the peasants would turn to industrial |abor to satisfy their own needs, and revive the old home
crafts. The disagreementsin the party began about the question how much to take from the villages for
industry, in order to hasten the period of dynamic equilibrium between them. The dispute was
immediately complicated by the question of the social structure of the village itself.

In the spring of 1923, at a congress of the party, a representative of the "Left Opposition"—not yet,
however, known by that name—demonstrated the divergence of industrial and agricultural pricesin the
form of an ominous diagram. This phenomenon was then first called "the scissors’, aterm which has
since become almost international. If the further lagging of industry—said the speaker—continues to
open these scissors, then a break between city and country isinevitable.

The peasants made a sharp distinction between the democratic and agrarian revolution which the
Bolshevik party had carried through, and its policy directed toward laying the foundations of socialism.
The expropriation of the landlords and the state |ands brought the peasants upwards of half a billion gold
rubles ayear. In prices of state products, however, the peasants were paying out a much larger sum. So
long as the net result of the two revolutions, democratic and socialistic, bound together by the firm know
of October, reduced itself for the peasantry to aloss of hundreds of millions, a union of the two classes
remained dubious.

The scattered character of the peasant economy, inherited from the past, was aggravated by the results of
the October revolution. The number of independent farms rose during the subsequent decade from 16 to
25 million, which naturally strengthened the purely consummatory character of the majority of peasant
enterprises. That was one of the causes of the lack of agricultural products.

A small commodity economy inevitably produces exploiters. In proportion as the villages recovered, the
differentiation within the peasant mass began to grow. This development fell into the old well-trodden
ruts. The growth of the kulak [well-off peasant, employing labor] far outstripped the general growth of
agriculture. The policy of the government under the slogan "face to the country” was actually aturning of
its face to the kulak. Agricultural taxesfell upon the poor far more heavily than upon the well to do, who
moreover skimmed the cream of the state credits. The surplus grain, chiefly in possession of the upper
strata of the village, was used to enslave the poor and for speculative selling to the bourgeois elements of
the cities. Bukharin, the theoretician of the ruling faction at that time, tossed t the peasantry his famous
slogan, "Get rich!" In the language of theory that was supposed to mean a gradual growing of the kulaks
into socialism. In practice it meant the enrichment of the minority at the expense of the overwhelming
majority.

Captive to its own policy, the government was compelled to retreat step by step before the demands of a
rural petty bourgeoisie. In 1925 the hiring of labor power and the renting of land were legalized for
agriculture. The peasantry was becoming polarized between the small capitalist on one side and the hired
hand on the other. At the same time, lacking industrial commodities, the state was crowded out of the
rural market. Between the kulak and the petty home craftsman there appeared, as though from under the
earth, the middleman. The state enterprises themselves, in search of raw material, were more and more
compelled to deal with the private trader. The rising tide of capitalism was visible everywhere. Thinking

http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/works/1936-rev/ch02.htm (3 of 13) [22/08/2000 01:00:39]



Revolution Betrayed: Chapter 2

people saw plainly that a revolution in the forms of property does not solve the problem of socialism, but
only raisesit.

In 1925, when the course toward the kulak was in full swing, Stalin began to prepare for the
denationalization of the land. To a question asked at his suggestion by a Soviet journalist: "Would it not
be expedient in the interest of agriculture to deed over to each peasant for 10 years the parcel of land
tilled by him?*, Stalin answered: "Yes, and ever for 40 years." The People's Commissar of Agriculture of
Georgia, upon Stalin's own initiative, introduced the draft of alaw denationalizing the land. The aim was
to give the farmer confidence in his own future. While this was going on, in the spring of 1926, almost
60 per cent of the grain destined for sale was in the hands of 6 per cent of the peasant proprietors! The
state lacked grain not only for foreign trade, but even for domestic needs. The insignificance of exports
made it necessary to forego bringing in articles of manufacture, and cut down to the limit the import of
machinery and raw materials.

Retarding industrialization and striking a blow at the general mass of the peasants, this policy of banking
on the well-to-do farmer revealed unequivocally inside of two years, 1924-26, its political consequences.
It brought about an extraordinary increase of self-consciousness in the petty bourgeoisie of both city and
village, a capture by them of many of the lower Soviets, an increase of the power and self-confidence of
the bureaucracy, a growing pressure upon the workers, and the complete suppression of party and Soviet
democracy. The growth of the kulaks alarmed two eminent members of the ruling group, Zinoviev and
Kamenev, who were, significantly, presidents of the Soviets of the two chief proletarian centers,
Leningrad and Moscow. But the provinces, and still more the bureaucracy, stood firm for Stalin. The
course toward the well-to-do farmer won out. In 1926, Zinoviev and Kamenev with their adherents
joined the Opposition of 1923 (the "Trotskyists").

Of course"in principle" the ruling group did not even then renounce the collectivization of agriculture.
They merely put it off afew decadesin their perspective. The future People's Commissar of Agriculture,
Y akovlev, wrote in 1927 that, although the socialist reconstruction of the village can be accomplished
only through collectivization, still "this obviously cannot be done in one, two or three years, and maybe
not in one decade". "The collective farms and communes,” he continued, "... are now, and will for along
time undoubtedly remain, only small islandsin asea of individual peasant holdings."

And in truth at that period only 8 per cent of the peasant families belonged to the collectives.

The struggle in the party about the so-called "general line", which had come to the surface in 1923,
became especially intense and passionate in 1926. In its extended platform, which took up all the
problems of industry and economy, the Left Opposition wrote:

"The party ought to resist and crush all tendencies directed to the annulment or undermining of the
nationalization of land, one of the pillars of the proletarian dictatorship."

On that question, the Opposition gained the day; direct attempts against nationalization were abandoned.
but the problem, of course, involved more than forms of property in land.

"To the growth of individual farming [fermerstvo] in the country we must oppose a swifter growth of the
collective farms. It is necessary systematically year by year to set aside a considerable sum to aid the
poor peasants organized in collectives. The whole work of the co-operatives ought to be imbued with the
purpose of converting small production into a vast collectivized production.”
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But this broad program of collectivization was stubbornly regarded as utopian for the coming years.
During the preparations for the 15th Party Congress, whose task was to expel the Left Opposition,
Molotov, the future president of the Soviet of People's Commissars, said repeatedly:

"We not slip down (!) into poor peasants illusions about the collectivization of the broad peasant masses.
In the present circumstances it is no longer possible."

It was then, according to the calendar, the end of 1927. So far was the ruling group at that time from its
own future policy toward the peasants!

Those same years (1923-28) were passed in a struggle of the ruling coalition, Stalin, Molotov, Rykov,
Tomsky, Bukharin (Zinoviev and Kamenev went over to the Opposition in the beginning of 1926),
against the advocates of "super-industrialization" and planned |eadership. The future historian will
re-establish with no small surprise the moods of spiteful disbelief in bold economic initiative with which
the government of the socialist state was wholly imbued. An acceleration of the tempo of
industrialization took place empirically, under impulses from without, with a crude smashing of all
calculations and an extraordinary increase of overhead expenses. The demand for afive-year plan, when
advanced by the Opposition in 1923, was met with mockery in the spirit of the petty bourgeois who fears
"aleap into the unknown". Aslate as April 1927, Stalin asserted at a plenary meeting of the Central
Committee that to attempt to build the Dnieperstroy hydro-electric station would be the same thing for us
as for amuzhik to buy a gramophone instead of a cow. Thiswinged aphorism summed up the whole
program. It is worth nothing that during those years the bourgeois press of the whole world, and the
social-democratic press after it, repeated with sympathy the official attribution to the "L eft Opposition”
of industrial romanticism.

Amid the noise of party discussions the peasants were replying to the lack of industrial goods with a
more and more stubborn strike. They would not take their grain to market, nor increase their sowings,
The right wing (Rykov, Tomsky, Bukharin), who were setting the tone at that period, demanded a
broader scope for capitalist tendencies in the village through araising of the price of grain, even at the
cost of alowered tempo in industry. The sole possible way out under such a policy would have been to
import articles of manufacture in exchange for exported agricultural raw materials. But thiswould have
meant to form a " connection” not between peasant economy and the socialist industries, but between the
kulak and world capitalism. It was not worth while to make the October revolution for that.

"To accelerate industrialization," answered the representatives of the Opposition at the party conference
of 1926, "in particular by way of increased taxation on the kulak, will produce alarge mass of goods and
lower market prices, and thiswill be to the advantage both of the worker and of the majority of the
peasants... Face to the village does not mean turn your back to industry; it means industry to the village.
For the 'face' of the state, if it does not include industry, is of no use to the village."

In answer Stalin thundered against the "fantastic plans® of the Opposition. Industry must not "rush ahead,
breaking away from agriculture and abandoning the tempo of accumulation in our country." The party
decisions continued to repeat these maxims of passive accommodation to the well-off upper circles of the
peasantry. The 15th Party Congress, meeting in December 1927 for the final smashing of the
"super-industrializers®, gave warning of the "danger of atoo great involvement of state capital in big
construction”. The ruling faction at that time still refused to see any other dangers.

In the economic year 1927-28, the so-called restoration period in which industry worked chiefly with
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pre-revolutionary machinery, and agriculture with the old tools, was coming to an end. For any further
advance independent industrial construction on alarge scale was necessary. It was impossible to lead any
further gropingly and without plan.

The hypothetic possibilities of socialist industrialization had been analyzed by the Opposition as early as
1923-25. their general conclusion was that, after exhausting the equipment inherited from the
bourgeoisie, the Soviet industries might, on the basis of socialist accumulation, achieve a rhythm of
growth wholly impossible under capitalism. The leaders of the ruling faction openly ridiculed our
cautious coefficients in the vicinity of 15 to 18 per cent as the fantastic music of an unknown future. This
congtituted at that time the essence of the struggle against "Trotskyism".

Thefirst official draft of the five-year-plan, prepared at last in 1927, was completely saturated with the
spirit of stingy tinkering. The growth of industrial production was projected with atempo declining
yearly from 9 to 4 per cent. Consumption per person was to increase during the whole five years 12 per
cent! Theincredible timidity of thought in thisfirst plan comes out clearly in the fact that the state budget
at the end of the five years wasto constitute in all 16 per cent of the national income, whereas the budget
of tzarist Russia, which had no intention of creating a socialist society, swallowed 18 per cent! Itis
perhaps worth adding that the engineers and economists who drew up this plan were some years | ater
severely judged and punished by law as conscious sabotagers acting under the direction of foreign
powers. The accused might have answered, had they dared, that their planning work corresponded
perfectly to the "general line" of the Politburo at that time and was carried out under its orders.

The struggle of the tendencies was now translated into arithmetical language. "To prevent on the 10th
anniversary of the October revolution such a piddling and completely pessimistic plan,” said the platform
of the Opposition, "meansin reality to work against socialism." A year later, the Politburo adopted a new
five-year plan with an average yearly increase of production amounting to 9 per cent. The actual course
of the development, however, revealed a stubborn tendency to approach the coefficients of the
"super-industrializers'. After another year, when the governmental policy had radically changed, the
State Planning Commission drew up athird five-year- plan, whose rate of growth came far nearer than
could have been expected to the hypothetical prognosis made by the Opposition in 1923.

The real history of the economic policy of the Soviet Union, as we thus see, is very different from the
official legend. Unfortunately, such pious investigators as the Webbs pay not the dightest attention to
this.

2.
A Sharp Turn: "Five-year Plan in Four Years"
and "Complete Collectivization"

I rresol uteness before the individual peasant enterprises, distrust of large plans, defense of a minimum
tempo, neglect of international problems—all this taken together formed the essence of the theory of
"socialism in one country”, first put forward by Stalin in the autumn of 1924 after the defeat of the
proletariat in Germany. Not to hurry with industrialization, not to quarrel with the muzhik, not to count
on world revolution, and above all to protect the power of the party bureaucracy from criticism! The
differentiation of the peasantry was denounced as an intervention of the Opposition. The
above-mentioned Y akovlev dismissed the Central Statistical Bureau whose records gave the kulak a
greater place than was satisfactory to the authorities, while the leaders tranquilly asserted that the goods

http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/works/1936-rev/ch02.htm (6 of 13) [22/08/2000 01:00:39]



Revolution Betrayed: Chapter 2

famine was out-living itself, that "a peaceful tempo in economic development was at hand”, that the grain
collections would in the future be carried on more "evenly", etc. The strengthened kulak carried with him
the middle peasant and subjected the cities to a grain blockade. In January 1928 the working class stood
face-to-face with the shadow of an advancing famine. History knows how to play spiteful jokes. In that
very month, when the kulaks were taking the revolution by the throat, the representatives of the Left
Opposition were thrown into prison or banished to different parts of Siberiain punishment for their
"panic" before the specter of the kulak.

The government tried to pretend that the grain strike was caused by the naked hostility of the kulak
(where did he come from?) to the socialist state—that is, by ordinary political motives. But the kulak is
little inclined to that kind of "idealism™. If he hid his grain, it was because the bargain offered him was
unprofitable. For the very same reason he managed to bring under his influence wide sections of the
peasantry. Mere repressions against kulak sabotage were obviously inadequate. It was necessary to
change the policy. Even yet, however, no little time was spent in vacillation.

Rykov, then still head of the government, announced in July 1928:
"To develop individual farmsis... the chief task of the party."
And Stalin seconded him:

"There are people who think that individual farms have exhausted their usefulness, that we should not
support them.... These people have nothing in common with the line of our party.”

Lessthan ayear later, the line of the party had nothing in common with these words. The dawn of
"complete collectivization" was on the horizon.

The new orientation was arrived at just as empirically as the preceding, and by way of a hidden struggle
within the governmental bloc.

"The groups of the right and center are united by a general hostility to the Opposition"—thus the
platform of the Left gave warning a year before—"and the cutting off of the latter will inevitably
accel erate the coming struggle between these two."

