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Foreword

There are few areas of public discussion and
policy so stultified by outdated stereotypes as our
attitude to the Soviet Union and the other socialist
countries.* The public mind is cluttered with stand-
ardized preconceptions about the most vital ques-
tions affecting our relations with these countries. It
is confused about such elementary questions as the
meaning of socialism and of communism, and the
difference between them. What, indeed, is Soviet so-
cialism (or communism) all about?

These are not idle questions. Many decisive poli-
cies depend on the moods and attitudes generated by
the ready-made conventional answers to the above
questions—answers which have become fixed and
frozen during the decades of the cold war.

Let us consider briefly a few recent instances in
which policies and actions adopted by this nation in
dealing with significant developments, whether in
the area of foreign relations or at home, were seri-
ously affected by our fixed ideas of socialism and
communism.

A recent research report of the United States In-
* The Soviet Union and the other thirteen socialist countries—
Albania, Bulgaria, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, East Germany,
Hungary, Mongolia, North Korea, North Vietnam, Poland,
Rumania and Yugoslavia, together have a population of 1062

million, thus comprising approximately one-third of the total
world population of 3260 million.
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8 FOREWORD

formation Agency “has ruefully discovered that thF
more our propaganda advertises the virtues of ‘capi-
talism’ and attacks ‘Socialism’ the less the world likes
us” (C. L. Sulzberger, New York Times, July 6,
1964). According to the USIA report, “In the non-
Communist world it [our global anti-socialist propa-
ganda] tends to poison the atmosphere in which we
are trying to carry on our aid programs and other
International cooperation. Everywhere it heightens
suspicion of us and our motives.”

This is true because the world over, and espe-
cially in developing countries, socialism is recog-
nized as benevolent. Characteristic of that attitude is
the statement of Julius Nyerere of Tanganyika that
“no underdeveloped country can afford to be any-
thing but Socialist.” And the USIA study stressed
that to foreigners “social welfare measures are the
decisive criterion of Socialism.”

Even conservative American leaders and diplo-
mats are Coming to realize the great dangers in-
volved jn sanctifying cold war myths and preconcep-
tions which have no relationship to the realities of
the present world, J. W. Fulbright, Chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, in his recent
book on Old Myths and New Realities (Random
Louse, 1964) vigorously objects to the fact that

Outdated stereotypes” impede and render ineffective
major U.S. foreign policies. He concedes that these
myths have been maintained by forcing upon the
country a cold war climate which has narrowed “the
permissible bounds of public discussion.”
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On the basis of all the facts which the Foreign Re-
lations Committee continually has to deal with, Ful-
bright reaches the conclusion that trade with the
Soviet Union, freed from its present restrictions, can
be an effective instrument for abating tensions in
international relations, i.e., an instrument for peace,
a goal to which all Americans of good will aspire.

Fulbright is deeply concerned with the tendency
of some policy-makers and politicians to pander to
the cheapest and most strident caricatures of com-
munism, particularly during election campaigns. He
bemoans the fact that so many Americans, especially
in public life, have come to value the imaginary ogre
of a socialist-communist menace as a diversion from
the real problems, difficulties and crises on the home
front. Finally, he warns that creating an atmosphere
of gloom and expectancy of aggression is in itself a
source of friction and conflict.

The well-known diplomat and expert on Soviet-
U.S. relations, George Kennan, who at one time
headed the Planning Division of the U.S. State De-
partment and who was partly responsible for the
flagrant cold war “containment” policy, in his latest
book, On Dealing With the Communist World
(Harper & Row, 1964), vigorously rejects “ideas
for some sort of violent and short-term disposal of the
Soviet problem,” appreciating that such ideas are
bound to lead to nuclear war. Similarly, he recog-
nizes the futility and dangers involved in the various
proposals and resolutions for the “liberation” of the
border republics of the USSR (the “captive na-
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tions”) which seek to incite uprisings and interven-

tion.