And so it happened. The leaders of the disintegrating bloc would not for anything, of course, admit that
this prognosis of the left wing, like many others, had come true. As late as the 19th of October, 1918,
Stalin announced publicly:

"It istime to stop gossiping about the existence of a Right deviation and a conciliatory attitude towards it
in the Politburo of our Central Committee."

Both groups at that time were feeling out the party machine. The repressed party was living on dark
rumors and guesses. But just in afew months the official press, with its usual freedom from
embarrassment, announced that the head of the government, Rykov, "had specul ated on the economic
difficulties of the Soviet power"; that the head of the Communist International, Bukharin, was "a
conducting wire of bourgeois-liberal influences’; that Tomsky, president of the all-Russian Central
Council of Trade Unions, was nothing but a miserable trade-unionist. All three, Rykov, Bukharin and
Tomsky, were member of the Politburo. Whereas the whole preceding struggle against the L eft
Opposition had taken its weapons from the right groups, Bukharin was now able, without sinning against
the truth, to accuse Stalin of using in his struggle with the Right a part of the condemned L eft Opposition
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platform.

In one way or another the change was made. The slogan "Get rich!", together with the theory of the
kulak's growing painlessly into socialism, was belatedly, but al the more decisively, condemned.
Industrialization was put upon the order of the day. Self-satisfied quietism was replaced by a panic of
haste. The half-forgotten slogan of Lenin, "catch up with and outstrip", was filled out with the words, "in
the shortest possible time". The minimalist five-year plan, already confirmed in principle by a congress
of the party, gave place to a new plan, the fundamenta elements of which were borrowed in toto from
the platform of the shattered Left Opposition. Dnieperstroy, only yesterday likened to a gramophone,
today occupied the center of attention.

After the first new successes the slogan was advanced: "Achieve the five-year plan in four years." The
startled empires now decided that everything was possible. Opportunism, as has often happened in
history, turned into its opposite, adventurism. Whereas from 1923 to 1928 the Politburo had been ready
to accept Bukharin's philosophy of a "tortoise tempo”, it now lightly jumped from a 20 to a 30 per cent
yearly growth, trying to convert every partial and temporary achievement into a norm, and losing sight of
the conditioning interrelation of the different branches of industry. The financial holesin the plan were
stopped up with printed paper. During the years of the first plan the number of bank notesin circulation
rose from 1.7 billion to 5.5, and by the beginning of the second five-year plan had reached 8.4 billion
rubles. The bureaucracy not only freed itself from the political control of the masses, upon whom this
forced industrialization was laying an unbearable burden, but also from the automatic control exercised
by the chervonetz [theoretical par = $5]. The currency system, put on a solid basis at the beginning of the
NEP, was now again shaken to its roots.

The chief danger, however, and that not only for the fulfillment of th plan but for the regime itself,
appeared from the side of the peasants.

On the 15th of February, 1928, the population of the country learned with surprise from an editorial in
Pravdathat the villages |ooked not at all the way they had been portrayed up to that moment by the
authorities, but on the contrary very much as the expelled Left Opposition had presented them. The press
which only yesterday had been denying the existence of the kulaks, today, on a signal from above,
discovered them not only in the villages, but in the party itself. It was revealed that the communist nuclel
were frequently dominated by rich peasants possessing complicated machinery, employing hired labor,
concealing from the government hundreds and thousands of poods of grain, and implacably denouncing
the "Trotskyist" policy. The newspapers vied with each other in printing sensational exposures of how
kulaks in the position of local were denying admission to the party to poor peasants and hired hands. All
the old criteria were turned upside down; minuses and pluses changed places.

In order to feed the cities, it was necessary immediately to take from the kulak the daily bread. This
could be achieved only by force. The expropriation of the grain reserve reserve, and that not only of the
kulak but of the middle peasant, was called, in the official language, "extraordinary measures'. This
phrase is supposed to mean that tomorrow everything will fall back into the old rut. But the peasants did
not believe fine words, and they were right. The violent seizures of grain deprived the well-off peasants
of their motive to increased sowings. The hired hands and the poor peasant found themselves without
work. Agriculture again arrived in ablind alley, and with it the state. It was necessary at any cost to
reform the "general line".

Stalin and Molotov, still giving individual farming the chief place, began to emphasize the necessity of a
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swifter development of the soviet and collective farms. But since the bitter need of food did not permit a
cessation of military expenditures into the country, the program of promoting individual farms was left
hanging in the air. It was necessary to "slip down" to collectivization. The temporary "extraordinary
measures' for the collection of grain devel oped unexpectedly into a program of “liquidation of the kulaks
asaclass'. From the shower of contradictory commands, more copious than food rations, it became
evident that on the peasant question the government had not only no five-year plan, but not even afive
months program.

According to the new plan, drawn up under the spur of afood crisis, collective farms were at the end of
five years to comprise about 20 per cent of the peasant holdings. This program—whose immensity will
be clear when you consider that during the preceding 10 years collectivization had affected less than 1
per cent of the country—was nevertheless by the middle of the five years left far behind. In November
1929, Stalin, abandoning his own vacillations, announced the end of individual farming. The peasants, he
said, are entering the collective farms "in whole villages, counties and even provinces'. Y akovlev, who
two years before had insisted that the collectives would for many years remain only “islands in a sea of
peasant holdings', now received an order as People's Commissar of Agriculture to "liquidate the kulaks
asaclass', and establish complete collectivization at the "earliest possible date". In the year 1929, the
proportion of collective farmsrose from 1.7 per cent to 3.9 per cent. In 1930 it rose to 23.6, in 1931 to

52.7,1in 1932 to 61.5 per cent.

At the present time hardly anybody would be foolish enough to repeat the twaddle of liberals to the effect
that collectivization as awhole was accomplished by naked force. In former historic epochs the peasants
in their struggle for land have at one time raised an insurrection against the landlords, at another sent a
stream of colonizersinto untilled regions, at still another rushed into all kinds of sects which promised to
reward the muzhik with heaven's vacancies for his narrow quarters on earth. Now, after the expropriation
of the great estates and the extreme parcellation of land, the union of these small parcelsinto big tracts
had become a question of life and death for the peasants, for agriculture, and for society as awhole.

The problem, however, is far from settled by these general historic considerations. The real possibilities
of collectivization are determined, not by the depth of the impasse in the villages and not by the
administrative energy of the government, but primarily by the existing productive resources —that is, the
ability of the industries to furnish large-scale agriculture with the requisite machinery. These material
conditions were lacking. The collective farms were set up with an equipment suitable in the main only
for small-scale farming. In these conditions an exaggeratedly swift collectivization took the character of
an economic adventure.

Caught unawares by the radicalism of its own shift of policy, the government did not and could not make
even an elementary political preparation for the new course. Not only the peasant masses, but even the
local organs of power, were ignorant of what was being demanded of them. The peasants were heated
white hot by rumors that their cattle and property were to be seized by the state. This rumor, too, was not
so far from the truth. Actually realizing their own former caricature of the Left Opposition, the
bureaucracy "robbed the villages'. Collectivization appeared to the peasant primarily in the form of an
expropriation of al his belongings. They collectivized not only horses, cows, sheep, pigs, but even
new-born chickens. They "dekulakized", as one foreign observer wrote, "down to the felt shoes, which
they dragged from the feet of little children." As aresult there was an epidemic selling of cattle for a
song by the peasants, or a slaughter of cattle for meat and hides.
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In January 1930, at a Moscow congress, a member of the Central Committee, Andreyev, drew a
two-sided picture of collectivization:

On the one side he asserted that a collective movement powerfully developing throughout the whole
country "will now destroy upon its road each and every obstacle"; on the other, a predatory sale by the
peasants of their own implements, stock and even seeds before entering the collectives "is assuming
positively menacing proportions’.

However contradictory those two generalizations may be, they show correctly from opposite sides the
epidemic character of collectivization as a measure of despair. "Complete collectivization", wrote the
same foreign critic, "plunged the national economy into a condition of ruin amost without precedent, as
though athree years war had passed over."

Twenty-five million isolated peasant egoisms, which yesterday had been the sole motive force of
agriculture—weak like an old farmer's nag, but neverthel ess forces—the bureaucracy tried to replace at
one gesture by the commands of 2,000 collective farm administrative offices, lacking technical
equipment, agronomic knowledge and the support of the peasants themselves. The dire consequences of
this adventurism soon followed, and they lasted for a number of years. The total harvest of grain, which
had risen in 1930 to 835 million hundredweight, fell in the next two years below 700 million. The
difference does not seem catastrophic in itself, but it meant aloss of just that quantity of grain needed to
keep the towns even at their customary hunger norm. In technical culture, the results were still worse. On
the eve of collectivization the production of sugar had reached ailmost 100 million poods [1 pood = ap. 36
Ibs.], and at the height of complete collectivization it had fallen, owing to alack of beets, to 48 million
poods—that is, to half what it had been. But the most devastating hurricane hit the animal kingdom. The
number of horses fell 55 per cent—from 34.6 million in 1929 to 15.6 million in 1934. The number of
horned cattle fell from 30.7 million to 19.5 million—that is, 40 per cent. The number of pigs, 55 per cent;
sheep, 66 per cent. The destruction of people—by hunger, cold, epidemics and measures of
repression—is unfortunately less accurately tabulated than the slaughter of stock, but it also mounts up to
millions. The blame for these sacrifices lies not upon collectivization, but upon the blind, violent,
gambling methods with which it was carried through. The bureaucracy foresaw nothing. Even the
constitutions of the collectives, which made an attempt to bind up the personal interests of the peasants
with the welfare of the farm, were not published until after the unhappy villages had been thus cruelly
laid waste.

The forced character of this new course arose from the necessity of finding some salvation from the
consequences of the policy of 1923-28. But even so, collectivization could and should have assumed a
more reasonable tempo and more deliberated forms. having in its hands both the power and the
industries, the bureaucracy could have regulated the process without carrying the nation to the edge of
disaster. They could have, and should have, adopted tempos better corresponding to the material and
moral resources of the country.

"Under favorable circumstances, external and external," wrote the emigre organ of the "L eft Opposition”
in 1930, "the material- technical conditions of agriculture can in the course of some 10 of 15 years be
transformed to the bottom, and provide the productive basis for collectivization. However, during the
intervening years there would be time to overthrow the Soviet power more than once.”

Thiswarning was not exaggerated. Never before had the breath of destruction hung so directly above the
territory of the October revolution, as in the years of complete collectivization. Discontent, distrust,
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bitterness, were corroding the country. The disturbance of the currency, the mounting up of stable,
"conventional", and free market prices, the transition from a similacrum of trade between the state and
the peasants to a grain, meat and milk levy, the life-and-death struggle with mass plunderings of the
collective property and mass concealment of these plunderings, the purely military mobilization of the
party for the struggle against kulak sabotage (after the "liquidation” of the kulaks as a class) together with
thisareturn to food cards and hunger rations, and finally a restoration of the passport system—all these
measures revived throughout the country the atmosphere of the seemingly so long ended civil war.

The supply to the factories of food and raw materials grew worse from season to season. Unbearable
working conditions caused a migration of labor power, malingering, careless work, breakdown of
machines, a high percentage of trashy products and general low quality. The average productivity of
labor declined 11.7 per cent in 1931. According to an incidental acknowledgement of Molotov, printed in
the whole Soviet press, industrial production in 1932 rose only 8.5 per cent, instead of the 36 per cent
indicated by the year's plan. To be sure, the world was informed soon after this that the five-year plan
had been fulfilled in four years and three months. But that means only that the cynicism of the
bureaucracy in its manipulations of statistics and public opinion iswithout limit. That, however, is not
the chief thing. Not the fate of the five-year plan, but the fate of the regime was at stake.

The regime survived.

But that is the merit of the regime itself, which had put down deep roots in the popular soil. Itisin no
less degree due to favorable external circumstances. In those years of economic chaos and civil wasin
the villages, the Soviet Union was essentially paralyzed in the face of aforeign enemy. The discontent of
the peasantry swept through the army. Mistrust and vacillation demoralized the bureaucratic machine,
and the commanding cadres. A blow either from the East or West at that period might have had fatal
consequences.

Fortunately, the first years of acrisisin trade and industry had created throughout the capitalist world
moods of bewildered watchful waiting. Nobody was ready for war; nobody dared attempt it. Moreover,
In no one of the hostile countries was there an adequate realization of the acuteness of these social
convulsions which where shaking the land of soviets under the roar of the official music in honor of the
"generd line".

* k% %

In spite of its brevity, our historic outline shows, we hope, how far removed the actual development of
the workers' state has been from an idyllic picture of the gradual and steady piling up of successes. From
the crises of the past we shall later on derive important indications for the future. But, besides that, a
historic glance at the economic policy of the Soviet government and its zigzags has seemed to us
necessary in order to destroy that artificially inculcated individualistic fetishism which finds the sources
of success, both real and pretended, in the extraordinary quality of the leadership, and not in the
conditions of socialized property created by the revolution.

The objective superiority of the new social regime revealsitself, too, of course, in the methods of the
leaders. But these methods reflect equally the economic and cultural backwardness of the country, and
the petty-bourgeois provincial conditions in which the ruling cadres were formed.

It would be the crudest mistake to infer from this that the policy of the Soviet leadersis of third-rate
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importance. There is no other government in the world in whose hands the fate of the whole country is
concentrated to such a degree. The successes and failures of an individual capitalist depend, not wholly
of course, but to avery considerable and sometimes decisive degree, upon his personal qualities. Mutatis
mutandis, the Soviet government occupies in relation to the whole economic system the position which a
capitalist occupiesin relation to asingle enterprise. The centralized character of the national economy
converts the state power into afactor of enormous significance. But for that very reason the policy of the
government must be judged, not by summarized results, not by naked statistical data, but by the specific
role which conscious foresight and planned leadership have played in achieving these results.

The zigzags of the governmental course have reflected not only the objective contradictions of the
situation, but also the inadequate ability of the leaders to understand these contradictions in season and
react prophylactically against them. It is not easy to express mistakes of the leadership in bookkeeper's
magnitudes, but our schematic exposition of the history of these zigzags permits the conclusion that they
have imposed upon the Soviet economy an immense burden of overhead expenses.

It remains of course incomprehensible—at least with arational approach to history—how and why a
faction the least rich of al inideas, and the most burdened with mistakes, should have gained the upper
hand over all other groups, and concentrated an unlimited power in its hands. Our further analysis will
give us akey to this problem too. We shall see, at the same time, how the bureaucratic methods of
autocratic leadership are coming into sharper and sharper conflict with the demands of economy and
culture, and with what inevitable necessity new crises and disturbances arise in the development of the
Soviet Union.

However, before taking up the dual role of the "socialist" bureaucracy, we must answer the question:
What is the net result of the preceding successes? |s socialism really achieved in the Soviet Union? Or,
more cautiously: Do the present economic and cultural achievements constitute a guarantee against the
danger of capitalist restoration—just as bourgeois society at a certain stage of its development became
insured by its own successes against a restoration of serfdom and feudalism?
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Leon Trotsky's
Revolution Betrayed

What is the Soviet Union and where is it going?

Chapter 3
SOCIALISM AND THE STATE

The transitional regime

Program and reality

The dual character of the workers' state

"Generalized want" and the gendarme

The "Complete triumph of socialism"
and the "Reinforcement of the dictatorship"

1.
The Transitional Regime

Isit true, asthe official authorities assert, that socialism is already realized in the Soviet Union? And if
not, have the achieved successes at least made sure of its realization within the national boundaries,
regardless of the course of eventsin the rest of the world? The preceding critical appraisal of the chief
indices of the Soviet economy ought to give us the point of departure for a correct answer to this
guestion, but we shall require also certain preliminary theoretical points of reference.

Marxism sets out from the development of technique as the fundamental spring of progress, and
constructs the communist program upon the dynamic of the productive forces. If you conceive that some
cosmic catastrophe is going to destroy our planet in the fairly near future, then you must, of course, reject
the communist perspective along with much else. Except for this as yet problematic danger, however,
there is not the slightest scientific ground for setting any limit in advance to our technical productive and
cultural possibilities. Marxism is saturated with the optimism of progress, and that alone, by the way,
makes it irreconcilably opposed to religion.

The material premise of communism should be so high a development of the economic powers of man
that productive labor, having ceased to be a burden, will not require any goad, and the distribution of
life's goods, existing in continual abundance, will not demand—as it does not now in any well-off family
or "decent" boardinghouse—any control except that of education, habit and social opinion. Speaking
frankly, | think it would be pretty dull-witted to consider such areally modest perspective "utopian”.
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Capitalism prepared the conditions and forces for a social revolution: technique, science and the
proletariat. The communist structure cannot, however, immediately replace the bourgeois society. The
material and cultural inheritance from the past is wholly inadequate for that. In itsfirst steps the workers
state cannot yet permit everyone to work "according to his abilities'—that is, as much as he can and
wishes to—nor can it reward everyone "according to his needs", regardless of the work he does. In order
to increase the productive forces, it is necessary to resort to the customary norms of wage payment—that
IS, to the distribution of life's goods in proportion to the quantity and quality of individual labor.

Marx named thisfirst stage of the new society "the lowest stage of communism", in distinction from the
highest, where together with the last phantoms of want material inequality will disappear. In this sense
socialism and communism are frequently contrasted as the lower and higher stages of the new society.
"We have not yet, of course, complete communism," reads the present official Soviet doctrine, "but we
have already achieved socialism—that is, the lowest stage of communism." In proof of this, they adduce
the dominance of the state trusts in industry, the collective farms in agriculture, the state and co-operative
enterprises in commerce. At first glance this gives a complete correspondence with the a priori—and
therefore hypothetical—scheme of Marx. But it is exactly for the Marxist that this question is not
exhausted by a consideration of forms of property regardless of the achieved productivity of labor. By
the lowest stage of communism Marx meant, at any rate, a society which from the very beginning stands
higher in its economic development than the most advanced capitalism. Theoretically such a conception
is flawless, for taken on aworld scale communism, even in itsfirst incipient stage, means a higher level
of development that that of bourgeois society. Moreover, 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 hopel ess 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 considerably poorer in
technique, culture and the good things of life than the capitalist countries. It would be truer, therefore, to
name the present Soviet regimein all its contradictoriness, not a socialist regime, but a preparatory
regime transitional from capitalism to socialism.

There is not an ounce of pedantry in this concern for terminological accuracy. The strength and stability
of regimes are determined in the long run by the relative productivity of their labor. A socialist economy
possessing a technique superior to that of capitalism would really be guaranteed in its socialist
development for sure—so to speak, automatically—a thing which unfortunately it is still quite impossible
to say about the Soviet economy.

A majority of the vulgar defenders of the Soviet Union asit is areinclined to reason approximately thus:
Even though you concede that the present Soviet regime is not yet socialistic, a further development of
the productive forces on the present fo t2ecdmul oweoonurtotheithighee gdh up to t a compl couumphment
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the present and the future tenses in politics than in grammar. Evolution is far from consisting, as vulgar
evolutionists of the Webb type imagine, in a steady accumulation and continual "improvement"” of that
which exists. It hasits transitions of quantity into quality, its crises, leaps and backward lapses. It is
exactly because the Soviet Union is as yet far from having attained the first stage of socialism, asa
balanced system of production and distribution, that is development does not proceed harmoniously, but
in contradictions. Economic contradictions produce social antagonisms, which in turn develop their own
logic, not awaiting the further growth of the productive forces. We have just seen how true thiswasin
the case of the kulak who did not wish to "grow" evolutionarily into socialism, and who, to the surprise
of the bureaucracy and its ideologues, demanded a new and supplementary revolution. Will the
bureaucracy itself, in whose hands the power and wesalth are concentrated, wish to grow more peacefully
into socialism? As to this, doubts are certainly permissible. In any case, it would be imprudent to take the
word of the bureaucracy for it. It isimpossible at present to answer finally and irrevocably the question
in what direction the economic contradictions and social antagonisms of Soviet society will develop in
the course of the next three, five or 10 years. The outcome depends upon a struggle of living socia
forces— not on anational scale, either, but on an international scale. At every new stage, therefore, a
concrete analysis is necessary of actual relations and tendenciesin their connection and continual
interaction. We shall now see the importance of such an analysisin the case of the state.

2.
Program and Reality

Lenin, following Marx and Engels, saw the first distinguishing features of the proletarian revolution in
the fact that, having expropriated the exploiters, it would abolish the necessity of a bureaucratic
apparatus raised above society—and above all, a police and standing army.

"The proletariat needs a state—this all the opportunists can tell you," wrote Leninin 1917, two months
before the seizure of power, "but they, the opportunists, forget to add that the proletariat needs only a
dying state—that is, a state constructed in such away that it immediately beginsto die away and cannot
help dying away."

(State and Revolution)

This criticism was directed at the time against reformist socialists of the type of the Russian mensheviks,
British Fabians, etc. It now attacks with redoubled force the Soviet idolators with their cult of a
bureaucratic state which has not the dlightest intention of "dying away".

The social demand for a bureaucracy arise in al those situations where sharp antagonisms need to be
"softened", "adjusted”, "regulated” (always in the interests of the privileged, the possessors, and aways
to the advantage of the bureaucracy itself). Throughout all bourgeois revolutions, therefore, no matter
how democratic, there has occurred areinforcement and perfecting of the bureaucratic apparatus.

"Officialdom and the standing army—" writes Lenin, "that is a 'parasite’ on the body of bourgeois
society, a parasite created by the inner contradictions which tear this society, yet nothing but a parasite
stopping up the living pores.”

Beginning with 1917—that is, from the moment when the conquest of power confronted the party asa
practical problem—Lenin was continually occupied with the thought of liquidating this "parasite”. After
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the overthrow of the exploiting classes—he repeats and explains in every chapter of State and
Revolution—the proletariat will shatter the old bureaucratic machine and create its own apparatus out of
employees and workers. And it will take measures against their turning into bureaucrats—

"measures analyzed in detail by Marx and Engels: (1) not only election but recall at any time; (2)
payment no higher than the wages of aworker; (3) immediate transition to aregime in which all will
fulfill the functions of control and supervision so that all may for atime become 'bureaucrats, and
therefore nobody can become a bureaucrat.”

Y ou must not think that Lenin was talking about the problems of a decade. No, this was the first step
with which "we should and must begin upon achieving a proletarian revolution”.

This same bold view of the state in a proletarian dictatorship found finished expression ayear and a half
after the conquest of power in the program of the Bolshevik party, including its section on the army. A
strong state, but without mandarins; armed power, but without the Samurai! It is not the tasks of defense
which create amilitary and state bureaucracy, but the class structure of society carried over into the
organization of defense. The army is only a copy of the socia relations. The struggle against foreign
danger necessitates, of course, in the workers state as in others, a specialized military technical
organization, but in no case a privileged officer caste. The party program demands a replacement of the
standing army by an armed people.

The regime of proletarian dictatorship from its very beginning thus ceases to be a"state" in the old sense
of the word—a special apparatus, that is, for holding in subjection the mgority of the people. The
material power, together with the weapons, goes over directly and immediately into the hands of the
workers' organizations such as the soviets. The state as a bureaucratic apparatus begins to die away the
first day of the proletarian dictatorship. Such is the voice of the party program—not voided to this day.
Strange: it sounds like a spectral voice from the mausoleum.

However you may interpret the nature of the present Soviet state, on 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
disappeared, 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 people, 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 Soviet 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 between the scheme 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.

3.
The Dual Character of the Workers' State

The proletarian dictatorship is just a bridge between the bourgeois and the socialist society. Inits very
essence, therefore, it bears atemporary character. An incidental but very essential task of the state which
realizes the dictatorship consists in preparing for its own dissolution. The degree of the realization of this
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"Incidental" task is, to some extent, a measure of its success in the fulfillment of its fundamental mission:
the construction of a society without classes and without material contradictions. Bureaucracy and social
harmony are inversely proportional to each other.

In his famous polemic against Duhring, Engels wrote:

"When, together with class domination and the struggle for individual existence created by the present
anarchy in production, those conflicts and excesses which result from this struggle disappear, from that
time on there will be nothing to suppress, and there will be no need for a special instrument of
suppression, the state."

The philistine considers the gendarme an eternal institution. In reality, the gendarme will bridle mankind
only until man shall thoroughly bridle nature. In order that the state shall disappear, "class domination
and the struggle for individual existence" must disappear. Engels joins these two conditions together, for
In the perspective of changing social regimes afew decades amount to nothing. But the thing looks
different to those generations who bear the weight of arevolution. It istrue that capitalist anarchy creates
the struggle of each against al, but the trouble is that a socialization of the means of production does not
yet automatically remove the "struggle for individual existence'. That is the nub of the question!

A socialized state even in America, on the basis of the most advanced capitalism, could not immediately
provide everyone with as much as he needs, and would therefore be compelled to spur everyone to
produce as much as possible. The duty of the stimulator in these circumstances naturally falls to the state,
which initsturn cannot but resort, with various changes and mitigations, to the method of |abor payment
worked out by capitalism. It wasin this sense that Marx wrote in 1875:

"Bourgeois|aw... isinevitable in the first phase of the communist society, in that form in which it issues
after long labor pains from capitalist society. Law can never be higher than the economic structure and
the cultural development of society conditioned by that structure.”

In explaining these remarkable lines, Lenin adds:

"Bourgeoislaw in relation to the distribution of the objects of consumption assumes, of course,
inevitably a bourgeois state, for law is nothing without an apparatus capable of compelling observance of
its norms. It follows (we are still quoting Lenin) that under Communism not only will bourgeois law
survive for a certain time, but also even a bourgeois state without the bourgeoisie!"

This highly significant conclusion, completely ignored by the present official theoreticians, has a
decisive significance for the understanding of the nature of the Soviet state—or more accurately, for a
first approach to such understanding. Insofar as the state which assumes the task of socialist
transformation is compelled to defend inequality—that is, the material privileges of a minority—by
methods of compulsion, insofar does it also remain a"bourgeois’ state, even though without a
bourgeoisie. These words contain neither praise nor blame; they name things with their real name.

The bourgeois norms of distribution, by hastening the growth of material power, ought to serve socialist
aims—but only in the last analysis. The state assumes directly and from the very beginning a dua
character: socialistic, insofar asit defends social property in the means of production; bourgeois, insofar
asthe distribution of life's goodsis carried out with a capitalistic measure of value and all the
conseguences ensuing therefrom. Such a contradictory characterization may horrify the dogmatists and
scholastics; we can only offer them our condolences.
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The fina physiognomy of the workers' state ought to be determined by the changing relations between its
bourgeois and socialist tendencies. The triumph of the latter ought ipso facto to signify the final
liquidation of the gendarme—that is, the dissolving of the state in a self-governing society. From this
aloneit is sufficiently clear how immeasurably significant is the problem of Soviet bureaucratism, both
initself and as a system!

It is because Lenin, in accord with his whole intellectual temper, gave an extremely sharpened expression
to the conception of Marx, that he revealed the source of the future difficulties, his own among them,
although he did not himself succeed in carrying his analysis through to the end. "A bourgeois state
without a bourgeoisie" proved inconsistent with genuine Soviet democracy. The dual function of the state
could not but affect its structure. Experience revealed what theory was unable clearly to foresee. If for
the defense of socialized property against bourgeois counterrevolution a " state of armed workers' was
fully adequate, it was a very different matter to regulate inequalities in the sphere of consumption. Those
deprived of property are not inclined to create and defend it. The majority cannot concern itself with the
privileges of the minority. For the defense of "bourgeois|law" the workers' state was compelled to create
a"bourgeois’ type of instrument—that is, the same old gendarme, although in a new uniform.