Np less strongly does Kennan object to the re-
i(i;‘mmg of West Germany, since a “liberation” war
or the reconquest of East Germany) that may be

4913ft6d by a nationalist-revanchist administration is
bound to escalate into a world-incinerating holo-
caust,

The validity of the analyses and prognostications
of Fulbright and Kennan were all too swiftly con-
firmed when the 1964 Republican Convention trav-
eled the last mad mile to ultra-right extremism on
the road paved with these old myths. The platform
adopted and the candidate nominated not only

sounde_d the trumpet for a bellicose nuclear brink-
manship foreign policy, including the release of
“small” nuclear bombs to NATO. They also called
for the “liberation” even of the Ukraine, which has
been an integral part of Russia and the Soviet Union
for many more years than the states of Arizona or
Texas have belonged to the United States (Arizona
‘r;t;c:srr)lc a territory in 1863; Texas was annexed in

' On the domestic front, too, the extremist reac-
tionary leadership, under cover of the same old
myths, Saw to it that the Republican Party “scoured
itself lily white in the waters of San Francisco bay”
and that “Not single Southern Negro was seated at
the convention” (New York Herald Tribune, July
14, 1964). Its Presidential nominee had voted in the
Senate against, and denounced as socialist or near-
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socialist, all social welfare legislation and all pro-
posals aiming to protect or promote the interests of
the underprivileged—aid to education and housing,
Medicare, anti-poverty measures.

Even the specialized business field of export trade
has not escaped the virulent effects of the cold war
stereotypes.

“In recent years the United States accounts have
shown an undesirably large deficit” in our balance of
payments (Economic Report of the President, Jan-
uary 1964, p. 121). The outflow of dollars from the
United States in payment for all our commitments—
imports, maintenance of U.S. troops and military
installations abroad, foreign aid and capital invest-
ments, etc.—have been substantially larger than the
total amount the country takes in from abroad in
return for our exports or in interest and profits on
our foreign investments and loans, and other com-
mercial and financial activities. The deficit in the
balance of payments since 1958 has amounted, on
the average, to more than $3 billion a year.

Under these circumstances the United States has
been making every effort to increase exports as one
method of reducing the unfavorable balance of pay-
ments. With all that, we have not as yet mitigated
our” extremely severe restrictions, amounting to a
near-embargo, on trade with the socialist countries,
and especially with the Soviet Union.

From the time the fanning of the cold war was
made a kind of sanctified part of this government’s
foreign policy, we “halted almost all commerce” (to
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quote the Chase Manhattan Bank), with the Soviet
Union and other socialist countries (Business in
Brief, No. 56, 1964). We have also made every ef-
fort to put pressure on our allies and to discourage
all other non-socialist nations from trading with the
socialist nations.

However, according to the same source, even our
staunchest allies have been making every effort to
increase their trade with the Soviet Union and other
socialist countries. In 1962, exports from West Ger-
many to all socialist countries reached $535 million;
exports from the United Kingdom—$393 million;
from France—$310 million; from Italy—$261 mil-
lion; and from Japan—3$303 million (See Chart.)

The “rising red trade” has become a factor that is
given serious consideration by business and aca-
demic circles, in spite of their general anti-Soviet atti-
tude. A recent report in the Wall Street Journal, for
instance, dwells at length on the fact that “West
European businessmen are pushing out to increase
their already sizeable sales to Communist nations.
. . . Britain’s 1963 sales to Russia climbed by a third
over the 1962 total. . . . France last year shipped
$161 million worth of goods to Red countries in
Europe other than Russia, up 30% from the 1962
volume.” Italy’s sales to the same countries increased
some 11 per cent above the previous year. “A group
of three British companies, including giant Imperial
Chemical Industries, a short time ago agreed to sup-
ply Russia with a complete $140 million synthetic
fibers plant. The deal is the largest ever completed
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between a British group and the Soviet Union, an
Imperial Chemical official says.” Apropos of the
pressure exercised by the United States against this
rising trade between our allies and the USSR, “one
Britain knee-deep in commercial dealings with the
Communists” stated to a reporter: “We hope the
Americans keep believing that [the way they do];
then the Yanks wouldn’t be competing for Com-
munists’ business” (Frank Linge, Wall Street Jour-
nal, July 16, 1964).

In spite of the most strenuous objections of the
United States and, to a much lesser extent, of West
Germany* and France, “Other NATO countries . . .
are vying with one another on the basis of larger
and generally easier credit terms” (Chase Manhat-
tan Bank, op. cit.). The article in the Wall Street
Journal mentioned above reports that “increasingly
liberal credit arrangements are being made by the
West European countries in order to stimulate their
trade with the Socialist countries.” As one example,
it cites the fact that, “The British Government re-
cently guaranteed 12-year private loans to Czecho-
slovakia enabling the Communist country to buy an
$11.2-million fertilizer plant from a group of British
concerns. And only a few days ago the U.K. govern-
ment is understood to have agreed to guarantee 12-
year loans to Russia.” At the end of October 1964
* At the end of August 1964, the Federal West German Gov-
ernment gave authority to the states to extend credits up to five

years to the Soviet Union, Rumania, Poland, Bulgaria and
Hungary. (New York Times, Aug. 29, 1964.)
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France and the Soviet Union signed a new trade
agreement providing for the extension of $365 mil-
lion in French credits to the Soviet Union for seven
years and calling for the tripling of French sales of
capital goods to it as compared with exports under
the old trade pact.