We have thus taken the first step toward understanding the fundamental contradictions between
Bolshevik program and Soviet redlity. If the state does not die away, but grows more and more despotic,
iIf the plenipotentiaries of the working class become bureaucratized, and the bureaucracy rises above the
new society, thisis not for some secondary reasons like the psychological relics of the past, etc., but isa
result of the iron necessity to give birth to and support a privileged minority so long asit isimpossible to
guarantee genuine equality.

The tendencies of bureaucratism, which strangles the workers' movement in capitalist countries, would
everywhere show themselves even after a proletarian revolution. But it is perfectly obvious that the
poorer the society which issues from arevolution, the sterner and more naked would be the expression of
this"law", the more crude would be the forms assumed by bureaucratism, and the more dangerous would
it become for socialist development. The Soviet state is prevented not only from dying away, but even
from freeing itself of the bureaucratic parasite, not by the "relics" of former ruling classes, as declares the
naked police doctrine of Stalin, for those relics are powerless in themselves. It is prevented by
immeasurably mightier factors, such as material want, cultural backwardness and the resulting
dominance of "bourgeois law" in what most immediately and sharply touches every human being, the
business of insuring his personal existence.

4,
"Generalized Want" and the Gendarme

Two years before the Communist Manifesto, young Marx wrote:

"A development of the productive forcesis the absolutely necessary practical premise [of Communism],
because without it want is generalized, and with want the struggle for necessities begins again, and that
means that all the old crap must revive."

This thought Marx never directly developed, and for no accidental reason: he never foresaw a proletarian
revolution in a backward country. Lenin also never dwelt upon it, and this too was not accidental. He did
not foresee so prolonged an isolation of the Soviet state. Nevertheless, the citation, merely an abstract
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construction with Marx, an inference from the opposite, provides an indispensable theoretical key to the
wholly concrete difficulties and sicknesses of the Soviet regime. On the historic basis of destitution,
aggravated by the destructions of the imperialist and civil wars, the "struggle for individual existence"
not only did not disappear the day after the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, and not only did not abate in
the succeeding years, but, on the contrary, assumed at times an unheard-of ferocity. Need we recall that
certain regions of the country have twice gone to the point of cannibalism?

The distance separating tzarist Russia from the West can really be appreciated only now. In the most
favorable conditions—that is, in the absence of inner disturbances and external catastrophes—it would
require several more five-year periods before the Soviet Union could fully assimilate those economic and
educative achievements upon which the first-born nations of capitalist civilization have expended
centuries. The application of socialist methods for the solution of pre-socialist problems—that is the very
essence of the present economic and cultural work in the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union, to be sure, even now excels in productive forces the most advanced countries of the
epoch of Marx. But in the first place, in the historic rivalry of two regimes, it is not so much a question of
absolutely as of relative levels: the Soviet economy opposes the capitalism of Hitler, Baldwin, and
Roosevelt, not Bismarck, Palmerston, or Abraham Lincoln. And in the second place, the very scope of
human demands changes fundamentally with the growth of world technique. The contemporaries of
Marx knew nothing of automobiles, radios, moving pictures, aeroplanes. A socialist society, however, is
unthinkable without the free enjoyment of these goods.

"The lowest stage of Communism", to employ the term of Marx, begins at that level to which the most
advanced capitalism has drawn near. The real program of the coming Soviet five-year plan, however, is
to "catch up with Europe and America'. The construction of a network of autoroads and asphalt
highways in the measurel ess spaces of the Soviet Union will require much more time and material than
to transplant automobile factories from America, or even to acquire their technigue. How many years are
needed in order to make it possible for every Soviet citizen to use an automobile in any direction he
chooses, refilling his gas tank without difficulty en route? In barbarian society the rider and the
pedestrian constituted two classes. The automobile differentiates society no less than the saddle horse. So
long as even amodest "Ford" remains the privilege of a minority, there survive all the relations and
customs proper to a bourgeois society. And together with them there remains the guardian of inequality,
the state.

Basing himself wholly upon the Marxian theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat, Lenin did not
succeed, as we have said, either in his chief work dedicated to this question (State and Revolution), or in
the program of the party, in drawing all the necessary conclusions as to the character of the state from the
economic backwardness and isolatedness of the country. Explaining the revival of bureaucratism by the
unfamiliarity of the masses with administration and by the special difficulties resulting from the war, the
program prescribes merely political measures for the overcoming of "bureaucratic distortions': elections
and recall at any time of all plenipotentiaries, abolition of material privileges, active control by the
masses, etc. It was assumed that along this road the bureaucrat, from being a boss, would turn into a
simple and moreover temporary technical agent, and the state would gradually and imperceptibly
disappear from the scene.

This obvious underestimation of impending difficulties is explained by the fact that the program was
based wholly upon an international perspective. "The October revolution in Russia has realized the
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dictatorship of the proletariat.... The era of world proletarian communist revolution has begun." These
were the introductory lines of the program. Their authors not only did not set themselves the aim of
constructing "socialism in asingle country" —this idea had not entered anybody's head then, and |east of
al Stalin's—but they also did not touch the question asto what character the Soviet state would assume,
if compelled for aslong as two decades to solve in isolation those economic and cultural problems which
advanced capitalism had solved so long ago.

The post-war revolutionary crisis did not lead to the victory of socialism in Europe. The social democrats
rescued the bourgeoisie. That period, which to Lenin and his colleagues |ooked like a short "breathing
spell”, has stretched out to a whole historical epoch. The contradictory social structure of the Soviet
Union, and the ultra-bureaucratic character of its state, are the direct consequences of this unique and
"unforeseen” historical pause, which has at the same time led in the capitalist countries to fascism or the
pre-fascist reaction.

While the first attempt to create a state cleansed of bureaucratism fell foul, in the first place, of the
unfamiliarity of the masses with self-government, the lack of qualified workers devoted to socialism,
etc., it very soon after these immediate difficulties encountered others more profound. That reduction of
the state to functions of 'accounting and control”, with a continual narrowing of the functions of
compulsion, demanded by the party program, assumed at |east a relative condition of general
contentment. Just this necessary condition was lacking. No help came from the West. The power of the
democratic Soviets proved cramping, even unendurable, when the task of the day was to accommodate
those privileged groups whose existence was necessary for defense, for industry, for technique, and
science. In this decidedly not "socialistic" operation, taking from 10 and giving to one, these crystallized
out and developed a powerful caste of specialistsin distribution.

How and why isit, however, that the enormous economic successes of the recent period have led not to a
mitigation, but on the contrary to a sharpening, of inequalities, and at the same time to a further growth
of bureaucratism, such that from being a "distortion", it has now become a system of administration?
Before attempting to answer this question, let us hear how the authoritative leaders of the Soviet
bureaucracy look upon their own regime.

5.
The "Complete Triumph of Socialism"
and the "Reinforcement of the Dictatorship”

There have been several announcements during recent years of the "complete triumph" of socialismin
the Soviet Union—taking especially categorical formsin connection with the "liquidation of the kulaks
asaclass'. On January 30, 1931, Pravda, interpreting a speech of Stalin, said: "During the second
five-year period, the last relics of capitalist elementsin our economy will be liquidated.” (Italics ours.)
From the point of view of this perspective, the state ought conclusively to die away during the same
period, for where the "last relics' of capitalism are liquidated the state has nothing to do.

"The Soviet power," says the program of the Bolshevik party on this subject, "openly recognizes the
inevitability of the class character of every state, so long as the division of society into classes, and
therewith all state power, has not completely disappeared.”

However, when certain incautious Moscow theoreticians attempted, from the liquidation of the "last
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relics' of capitalism taken on faith, to infer they dying away of the state, the bureaucracy immediately
declared such theories "counterrevolutionary".

Where lies the theoretical mistake of the bureaucracy—in the basic premise or the conclusion? In the one
and the other. To the first announcement of "complete triumph”, the Left Opposition answered: Y ou must
not limit yourself to the socio-juridical form of relations which are unripe, contradictory, in agriculture
still very unstable, abstracting from the fundamental criterion: level of the productive forces. Juridical
forms themselves have an essentially different social content in dependence upon the height of the
technical level. "Law can never be higher than the economic structure and the cultural level conditioned
by it." (Marx) Soviet forms of property on abasis of the most modern achievement of American
technique transplanted into all branches of economic life—that would indeed be the first stage of
socialism. Soviet forms with alow productivity of labor mean only atransitional regime whose destiny
history has not yet finally weighed.

"Isit not monstrous?'—we wrote in March 1932. "The country can not get out of afamine of goods.
There is astoppage of supplies at every step. Children lack milk. But the official oracles announce: 'The
country has entered into the period of socialism!' Would it be possible more viciously to compromise the
name of socialism?' Karl Radek, now a prominent publicist [ TRANSLATOR NOTE—uwritten before the
arrest of Karl Radek in August 1936 on charges of aterroristic conspiracy against the Soviet leaders| of
the ruling Soviet circles, parried these remarks in the German liberal paper, Berliner Tageblatt, in a
special issue devoted to the Soviet Union (May 1932), in the following words which deserve to be
immortal:

"Milk isaproduct of cows and not of socialism, and you would have actually to confuse socialism with
the image of a country where rivers flow milk, in order not to understand that a country can rise for a
time to a higher level of development without any considerable rise in the material situation of the
popular masses."

These lines were written when a horrible famine was raging in the country.

Socialism is astructure of planned to the end of the best satisfaction of human needs; otherwise it does
not deserve the name of socialism. If cows are socialized, but there are too few of them, or they have too
meagre udders, then conflicts arise out of the inadequate supply of milk—conflicts between city and
country, between collectives and individual peasants, between different state of the proletariat, between
the whole toiling mass and bureaucracy. It was in fact the socialization of the cows which led to their
mass extermination by the peasants. Social conflicts created by want can in their turn lead to a
resurrection of "all the old crap". Such was, in essence, our answer.

The 7th Congress of the Communist International, in aresolution of August 29, 1935, solemnly affirmed
that in the sum total of the successes of the nationalized industries, the achievement of collectivization,
the crowding out of capitalist elements and the liquidation of the kulaks as a class, "the final and
irrevocable triumph of socialism and the all-sided reinforcement of the state of the proletarian
dictatorship, is achieved in the Soviet Union." With all its categorical tone, this testimony of the
Communist International iswholly self-contradictory. If socialism has "finally and irrevocably”
triumphed, not as a principle but as aliving social regime, then arenewed "reinforcement” of the
dictatorship is obvious nonsense. And on the contrary, if the reinforcement of the dictatorship is evoked
by the real demands of the regime, that means that the triumph of socialism is still remote. Not only a
Marxist, but any realistic political thinker, ought to understand that the very necessity of “reinforcing" the
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dictatorship—that is, governmental repression—testifies not to the triumph of a classless harmony, but to
the growth of new social antagonisms. What lies at the bottom of all this? Lack of the means of
subsistence from the low productivity of labor.

L enin once characterized socialism as "the Soviet power plus electrification”. That epigram, whose
one-sidedness was due to the propaganda aims of the moment, assumed at |east as a minimum starting
point the capitalist level of electrification. At present in the Soviet Union thereis 1/3rd as much el ectrical
energy per head of the population as in the advanced countries. If you take into consideration that the
soviets have given place in the meantime to a political machine that is independent of the masses, the
Communist International has nothing left but to declare that socialism is bureaucratic power plus 1/3rd of
the capitalist electrification. Such a definition would be photographically accurate, but for socialismiit is
not quite enough! In a speech to the Stakhanovists in November 1935, Stalin, obedient to the empirical
aims of the conference, unexpectedly announced:

"Why can and should and necessarily will socialism conquer the capitalist system of economy? Because
it can give... a higher productivity of labor."

Incidentally rejecting the resolution of the Communist International adopted three months before upon
the same question, and also his own oft-repeated announcements, Stalin here speaks of the "triumph" of
socialism in the future tense. Socialism will conquer the capitalist system, he says, when it surpassesitin
the productivity of labor. Not only the tenses of the verbs but the social criteria change, as we see, from
moment to moment. It is certainly not easy for the Soviet citizen to keep up with the "general line".

Finally, on March 1, 1936, in a conversation with Roy Howard, Stalin offered a new definition of the
Soviet regime:

"That social organization which we have created may be called a Soviet socialist organization, still not
wholly completed, but at root a socialist organization of society."

In this purposely vague definition there are amost as many contradictions as there are words. The social
organization is called "Soviet socialist”, but the Soviets are aform of state, and socialism isasocial
regime. These designations are not only not identical but, from the point of view of our interest,
antagonistic. Insofar as the social organization has become socialistic, the soviets ought to drop away like
the scaffolding after a building is finished. Stalin introduces a correction: Socialismis "still not wholly
completed”. What does "not wholly" mean? By 5 per cent, or by 75 per cent? This they do not tell us, just
as they do not tell us what they mean by an organization of society that is"socialistic at root". Do they
mean forms of property or technique? The very mistiness of the definition, however, implies aretreat
from the immeasurably more categorical formula of 1931-35. A further step along the same road would
be to acknowledge that the "root" of every social organization is the productive forces, and that the
Soviet root isjust what is not mighty enough for the socialist trunk and for its leafage: human welfare.

Back to CHAPTER 2 On to CHAPTER 4 To Revolution Betrayed
Table of Contents
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Leon Trotsky's
Revolution Betrayed

What is the Soviet Union and where is it going?

Chapter 4
THE STRUGGLE FOR PRODUCTIVITY OF LABOR

Money and Plan

"Socialist" inflation

The rehabilitation of the ruble

The Stakhanov Movement

1.
Money and Plan

We have attempted to examine the Soviet regime in the cross-section of currency. These two problems,
state and money, have a number of traitsin common, for they both reduce themselvesin the last analysis
to the problem of problems: productivity of labor. State compulsion like money compulsion is an
inheritance from the class society, which isincapable of defining the relations of man by man except in
the form of fetishes, churchly or secular, after appointing to defend them the most alarming of all
fetishes, the state, with agreat knife between its teeth. In a communist society, the state and money will
disappear. Their gradual dying away ought consequently to begin under socialism. We shall be able to
speak of the actual triumph of socialism only at that historical moment when the state turnsinto a
semi-state, and money begins to lose its magic power. Thiswill mean that socialism, having freed itself
from capitalist fetishes, is beginning to create a more lucid, free and worthy relation among men. Such
characteristically anarchist demands as the "abolition" of money, "abolition" of wages, or "liquidation" of
the state and family, possess interest merely as models of mechanical thinking. Money cannot be
arbitrarily "abolished", nor the state and the old family "liquidated”. They have to exhaust their historic
mission, evaporate, and fall away. The deathblow to money fetishism will be struck only upon that stage
when the steady growth of social wealth has made us bipeds forget our miserly attitude toward every
excess minute of labor, and our humiliating fear about the size of our ration. Having lost its ability to
bring happiness or trample men in the dust, money will turn into mere bookkeeping receipts for the
convenience of statisticians and for planning purposes. In the still more distant future, probably these
receipts will not be needed. But we can leave this question entirely to posterity, who will be more
intelligent than we are.
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The nationalization of the means of production and credit, the co-operative or state-izing of internal
trade, the monopoly of foreign trade, the collectivization of agriculture, the law on inheritance—set strict
limits upon the personal accumulation of money and hinder its conversion into private capital (usurious,
commercial and industrial). These functions of money, however, bound up as they are with exploitation,
are not liquidated at the beginning of a proletarian revolution, but in a modified form are transferred to
the state, the universal merchant, creditor and industrialist. At the same time the more elementary
functions of money, as measures of value, means of exchange and medium of payment, are not only
preserved, but acquire a broader field of action than they had under capitalism.

Administrative planning has sufficiently revealed its power— but therewith also the limits of its power.
An apriori economic plan— above al in abackward country with 170 million population, and a
profound contradiction between city and country—is not a fixed gospel, but a rough working hypothesis
which must be verified and reconstructed in the process of its fulfillment. We might indeed lay down a
rule: the more "accurately" an administrative task is fulfilled, the worse is the economic |eadership. For
the regulation and application of plans two levers are needed: the political lever, in the form of areal
participation in leadership of the interested masses themselves, athing which is unthinkable without
Soviet democracy; and afinancial lever, in the form of areal testing out of apriori calculations with the
help of auniversal equivalent, athing that is unthinkable without a stable money system.

The role of money in the Soviet economy is not only unfinished but, as we have said, still hasalong
growth ahead. The transitional epoch between capitalism and socialism taken as a whole does not mean a
cutting down of trade, but, on the contrary, its extraordinary extension. All branches of industry
transform themselves and grow. New ones continually arise, and all are compelled to define their
relations to one another both quantitatively and qualitatively. The liquidation of the consummatory
peasant economy, and at the same time of the shut-in family life, means atransfer to the sphere of socia
interchange, and ipso facto money circulation, of all the labor energy which was formerly expended
within the limits of the peasant's yard, or within the walls of his private dwelling. All products and
services begin for the first timein history to be exchanged for one another.

On the other hand, a successful socialist construction is unthinkable without including in the planned
system the direct personal interests of the producer and consumer, their egoism,—which in its turn may
revedl itself fruitfully only if it hasin its service the customary reliable and flexible instrument, money.
Theraising of the productivity of labor and bettering of the quality of its products is quite unattainable
without an accurate measure freely penetrating into all the cells of industry— that is, without a stable unit
of currency. Henceit is clear that in the transitional economy, as also under capitalism, the sole authentic
money is that based upon gold. All other money is only a substitute. To be sure, the Soviet state hasin its
hand at the same time the mass of commodities and the machinery for printing money. However, this
does not change the situation. Administrative manipulations in the sphere of commodity prices do not in
the slightest degree create, or replace, a stable money unit either for domestic or foreign trade. Deprived
of an independent basis —that is, a gold basis—the money system of the Soviet Union, like that of a
number of capitalist countries, has necessarily a shut-in character. For the world market the ruble does
not exist. If the Soviet Union can endure the adverse aspects of this money system more easily than
Germany and Italy, it isonly in part due to the natural wealth of the country. Only this makesit possible
not to struggle in the clutches of autarchy. The historic task, however, is not merely not avoid strangling,
but to create face to face with the highest achievements of the world market a powerful economy,

rational through and through, which will guarantee the greatest saving of time and consequently the
highest flowering of culture.
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The dynamic Soviet economy, passing as it does through continual technical revolutions and large-scale
experiments, needs more than any other continual testing by means of a stable measure of value.
Theoretically there cannot be the slightest doubt that if the Soviet economy had possessed a gold ruble,
the result of the five-year plan would be incomparably more favorable than they are now. Of course you
cannot "poss the impossible" [Ha nyet cuda nyet]. But you must not make a virtue of necessity, for that
leads in turn to additional economic mistakes and losses.

2.
"Socialist" Inflation

The history of the Soviet currency is not only ahistory of economic difficulties, successes and failures,
but also a history of the zigzags of bureaucratic thought.

The restoration of the ruble in 1922-24, in connection with the transfer to the NEP, was directly bound up
with the restoration of the "norms of bourgeois right" in the distribution of objects of consumption. So
long as the course toward the well-to-do farmer continued, the chervonetz was an object of governmental
concern. During the first period of the five-year plan, on the contrary, all the sluices of inflation were
opened. From 0.7 billion rubles at the beginning of 1925, the total issue of currency had arisen by the
beginning of 1928 to the comparatively modest sum of 1.7 billions, which is approximately comparable
to the paper money circulation of tzarist Russia on the eve of the war—but this, of course, without its
former metallic basis. The subsequent curve of inflation from year to year is depicted in the following
feverish series: 2.0—2.8—4.3 —5.5—8.4! Thefinal figure 8.4 billion rubles was reached at the
beginning of 1933. After that came the years of reconsideration and retreat: 6.9 —7.7—7.9 billion
(1935). Theruble of 1924, equal in the official exchange to 13 francs, had been reduced in November
1935 to 3 francs— that is, to less than afourth of its value, or almost as much as the French franc was
reduced as aresult of the war. Both parties, the old and the new, are very conditional in character; the
purchasing power of the ruble in world prices now hardly equal 1.5 francs. Nevertheless the scale of
devaluation shows with what dizzy speed the Soviet valutawas dliding downhill until 1934.

In the full flight of his economic adventurism, Stalin promised to send the NEP—that is, market
relations—"to the devil". The entire press wrote, asin 1918, about the final replacement of merchant sale
by "direct socialist distribution”, the external sigh of which was the food card. At the same time, inflation
was categorically rejected as a phenomenon inconsistent with the Soviet system.

"The stability of the Soviet valuta," said Stalin in 1933, "is guaranteed primarily by the immense quantity
of commodities in the hands of the state put in circulation at stable prices."

Notwithstanding the fact that this enigmatical aphorism received neither development nor elucidation
(partly indeed because of this), it became afundamental law of the Soviet theory of money—or, more
accurately, of that very inflation which it rejected. The chervonetz proved thereafter to be not a universal
equivaent, but only the universal shadow of an "immense" quantity of commodities. And like all
shadows, it possessed the right to shorten and lengthen itself. If this consoling doctrine made any sense at
all, it was only this: the Soviet money has ceased to be money; it serves no longer as a measure of value;
"stable prices" are designated by the state power; the chervonetz is only a conventional label of the
planned economy—that is, a universal distribution card. In aword, socialism has triumphed “finally and
irrevocably".
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The most utopian views of the period of military communism were thus restored on a new economic
basis—allittle higher, to be sure, but alas still inadequate for the liquidation of money circulation. The
ruling circles were completely possessed by the opinion that with a planned economy inflation is not to
be feared. This means approximately that if you possess a compass there is no danger in aleaking ship.
In reality, currency inflation, inevitably producing a credit inflation, entails a substitution of fictitious for
real magnitudes, and corrodes the planned economy from within.

It is needless to say that inflation meant a dreadful tax upon the toiling masses. As for the advantagesto
socialism achieved with its help, they are more than dubious. Industry, to be sure, continued its rapid
growth, but the economic efficiency of the grandiose construction was estimated statistically and not
economically. Taking command of the ruble—giving it, that is, various arbitrary purchasing powersin
different strata of the population and sectors of the economy—the bureaucracy deprived itself of the
necessary instrument for objectively measuring its own successes and failures. The absence of correct
accounting, disguised on paper by means of combinations with the "conventional ruble”, led in reality to
adecline of personal interest, to alow productivity, and to astill lower quality of goods.

In the course of the first five-year plan, this evil assumed threatening proportions. In July 1931, Stalin
came out with his famous "six conditions’, whose chief aim was to |lower the production cost of
industrial goods. These "conditions" (payment according to individual productivity of labor,
production-cost accounting, etc.) contained nothing new. The "norms of bourgeois right" had been
advanced at the dawn of the NEP, and developed at the 12th Congress of the party at the beginning of
1923. Stalin happened upon them only in 1931, under the influence of the declining efficiency of capital
investments. During the following two years hardly an article appeared in the Soviet press without
references to the salvation power of these "conditions'. Meanwhile, with inflation continuing, the
diseases caused by it were naturally not getting cured. Severe measures of repression against wreckers
and sabotagers did as little to help things forward.

The fact seems almost unbelievable now that in opening a struggle against "impersonality" and
"equalization"—which means anonymous "average" labor and similar "average" pay for all—the
bureaucracy was at the same time sending "to the devil" the NEP, which means the money evaluation of
al goods, including labor power. Restoring "bourgeois norms" with one hand, they were destroying with
the other the sole implement of any use under them. With the substitution of "closed distributors’ for
commerce, and with complete chaos in prices, al correspondence between individual labor and
individual wages necessarily disappeared, and therewith disappeared the personal interestedness of the
worker.

The strictest instructions in regard to economic accounting, quality, cost of production and productivity,
were left hanging in the air. This did not prevent the leaders from declaring the cause of all economic
difficulties to be the malicious unfulfillment of the six prescriptions of Stalin. The most cautious
references to inflation they likened to a state crime. With similar conscientiousness the authorities on
occassion have accused teachers of breaking the rules of school hygiene while at the same time
forbidding them to mention the absence of soap.

The question of the fate of the chervonetz has occupied a prominent place in the struggle of factionsin
the Communist party. The platform of factionsin the Communist party. The platform of the Opposition
(1927) demanded "a guarantee of the unconditional stability of the money unit". This demand became a
leit motif during the subsequent years. " Stop the process of inflation with an iron hand,” wrote the emigre
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organ of the Opposition in 1932, "and restore a stable unit of currency," even at the price of "abold
cutting down of capital investments." The defenders of the "tortoise tempo" and the superindustrializers
had, it seemed, temporarily changed places. In answer to the boast that they would send the market "to
the devil", the Opposition recommended that the State Planning Commission hang up the motto:
"Inflation is the syphilis of a planned economy."

* k% %

In the sphere of agriculture, inflation brought no less heavy consequences.

During the period when the peasant policy was still oriented upon the well-to-do farmer, it was assumed
that the socialist transformation in agriculture, setting out upon the basis of the NEP, would be
accomplished in the course of decades by means of the co-operatives. Assuming one after another
purchasing, selling, and credit functions, the co-operatives should in the long run also socialize
production itself. All this taken together was called "the co-operative plan of Lenin". The actual
development, as we know, followed a completely different and almost an opposite course

—dekul akization by violence and integral collectivization. Of the gradual socialization of separate
economic functions, in step with the preparation of the material and cultural conditions for it, nothing
more was said. Collectivization was introduced as though it were the instantaneous realization of the
communist regime in agriculture.

The immediate consequence was not only an extermination of more than half of the livestock, but, more
important, a complete indifference of the members of the collective farms to the socialized property and
the results of their own labor. The government was compelled to make a disorderly retreat. They again
supplied the peasants with chickens, pigs, sheep, and cows as personal property. They gave them private
lots adjoining the farmsteads. The film of collectivization began to be run off backwards.

In thus restoring small personal farm holdings, the state adopted a compromise, trying to buy off, asit
were, the individualistic tendencies of the peasant. The collective farms were retained, and at first glance,
therefore, the retreat might seem of secondary importance. In reality, its significance could hardly be
overestimated. If you leave aside the collective farm aristocracy, the daily needs of the average peasant
are still met to agreater degree by hiswork "on his own", than by his participation in the collective. A
peasant's income from individual enterprises, especially when he takes up technical culture, fruit, or
stock farming, amounts frequently to three times as much as the earnings of the same peasant in the
collective economy. This fact, testified to in the Soviet pressitself, very clearly reveals on the one hand a
completely barbarous squandering of tens of million of human forces, especially those of women, in
midget enterprises, and, on the other, the still extremely low productivity of labor in the collective farms.

In order to raise the standard of large-scale collective agriculture, it was necessary again to talk to the
peasant in the language he understands —that is, to resurrect the markets and return from taxesin kind to
trade —in aword, to ask back from Satan the NEP which had been ce ultemelsnmen, thimnt. Tto
tnpositiot to f moraboo |esa stablme oary(acmouining roub demake s necrmssarl conditins fog theurnothel
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3.
The Rehabilitation of the Ruble

The owl of wisdom flies, asiswell known, after sunset. Thus the theory of a"socialist" system of money
and prices was developed only after the twilight of inflationist illusions. In developing the above
enigmatical words of Stalin, the obedient professors managed to create an entire theory according to
which the Soviet price, in contrast to the market price, has an exclusively planning or directive character.
That is, it is not an economic, but an administrative category, and thus serves the better for the
redistribution of the people'sincome in the interests of socialism. The professors forgot to explain how
you can estimate real costsif all prices express the will of abureaucracy and not the amount of socially
necessary labor expended. In redlity, for the redistribution of the people's income the government has in
its hands such mighty levers as taxes, the state budget of expenditures for 1936, over 37.6 billion rubles
are alotted directly, and many billions indirectly, to financing the various branches of economy. The
budget and credit mechanism is wholly adequate for a planned distribution of the national income. And
asto prices, they will serve the cause of socialism better, the more honestly they being to express the real
economic relations of the present day.

Experience has managed to say its decisive word on this subject. "Directive" prices were lessimpressive
in real life than in the books of scholars. On one and the same commodity, prices of different categories
were established. In the broad cracks between these categories, all kinds of speculation, favoritism,
parasitism, and other vices found room, and this rather as the rule than the exception. At the same time,
the chervonetz, which ought to have been the steady shadow of stable prices, became in reality nothing
but its own shadow.

It was again necessary to make a sharp change of course—thistime as aresult of difficulties which grew
out of the economic successes. Nineteen-thirty-five opened with the abolition of bread cards. By
October, cards for other food products were liquidated. By January 1936, cards for industrial products of
general consumption were abolished. The economic relations of the city and the country to the state, and
to each other, were transated into the language of money. The ruble is an instrument for the influence of
the population upon economic plans, beginning with the quantity and quality of the objects of
consumption. In no other manner is it possible to rationalize the Soviet economy.

The president of the State Planning Commission announced in December 1935:

Thus the superstition of administrative plan and the illusion of administrative prices were ship-wrecked.
If the approach to socialism means in the fiscal sphere the approach of the ruble to adistribution card,
then the reforms of 1935 would have to be regarded as a departure from socialism. In reality, however,
such an appraisal would be a crude mistake. The replacement of the card by the rubleis merely a
rejection of fictions, and an open acknowledgment of the necessity of creating the premises for socialism
by means of areturn to bourgeois methods of distribution.

At asession of the Central Executive Committee in January 1936, the People's Commissar of Finance
announced: "The Soviet ruble is stable as is not other valutain the world." It would be wrong to read this
announcement as sheer boasting. The state budge of the Soviet Union is balanced with ayearly increase
of income over expenses. Foreign trade, to be sure, although insignificant in itself, gives an active
balance. The gold reserve of the State Bank, which amount in 1926 to 164 million rubles, in now more
than a billion. The output of gold in the country isrising rapidly. In 1936, this branch of industry is

http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/works/1936-rev/ch04.htm (6 of 11) [22/08/2000 01:00:50]



Revolution Betrayed: Chapter 4

calculated to take first place in the world. The growth of commodity circulation under the restored
market has become very rapid. Paper-money inflation was actually stopped in 1934. The elements of a
certain stabilization of the ruble exist. Nevertheless, the announcement of the People's Commissar of
Finance must be explained to a considerable extent by an inflation of optimism. If the Soviet ruble
possesses a mighty support in the general rise of industry, still its Achilles heel is the intolerably high
cost of production. The ruble will become the most stable valuta only from that moment when the Soviet
productivity of labor exceeds that of the rest of the world, and when, consequently, the ruble itself will be
mediating on its final hour.

From atechnically fiscal point of view, the ruble can still lesslay claim to superiority. With agold
reserve of over abillion, about 8 billions of of bank notes are in circulation in the country. The coverage,
therefore, amountsto only 12.5 per cent. The gold in the State Bank is still considerably more in the
nature of an inviolate reserve for the purposes of war, than the basis of a currency. Theoreticaly, to be
sure, it is not impossible that at a higher stage of development the Soviets will resort to a gold currency,
in order to make domestic economic plans precise and simplify economic relations with foreign
countries. Thus, before giving up the ghost, the currency might once more flare up with the gleam of
pure gold. But thisin any case is nhot a problem of the immediate future.

In the period to come, there can be no talk of going over to the gold standard. Insofar, however, asthe
government, by increasing the gold reserve, istrying to raise the percentage even of a purely theoretical
coverage; insofar as the limits of banknote emission are objectively determined and not dependent upon
the will of the bureaucracy, to that extent the Soviet ruble may achieve at least arelative stability. That
alone would be of enormous benefit. With afirm rejection of inflation in the future, the currency,
although deprived of the advantage of the gold standard, could indubitably help to cure the many deep
wounds inflicted upon the economy by the bureaucratic subjectivism of the preceding years.

4,
The Stakhanov Movement

"All economy," said Marx,—and that means all human struggle with nature at all stages of
civilization—"comes down in the last analysis to an economy of time." Reduced to its primary basis,
history is nothing but a struggle for an economy of working time. Socialism could not be justified by the
abolition of exploitation alone; it must guarantee to society a higher economy of time than is guaranteed
by capitalism. Without the realization of this condition, the mere removal of exploitation would be but a
dramatic episode without a future. The first historical experiment in the application of socialist methods
has revealed the great possibilities contained in them. But the Soviet economy is still far from learning to
make use of time, that most precious raw material of culture. The imported technique, the chief
implement for the economy of time, still fails to produce on the Soviet soil those results which are
normal in its capitalist fatherlands. In that sense, decisive for all civilization, socialism has not yet
triumphed. It has shown that it can and should triumph. But it has not yet triumphed. All assertions to the
contrary are the fruit of ignorance and charlatanism.

Molotov, who sometimes—to do him justice—reveals alittle more freedom from the ritual phrase than
other Soviet leaders, declared in January 1936 at a session of the Central Executive Committee:

"Our average level of productivity of labor... is still considerably below that of America and Europe.”
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It would be well to make these words precise approximately thus: three, five, and sometimes even 10
times aslow asthat of Europe and America, and our cost of production is correspondingly considerably
higher. In the same speech, Molotov made a more general confession:

"The average level of culture of our workers still stands below the corresponding level of the workers of
anumber of capitalist countries."

To this should be added: also the average standard of living. There is no need of explaining how
mercilessly these sober words, spoken in passing, refute the boastful announcements of the innumerable
official authorities, and the honeyed outpourings of the foreign "friends"!

The struggle to raise the productivity of labor, together with concern about defense, is the fundamental
content of the activity of the Soviet government. At various stages in the evolution of the Union this
struggle has assumed various characters. The methods applied during the years of the first five-year plan
and the beginning of the second, the methods of "shock brigade-ism" were based upon agricultural,
personal example, administrative pressure and all kinds of group encouragements and privileges. The
attempt to introduce a kind of piecework payment, on the basis of the "six conditions" of 1931, cameto
grief against the spectral character of the valuta and the heterogeneity of prices. The system of state
distribution of products had replaced the flexible differential valuation of labor with a so-called
"premium system" which meant, in essence, bureaucratic caprice. In the strife for copious privileges,
there appeared in the ranks of shock brigades an increasing number of chiselers with special pull. In the
long run, the whole system came into compl ete opposition with its own aims.

Only the abolition of the card system, the beginning of stabilization and the unification of prices, created
the condition for the application of piecework payment. Upon this basis, shock brigade-ism was replaced
with the so-called Stakhanov movement. In the chase after the ruble, which had now acquired avery red
meaning, the workers began to concern themsel ves more about their machines, and make a more careful
use of their working time. The Stakhanov movement to a degree comes down to an intensification of
labor, and even to alengthening of the working day. During the so-called "nonworking" time, the
Stakhanovists put their benches and tools in order and sort their raw material, the brigadiers instruct their
brigades, etc. Of the seven-hour working day there thus remains nothing but the name.

It was not the Soviet administrators who invented the secret of piecework payment. That system, which
strains the nerves without visible external compulsion, Marx considered "the most suitable to capitalistic
methods of production”. The workers greeted this innovation not only without sympathy, but with
hostility. It would have been unnatural to expect anything else of them. The participation in the
Stakhanov movement of the genuine enthusiasts of socialism isindubitable. To what extent they exceed
the number of mere careerists and cheaters, especialy in the sphere of administration, it would be hard to
say. But the main mass of the workers approaches the new mode of payment from the point of view of
the ruble, and is often compelled to perceive that it is getting shorter.

Although at first glance the return of the Soviet government, after "the final and irrevocable triumph of
socialism", to piecework payment might seem aretreat to capitalist relations, in reality it is necessary to
repeat here what was said about the rehabilitation of the ruble: It is not a question of renouncing
socialism, but merely of abandoning crude illusions. The form of wage payment is ssmply brought into
better correspondence with the real resources of the country. "Law can never be higher than the
economic structure.”
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However, the ruling stratum of the Soviet Union cannot yet get along without a social disguise. Ina
report to the Central Executive Committee in January 1936, the president of the State Planning
Commission, Mezhlauk, said:

"Theruble is becoming the sole real means for the realization of a socialist (!) principle of payment for
labor."

Although in the old monarchy everything, even down to the public pissiors, was called royal, this does
not mean that in aworkers' state everything automatically becomes socialist. The ruble is the "sole real
means' for the realization of a capitalist principle of payment for labor, even though on abasis of
socialist forms of property. This contradiction is already familiar to us. In instituting the new myth of a
"socialist" piecework payment, Mezhlauk added:

"The fundamental principle of socialism isthat each one works according to his abilities and receives
payment according to the labor performed by him."

Those gentlemen are certainly not diffident in manipulating theories! When the rhythm of labor is
determined by the chase after the ruble, then people do not expend themselves "according to
ability"—that is, according to the condition of their nerves and muscles—but in violation of themselves.
This method can only be justified conditionally and by reference to stern necessity. To declare it "the
fundamental principle of socialism" means cynically to trample the idea of a new and higher culturein
the familiar filth of capitalism.

Stalin has taken one more step upon this road, presenting the Stakhanov movement as a " preparation of
the conditions for the transition from socialism to communism". The reader will see now how important
it may beto give a scientific definition to those notions which are employed in the Soviet Union
according to administrative convenience. Socialism, or the lowest stage of communism, demands, to be
sure, astrict control of the amount of labor and the amount of consumption, but it assumesin any case
more humane forms of control than those invented by the exploitive genius of capital. In the Soviet
Union, however, there is now taking place aruthlessly sever fitting in of backward human material to the
technique borrowed from capitalism. In the struggle to achieve European and American standards, the
classic methods of exploitation, such as piecework payment, are applied in such naked and crude forms
as would not be permitted even by reformist trade unions in bourgeois countries. The consideration that
in the Soviet Union the workers work "for themselves' istrue only in historical perspective, and only on
condition—we will anticipate ourselves to say —that the workers do not submit to the saddle of an
autocratic bureaucracy. In any case, state ownership of the means of production does not turn manure
into gold, and does not surround with a halo of sanctity the sweatshop system, which wears out the
greatest of all productive forces. man. Asto the preparation of a"transition from socialism to
communism” that will begin at the exactly opposite end—not with the introduction of piecework
payment, but with its abolition as arelic of barbarism.

* % %
Itisstill early to cast the balance of the Stakhanov movement, but it is already possible to distinguish
certain traits characteristic not only of the movement, but of the regime as awhole. Certain achievements

of individual workers are undoubtedly extremely interesting as evidence of the possibilities open only to
socialism. However, from these possibilities to their realization on the scale of the whole economy, isa
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long road. With the close dependence of one productive process upon another, a continual high output
cannot be the result of mere personal efforts. The elevation of the average productivity cannot be
achieved without a reorganization of production both in the separate factory and in the relations between
enterprises. Moreover, to raise millions to a small degree of technical skill isimmeasurably harder than
to spur on afew thousand champions.

The leaders themselves, as we have heard, complain at times that the Soviet workers lack skill. However,
that isonly half of the truth, and the smaller half. The Russian worker is enterprising, ingenious, and
gifted. Any hundred Soviet workers transferred into the conditions, let us say, of American industry, after
afew months, and even weeks, would probably not fall behind the American workers of a corresponding
category. The difficulty liesin the general organization of labor. The Soviet administrative personnel is,
asageneral rule, far less equal to the new productive tasks than the worker.

With anew technique, piecework payment should inevitably lead to a systematic raising of the now very
low productivity of labor. But the creation of the necessary elementary conditions for this demands a
raising of the level of administration itself, from the shop foreman to the leadersin the Kremlin. The
Stakhanov movement only in avery small degree meets this demand. The bureaucracy triesfatally to
leap over difficulties which it cannot surmount. Since piecework payment of itself does not give the
Immediate miracles expected of it, afurious administrative pressure rushes to its help, with premiums
and ballyhoos on the one side, and penalties on the other.

The first steps of the movement were signalized with mass repressions against the technical engineering
personnel and the workers accused of resistance, sabotage and, in some cases, even of the murder of
Stakhanovists. The severity of repressions testifies to the strength of the resistance. The bosses explained
this so-called "sabotage" as a political opposition. In redlity, it was most often rooted in technical,
economic, and cultural difficulties, a considerable portion of which found their source in the bureaucracy
itself. The "sabotage" was soon apparently broken. The discontented were frightened; the perspicuous
were silenced. Telegrams flew around about unheard-of achievements. And in reality so long asit was a
guestion of individual pioneers, the local administrations, obedient to orders, arranged their work with
extraordinary forethought, although at the expense of the other workers in the mine or guild. But when
hundreds and thousands of workers are suddenly numbered among " Stakhanovists', the administration
getsinto utter confusion. Not knowing how, and not being objectively able, to put the regime of
production in order in a short space of time, it tries to violate both labor power and technique. When the
clockworks slow down, it pokes the little wheels with anail. As aresult of the " Stakhanovist" days and
ten-day periods, complete chaos was introduced into many enterprises. This explains the fact, at first
glance astonishing, that a growth in the number of Stakhanovistsis frequently accompanied, not with an
increase, but a decrease of the general productivity of the enterprise.

At present, the "heroic” period of the movement is apparently past. The everyday grind begins. It is
necessary to learn. Those especially have much to learn who teach others. But they are just the ones who
least of all wish to learn. The name of that social guild which holds back and paralyzes all the guilds of
the Soviet economy is—the bureaucracy.

Back to CHAPTER 3 — Onto CHAPTER S
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Leon Trotsky's
Revolution Betrayed

What is the Soviet Union and where is it going?

Chapter 5
THE SOVIET THERMIDOR

Why Stalin triumphed

The degeneration of the Bolshevik Party

The social roots of Thermidor

1.
Why Stalin Triumphed

The historians of the Soviet Union cannot fail to conclude that the policy of the ruling bureaucracy upon
great questions has been a series of contradictory zigzags. The attempt to explain or justify them "by
changing circumstances' obviously won't hold water. To guide means at least in some degree to exercise
foresight. The Stalin faction have not in the slightest degree foreseen the inevitable results of the
development; they have been caught napping every time. They have reacted with mere administrative
reflexes. The theory of each successive turn has been created after the fact, and with small regard for
what they were teaching yesterday. On the basis of the same irrefutable facts and documents, the
historian will be compelled to conclude that the so-called "L eft Opposition" offered an immeasurably
more correct analysis of the processes taking place in the country, and far more truly foresaw their
further development.

This assertion is contradicted at first glance by the ssimple fact that the fiction which could not see ahead
was steadily victorious, while the more penetrating group suffered defeat after defeat. That kind of
objection, which comes automatically to mind, is convincing, however, only for those who think
rationalistically, and seein politics alogical argument or a chess match. A political struggleisinits
essence a struggle of interests and forces, not of arguments. The quality of the leadership is, of course, far
from a matter of indifference for the outcome of the conflict, but it is not the only factor, and in the last
analysisis not decisive. Each of the struggling camps moreover demands leaders in its own image.

The February revolution raised Kerensky and Tsereteli to power, not because they were “cleverer" or
"more astute" than the ruling tzarist clique, but because they represented, at |east temporarily, the
revolutionary masses of the people in their revolt against the old regime. Kerensky was able to drive
L enin underground and imprison other Bolshevik leaders, not because he excelled them in personal
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qualifications, but because the majority of the workers and soldiers in those days were still following the
patriotic petty bourgeoisie. The personal "superiority” of Kerensky, if it is suitable to employ such a
word in this connection, consisted in the fact that he did not see farther than the overwhelming majority.
The Bolsheviksin their turn conquered the petty bourgeois democrats, not through the personal
superiority of their leaders, but through anew correlation of social forces. The proletariat had succeeded
at last in leading the discontented peasantry against the bourgeoisie.

The consecutive stages of the great French Revolution, during itsrise and fall alike, demonstrate no less
convincingly that the strength of the "leaders" and "heroes' that replaced each other consisted primarily
in their correspondence to the character of those classes and strata which supported them. Only this
correspondence, and not any irrelevant superiorities whatever, permitted each of them to place the
impress of his personality upon a certain historic period. In the successive supremacy of Mirabeau,
Brissot, Robespierre, Barras and Bonaparte, there is an obedience to objective law incomparably more
effective than the special traits of the historic protagonists themselves.

It is sufficiently well known that every revolution up to this time has been followed by areaction, or even
a counterrevolution. This, to be sure, has never thrown the nation all the way back to its starting point,
but it has always taken from the people the lion's share of their conquests. The victims of the first
revolutionary wave have been, as a general rule, those pioneers, initiators, and instigators who stood at
the head of the masses in the period of the revolutionary offensive. In their stead people of the second
line, in league with the former enemies of the revolution, have been advanced to the front. Beneath this
dramatic duel of "coryphees' on the open political scene, shifts have taken place in the relations between
classes, and, no less important, profound changes in the psychology of the recently revolutionary masses.

Answering the bewildered questions of many comrades as to what has become of the activity of the
Bolshevik party and the working class— where isits revolutionary initiative, its spirit of self-sacrifice
and plebian pride—why, in place of all this, has appeared so much vileness, cowardice, pusillanimity and
careerism—Rakovsky referred to the life story of the French revolution of the 18th century, and offered
the example of Babuef, who on emerging from the Abbaye prison likewise wondered what had become
of the heroic people of the Parisian suburbs. A revolution of the heroic people of the Parisian suburbs. A
revolution is amighty devourer of human energy, both individual and collective. The nerves give way.
Consciousness is shaken and characters are worn out. Events unfold too swiftly for the flow of fresh
forces to replace the loss. Hunger, unemployment, the death of the revolutionary cadres, the removal of
the masses from administration, all thisled to such a physical and moral impoverishment of the Parisian
suburbs that they required three decades before they were ready for a new insurrection.

The axiomatic assertions of the Soviet literature, to the effect that the laws of bourgeois revolutions are
"Inapplicable" to a proletarian revolution, have no scientific content whatever. The proletarian character
of the October revolution was determined by the world situation and by a special correlation of internal
forces. But the classes themselves were formed in the barbarous circumstances of tzarism and backward
capitalism, and were anything but made to order for the demands of a socialist revolution. The exact
oppositeistrue. It isfor the very reason that a proletariat still backward in many respects achieved in the
space of afew months the unprecedented leap from a semi-feudal monarchy to a socialist dictatorship,
that the reaction in its ranks was inevitable. This reaction has developed in a series of consecutive waves.
External conditions and events have vied with each other in nourishing it. Intervention followed
intervention. The revolution got no direct help from the west. Instead of the expected prosperity of the
country an ominous destitution reigned for long. Moreover, the outstanding representatives of the
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working class either died in the civil war, or rose afew steps higher and broke away from the masses.
And thus after an unexampled tension of forces, hopes and illusions, there came along period of
weariness, decline and sheer disappointment in the results of the revolution. The ebb of the "plebian
pride" made room for aflood of pusillanimity and careerism. The new commanding caste rose to its
place upon this wave.

The demobilization of the Red Army of five million played no small role in the formation of the
bureaucracy. The victorious commanders assumed leading postsin the local Soviets, in economy, in
education, and they persistently introduced everywhere that regime which had ensured success in the

civil war. Thus on all sides the masses were pushed away gradually from actual participation in the
leadership of the country.

The reaction within the proletariat caused an extraordinary flush of hope and confidence in the petty
bourgeois strata of town and country, aroused as they were to new life by the NEP, and growing bolder
and bolder. The young bureaucracy, which had arisen at first as an agent of the proletariat, began ow to

feel itself acourt of arbitration between classes. Its independence increased from mouth to mouth.

Theinternational situation was pushing with mighty forces in the same direction. The Soviet bureaucracy
became more self-confident, the heavier blows dealt to the working class. Between these two facts there
was not only a chronological, but a causal connection, and one which worked in two directions. The
leaders of the bureaucracy promoted the proletarian defeats; the defeats promoted the rise of the
bureaucracy. The crushing of the Bulgarian insurrection in 1924, the treacherous liquidation of the
General Strike in England and the unworthy conduct of the Polish workers' party at the installation of
Pilsudski in 1926, the terrible massacre of the Chinese revolution in 1927, and, finaly, the still more
ominous recent defeats in Germany and Austria—these are the historic catastrophes which killed the
faith of the Soviet masses in world revolution, and permitted the bureaucracy to rise higher and higher as
the sole light of salvation.

Asto the causes of the defeat of the world proletariat during the last thirteen years, the author must refer
to his other works, where he has tried to expose the ruinous part played by the leadership in the Kremlin,
isolated from the masses and profoundly conservative asit is, in the revolutionary movement of all
countries. Here we are concerned primarily with the irrefutable and instructive fact that the continual
defeats of the revolution in Europe and Asia, while weakening the international position of the Soviet
Union, have vastly strengthened the Soviet bureaucracy. Two dates are especially significant in this
historic series. In the second half of 1923, the attention of the Soviet workers was passionately fixed
upon Germany, where the proletariat, it seemed, had stretched out its hand to power. The panicky retreat
of the German Communist Party was the heaviest possible disappointment to the working masses of the
Soviet Union. The Soviet bureaucracy straightway opened a campaign against the theory of " permanent
revolution”, and dealt the Left Opposition itsfirst cruel blow. During the years 1926 and 1927 the
population of the Soviet Union experienced a new tide of hope. All eyes were now directed to the East
where the drama of the Chinese revolution was unfolding. The Left Opposition had recovered from the
previous blows and was recruiting a phalanx of new adherents. At the end of 1927 the Chinese revolution
was massacred by the hangman, Chiang-kai-shek, into whose hands the Communist International had
literally betrayed the Chinese workers and peasants. A cold wave of disappointment swept over the
masses of the Soviet Union. After an unbridled baiting in the press and at meetings, the bureaucracy

finally, in 1928, ventured upon mass arrests among the L eft Opposition.
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To be sure, tens of thousands of revolutionary fighters gathered around the banner of the
Bolshevik-Leninists. The advanced workers were indubitably sympathetic to the Opposition, but that
sympathy remained passive. The masses lacked faith that the situation could be seriously changed by a
new struggle. Meantime the bureaucracy asserted:

"For the sake of an international revolution, the Opposition proposes to drag usinto arevolutionary war.
Enough of shake-ups! We have earned the right to rest. We will build the socialist society at home. Rely
upon us, your leaders!”

This gospel of repose firmly consolidated the apparatchiki and the military and state officials and
indubitably found an echo among the weary workers, and still more the peasant masses. Can it be, they
asked themselves, that the Opposition is actually ready to sacrifice the interests of the Soviet Union for

the idea of "permanent revolution"? In redlity, the struggle had been about the life interests of the Soviet
state. The false policy of the International in Germany resulted ten years later in the victory of
Hitler—that is, in athreatening war danger from the West. And the no less false policy in China
reinforced Japanese imperialism and brought very much nearer the danger in the East. But periods of
reaction are characterized above all by alack of courageous thinking.

The Opposition was isolated. The bureaucracy struck while the iron was hot, exploiting the bewilderment
and passivity of the workers, setting their more backward strata against the advanced, and relying more
and more boldly upon the kulak and the petty bourgeois ally in general. In the course of afew years, the

bureaucracy thus shattered the revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat.

It would be naive to imagine that Stalin, previously unknown to the masses, suddenly issued from the
wings full armed with a complete strategical plan. No indeed. 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 hisinfluence. The success which fell upon him was a surprise at first to 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 areliable arbiter in itsinner affairs. A secondary figure before
the masses and in the events of the revolution, Stalin revealed himself as the indubitable |eader of the
Thermidorian bureaucracy, asfirst in its midst.

The new ruling caste soon revealed soon revealed its own ideas, feelings and, more important, its
interests. The overwhelming majority of the older generation of the present bureaucracy had stood on the
other side of the barricades during the October revolution. (Take, for example, the Soviet ambassadors
only: Troyanovsky, Maisky, Potemkin, Suritz, Khinchuk, etc.) Or at best they had stood aside from the
struggle. Those of the present bureaucrats who were in the Bolshevik camp in the October dys played in
the majority of cases no considerable role. Asfor the young bureaucrats, they have been chosen and
educated by the elders, frequently from among their own offspring. These people could not have
achieved the October revolution, but they were perfectly suited to exploit it.

Personal incidents in the interval between these two historic chapters were not, of course, without
influence. Thus the sickness and death of Lenin undoubtedly hastened the denouement. Had Lenin lived
longer, the pressure of the bureaucratic power would have developed, at least during the first years, more

slowly. But as early as 1926 Krupskaya said, of Left Oppositionists: "If Ilych were alive, he would
probably already bein prison." The fears and alarming prophecies of Lenin himself were then still fresh
in her memory, and she cherished no illusions as to his personal omnipotence against opposing historic
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winds and currents.

The bureaucracy conquered something more than the Left Opposition. It conquered the Bolshevik party.
It defeated the program of Lenin, who had seen the chief danger in the conversion of the organs of the
state "from servants of society to lords over society”. It defeated all these enemies, the Opposition, the

party and Lenin, not with ideas and arguments, but with its own social weight. The leaden rump of
bureaucracy outweighed the head of the revolution. That is the secret of the Soviet's Thermidor.

2.
The Degeneration of the Bolshevik Party

The Bolshevik party prepared and insured the October victory. It also created the Soviet state, supplying
it with a sturdy skeleton. The degeneration of the party became both cause and consequence of the
bureaucratization of the state. It is necessary to show at at least briefly how this happened.

The inner regime of the Bolshevik party was characterized by the method of democratic centralism. The
combination of these two concepts, democracy and centralism, isnot in the least contradictory. The party
took watchful care not only that its boundaries should always be strictly defined, but also that all those
who entered these boundaries should enjoy the actual right to define the direction of the party policy.
Freedom of criticism and intellectual struggle was an irrevocable content of the party democracy. The
present doctrine that Bolshevism does not tolerate factions is a myth of epoch decline. In redlity the
history of Bolshevism is ahistory of the struggle of factions. And, indeed, how could a genuinely
revolutionary organization, setting itself the task of overthrowing the world and uniting under its banner
the most audacious iconoclasts, fighters and insurgents, live and devel op without intellectual conflicts,
without groupings and temporary factional formations? The farsightedness of the Bolshevik |eadership
often made it possible to soften conflicts and shorten the duration of factional struggle, but no more than
that. The Central Committee relied upon this seething democratic support. From thisit derived the
audacity to make decisions and give orders. The obvious correctness of the leadership at al critical
stages gave it that high authority which is the priceless moral capital of centralism.

The regime of the Bolshevik party, especially before it came to power, stood thusin complete
contradiction to the regime of the present sections of the Communist International, with their "leaders"
appointed from above, making complete changes of policy at aword of command, with their
uncontrolled apparatus, haughty in its attitude to the rank and file, servilein its attitude to the Kremlin.
But in the first years after the conquest of power also, even when the administrative rust was aready
visible on the party, every Bolshevik, not excluding Stalin, would have denounced as a malicious
slanderer anyone who should have shown him on a screen the image of the party ten or fifteen years
later.

The very center of Lenin's attention and that of his colleagues was occupied by a continual concern to
protect the Bolshevik ranks from the vices of those in power. However, the extraordinary closeness and
at times actual merging of the party with the state apparatus had already in those first years done
indubitable harm to the freedom and elasticity of the party regime. Democracy had been narrowed in
proportion as difficulties increased. In the beginning, the party had wished and hoped to preserve
freedom of political struggle within the framework of the Soviets. The civil war introduced stern
amendments into this calculation. The opposition parties were forbidden one after the other. This
measure, obviously in conflict with the spirit of Soviet democracy, the leaders of Bolshevism regarded
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not as a principle, but as an episodic act of self-defense.

The swift growth of the ruling party, with the novelty and immensity of its tasks, inevitably gave riseto

inner disagreements. The underground oppositional currents in the country exerted a pressure through
various channels upon the sole legal political organization, increasing the acuteness of the factional

struggle. At the moment of completion of the civil war, this struggle took such sharp forms as to threaten
to unsettle the state power. In March 1921, in the days of the Kronstadt revolt, which attracted into its
ranks no small number of Bolsheviks, the 10th Congress of the party thought it necessary to resort to a
prohibition of factions—that is, to transfer the political regime prevailing in the state to the inner life of

the ruling party. This forbidding of factions was again regarded as an exceptional measure to be
abandoned at the first serious improvement in the situation. At the same time, the Central Committee was
extremely cautious in applying the new law, concerning itself most of all lest it lead to a strangling of the
inner life of the party.

However, what wasin its original design merely a necessary concession to a difficult situation, proved
perfectly suited to the taste of the bureaucracy, which had then begun to approach the inner life of the
party exclusively from the viewpoint of convenience in administration. Already in 1922, during a brief
improvement in his health, Lenin, horrified at the threatening growth of bureaucratism, was preparing a
struggle against the faction of Stalin, which had made itself the axis of the party machine as afirst step
toward capturing the machinery of state. A second stroke and then death prevented him from measuring
forces with thisinternal reaction.

The entire effort of Stalin, with whom at that time Zinoviev and Kamenev were working hand in hand,
was thenceforth directed to freeing the party machine from the control of the rank-and-file members of
the party. In this struggle for "stability" of the Central Committee, Stalin proved the most consistent and
reliable among his colleagues. He had no need to tear himself away from international problems; he had
never been concerned with them. The petty bourgeois outlook of the new ruling stratum was his own
outlook. He profoundly believed that the task of creating socialism was national and administrative in its
nature. He looked upon the Communist International as a necessary evil would should be used so far as
possible for the purposes of foreign policy. His own party kept avaluein his eyes merely as a submissive
support for the machine.

Together with the theory of socialism in one country, there was put into circulation by the bureaucracy a
theory that in Bolshevism the Central Committee is everything and the party nothing. This second theory
was in any case realized with more success than the first. Availing itself of the death of Lenin, the ruling
group announced a"Leninist levy". The gates of the party, always carefully guarded, were now thrown
wide open. Workers, clerks, petty officials, flocked through in crowds. The political aim of this
maneuver was to dissolve the revolutionary vanguard in raw human material, without experience,
without independence, and yet with the old habit of submitting to the authorities. The scheme was
successful. By freeing the bureaucracy from the control of the proletarian vanguard, the "Leninist levy"
dealt a death blow to the party of Lenin. The machine had won the necessary independence. Democratic
centralism gave place to bureaucratic centralism. In the party apparatus itself there now took place a
radical reshuffling of personnel from top to bottom. The chief merit of a Bolshevik was declared to be
obedience. Under the guise of a struggle with the opposition, there occurred a sweeping replacement of
revolutionists with chinovniks [professional governmental functionaries]. The history of the Bolshevik
party became a history of its rapid degeneration.
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The political meaning of the developing struggle was darkened for many by the circumstances that the
leaders of all three groupings, Left, Center and Right, belonged to one and the same staff in the Kremlin,
the Politburo. To superficial minds it seemed to be a mere matter of personal rivalry, astruggle for the
"heritage" of Lenin. But in the conditions of iron dictatorship social antagonisms could not show
themselves at first except through the institutions of the ruling party. Many Thermidorians emerged in
their day from the circle of the Jacobins. Bonaparte himself belonged to that circle in his early years, and
subsequently it was from among former Jacobins that the First Consul and Emperor of France selected
his most faithful servants. Times change and the Jacobins with them, not excluding the Jacobins of the
twentieth century.

Of the Politburo of Lenin's epoch there now remains only Stalin. Two of its members, Zinoviev and
Kamenev, collaborators of Lenin throughout many years as emigres, are enduring then-year prison terms
for a crime which they did not commit. Three other members, Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky, are
completely removed from the leadership, but as areward for submission occupy secondary posts.

[TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: Zinoviev and Kamenev were executed in August 1936 for alleged complicity
in a"terrible plot" against Stalin; Tomsky committed suicide or was shot in connection with the same
case; Rykov was removed from his post in connection with the plot; Bukharin, although suspected, is il
at liberty.]

And, finally, the author of these linesisin exile. The widow of Lenin, Krupskaya, is aso under the ban,
having proved unable with all her efforts to adjust herself completely to the Thermidor.

The members of the present Politburo occupied secondary posts throughout the history of the Bolshevik
party. If anybody in the first years of the revolution had predicted their future elevation, they would have
been the first in surprise, and there would have been no false modesty in their surprise. For this very
reason, the rule is more stern at present that the Politburo is always right, and in any case that no man can
be right against Stalin, who is unable to make mistakes and consequently cannot be right against himself.

Demands for party democracy were through all this time the slogans of all the oppositional groups, as
insistent as they were hopeless. The above-mentioned platform of the Left Opposition demanded in 1927
that a special law be written into the Criminal Code "punishing as a serious state crime every direct or
indirect persecution of aworker for criticism". Instead of this, there was introduced into the Criminal
Code an article against the Left Opposition itself.

Of party democracy there remained only recollections in the memory of the older generation. And
together with it had disappeared the democracy of the soviets, the trade unions, the co-operatives, the
cultural and athletic organizations. Above each and every one of them there reigns an unlimited hierarchy
of party secretaries. The regime had become "totalitarian” in character several years before this word
arrived from Germany.

"By means of demoralizing methods, which convert thinking communists into machines, destroying will,
character and human dignity," wrote Rakovsky in 1928, "the ruling circles have succeeded in converting
themselves into an unremovable and inviolate oligarchy, which replaces the class and the party.”

Since these indignant lines were written,the degeneration of the regime has gone immeasurably farther.
The GPU has become the decisive factor in the inner life of the party. If Molotov in March 1936 was
able to boast to a French journalist that the ruling party no longer contains any factional struggle, it is

only because disagreements are now settled by the automatic intervention of the political police. The old
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Bolshevik party is dead and no force will resurrect it.

* % *

Parallel with the political degeneration of the party, there occurred a moral decay of the uncontrolled
apparatus. The word "sovbour"—soviet bourgeois—as applied to a privileged dignitary appeared very
early in the workers vocabulary. With the transfer to the NEP bourgeois tendencies received a more
copious field of action. At the 11th Congress of the party, in March 1922, Lenin gave warning of the
danger of a degeneration of the ruling stratum. It has occurred more than once in history, he said, that the
conqueror took over the culture of the conquered, when the latter stood on a higher level. The culture of
the Russian bourgeoisie and the old bureaucracy was, to be sure, miserable, but aas the new ruling
stratum must often take off its hat to that culture. "Four thousand seven hundred responsible
communists' in Moscow administer the state machine. "Who is leading whom? | doubt very much
whether you can say that the communists arein the lead..." In subsequent congresses, Lenin could not
speak. But all histhoughtsin the last months of his active life were of warning and arming the workers
against the oppression, caprice and decay of the bureaucracy. He, however, saw only the first symptoms
of the disease.

Christian Rakovsky, former president of the soviet of People's Commissars of the Ukraine, and later
Soviet Ambassador in London and Paris, sent to hisfriendsin 1928, when already in exile, a brief
inquiry into the Soviet bureaucracy, which we have quoted above several times, for it still remains the
best that has been written on this subject.

"Inthe mind of Lenin, and in all our minds," says Rakovsky, "the task of the party leadership wasto
protect both the party and the working class from the corrupting action of privilege, place and patronage
on the part of those in power, from rapprochement with the relics of the old nobility and burgherdom,
from the corrupting influence of the NEP, from the temptation of bourgeois morals and ideologies.... We
must say frankly, definitely and loudly that the party apparatus has not fulfilled this task, that it has
revealed a complete incapacity for its double role of protector and educator. It hasfailed. It is bankrupt.”

It istrue that Rakovsky himself, broken by the bureaucratic repressions, subsequently repudiated his own
critical judgments. But the 70-year-old Galileo too, caught in the vise of the Holy Inquisition, found
himself compelled to repudiate the system of Copernicus—which did not prevent the earth from
continuing to revolve around the sun. We do not believe in the recantation of the 60-year-old Rakovsky,
for he himself has more than once made a withering analysis of such recantations. Asto his political
criticisms, they have found in the facts of the objective development afar more reliable support than in
the subjective stout-heartedness of their author.

The conquest of power changes not only the relations of the proletariat to other classes, but also itsown
inner structure. The wielding of power becomes the speciality of a definite social group, which isthe
more impatient to solveits own "social problem", the higher its opinion of the own mission.

"In aproletarian state, where capitalist accumulation is forbidden to the members of the ruling party, the
differentiation is at first functional, but afterward becomes social. | do not say it becomes a class
differentiation, but a social one..."

Rakovsky further explains:
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"The social situation of the communist who has at his disposition an automobile, a good apartment,
regular vacations, and receives the party maximum of salary, differs from the situation of the communist
who works in the coal mines, where he receives from 50 to 60 rubles a month."

Counting over the causes of the degeneration of the Jacobins when in power—the chase after wealth,
participation in government contracts, supplies, etc., Rakovsky cites a curious remark of Babeuf to the
effect that the degeneration of the new ruling stratum was helped along not alittle by the former young

ladies of the aristocracy toward whom the Jacobins were very friendly. "What are you doing,
small-hearted plebians?' cries Babeuf. "Today they are embracing you and tomorrow they will strangle
you." A census of the wives of the ruling stratum in the Soviet Union would show asimilar picture. The
well-known Soviet journalist, Sosnovsky, pointed out the special role played by the "automobile-harem
factor" in forming the morals of the Soviet bureaucracy. It is true that Sosnovsky, too, following
Rakovsky, recanted and was returned from Siberia. But that did not improve the morals of the
bureaucracy. On the contrary, that very recantation is proof of a progressing demoralization.

The old articles of Sosnovsky, passed about in manuscript from hand to hand, were sprinkled with
unforgettable episodes from the life of the new ruling stratum, plainly showing to what vast degree the
conguerors have assimilated the morals of the conquered. Not to return, however, to past years—for
Sosnovsky finally exchanged his whip for alyrein 1934—we will confine ourselves to wholly fresh
examples from the Soviet press. And we will not select the abuses and co-called "excesses’, either, but
everyday phenomenarealized by official social opinion.

The director of a Moscow factory, a prominent communist, boasts in Pravda of the cultural growth of the
enterprise directed by him. "A mechanic telephones. "What is your order, sir, check the furnace
immediately or wait? | answer: 'Wait." [TRANSLATOR: It isimpossible to convey the flavor of this
dialogue in English. The second person singular is used either with intimates in token of affection, or
with children, servants and animals in token of superiority.] The mechanic addresses the director with
extreme respect, using the second person plural, while the director answers him in the second person
singular. And this disgraceful dialogue, impossible in any cultures capitalist country, isrelated by the
director himself on the pages of Pravda as something entirely normal! The editor does not object because
he does not notice it. The readers do not object because they are accustomed to it. We are also not
surprised, for at solemn sessions in the Kremlin, the "leaders" and People's Commissars addressin the
second person singular directors of factories subordinate to them, presidents of collective farms, shop
foremen and working women, especially invited to receive decorations. How can they fail to remember
that one of the most popular revolutionary slogansin tzarist Russia was the demand for the abolition of
the use of the second person singular by bosses in addressing their subordinates!

These Kremlin dialogues of the authorities with "the peopl€e", astonishing in their lordly ungraciousness,
unmistakably testify that, in spite of the October Revolution, the nationalization of the means of
production, collectivization, and "the liquidation of the kulaks as a class’, the relations among men, and
that at the very heights of the Soviet pyramid, have not only not yet risen to socialism, but in many
respects are still lagging behind a cultured capitalism. In recent years enormous backward steps have
been taken in this very important sphere. And the source of thisrevival of genuine Russian barbarism is
indubitably the Soviet Thermidor, which has given complete independence nd freedom from control to a
bureaucracy possessing little culture, and has given to the masses the well-known gospel of obedience
and silence.
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We are far from intending to contrast the abstraction of dictatorship with the abstraction of democracy,

and weight their merits on the scales of pure reason. Everything isrelative in this world, where change

alone endures. The dictatorship of the Bolshevik party proved one of the most powerful instruments of

progress in history. But here too, in the words of the poet, "Reason becomes unreason, kindness a pest.”
The prohibition of oppositional parties brought after it the prohibition of factions. The prohibition of
factions ended in a prohibition to think otherwise than the infallible leaders. The police-manufactured

monolithism of the party resulted in a bureaucratic impunity which has become the sources of al kinds

of wantonness and corruption.

3.
The Social Roots of Thermidor

We have defined the Soviet Thermidor as a triumph of the bureaucracy over the masses. We have tried

to disclose the historic conditions of this triumph. The revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat wasin
part devoured by the administrative apparatus and gradually demoralized, in part annihilated in the civil
war, and in part thrown out and crushed. The tired and disappointed masses were indifferent to what was
happening on the summits. These conditions, however, are inadequate to explain why the bureaucracy
succeeded in raising it