The Harvard Business Review (J uly-August
1964) notes with regret that “on the issue of East-
West trade we have been outvoted by our allies,”
which derive “considerable economic advantages
from [their] trade with Communist countries, while
we are biting our fingernails.” The author of this
article, Professor Harold J. Berman, points out that
if this country “could capture 50% of the export
market in Eastern Europe and the USSR we might
be much further on the road to solving our unem-
ployment problem.”

The narrowing of the bounds of permissible
public discussion and the sanctification of the cold
war preconceptions is thus one of the most urgent
and vital problems of the times. This brings us back
to our original questions: What really is Socialism?
What really is Communism?

A book prepared by Harvard scholars, edited by
Professor Edward S. Mason, Dean of the Graduate
School of Business Administration of Harvard Uni-
versity, deals with overall aspects of thjs question
in the following terms:

“The industrial revolution, as it spread over twen-
tieth-century life, required collective organization of
men and things. To bring its human structure and
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physical plant into existence, to carry out its opera-
tions, to distribute its products, to meet the growing
demands made on it in peace and war, proved
wholly beyond the capacity of individual entrepre-
neurs. As the twentieth century moves into after-
noon, two systems—and (thus far) two only—have
emerged as vehicles of modern industrial economics.
One is the socialist commissariat; its highest organi-
zation at present is in the Soviet Union. The other
is the modern corporation, most highly developed
in the United States.” (The Corporation in Modern
Society, Harvard University Press, 1960, Foreword
by Adolf A. Berle, p- ix.)

) When Americans discuss socialism and commu-
nism, they usually have reference almost exclusively
to the socio-economic system as represented by the
Soviet Union, It ig therefore our purpose to consider
in the following pages the most popular of the con-
ventional colg war preconceptions concerning the
USSR, in the light of the demonstrable Soviet reali-
ties. The scope of this essay is necessarily limited. It
Cannot POssibly touch upon all aspects of the ques-
Hon. We do hope, however, that this paper, with all
s limitations, will make a contribution to broaden-
;I;gathe bounds of public discussion in this critical

ea.

J. M. B.
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The Business Creed

The angle from which we look at things always
affects our vision. Our impressions of people and
events depend largely on the mood in which we
perceive them. As is to be expected, practically all
American economists, political scientists and jour-
nalists writing about the Soviet Union have a capi-
talist bias. Theirs is the philosophy of the business
creed. It is no wonder then that the image of the
Soviet Union the Kremlinologists presented to the
American people has been a distorted picture of
Soviet life.

A scholarly study, in the 1950’s, of The American
Business Creed by a team of experts headed by Pro-
fessor F. X. Sutton, reached the conclusion that:
“For various reasons, the ideas of the political econ-
omists of the nineteenth century [followers of Adam
Smith, classicists and neo-classicists] have gained
more enduring acceptance in America than in Eu-
rope. . . . These ideas form the preponderant classical
strand in the business creed. . . . A glance at the
nature of academic economics in America reveals
the very strong place of the classical heritage. . . . If
the American business man has often been at odds
with the academic economists, he has pitted himself
against a foe who took much the same stance and
used much the same weapons.”*

* American Business Creed by Francis X. Sutton, Executive
Associate, Behavioral Sciences Program, the Ford Foundation;

19



20 IS COMMUNISM THE NEXT STAGE?

The authors are careful to note that, “classical
economics had of course many characteristics which
ill fit it for the optimistic doctrine of the business
creed. It is perhaps suggestive that the Foundation
for Economic Education [an organization dedicated
to the propaganda of the ideology of big business]
has revived Bastiat, an optimistic popularizer, rather
than the classic figures themselves.”

This business creed of monopoly capitalism con-
siders even the Constitution, perfected by the agrar-
ian America of the 1780’s, as a “Bill of Rights for a
free enterprise economy” (Sutton, p. 26).

By widespread mass propaganda the business
creed was developed into what Max Lerner describes
as an American trait expressing “the American’s
illusion of centrality in his conviction that what he
is and does and how he does it are part of the order
of nature” (America As a Civilization, Simon and
Schuster, 1962, p- 921). It is noteworthy that his
book was included in the special 400-volume White
House library put together by experts of the Con-
gressional Library for the personal use of the Presi-
dents of the United States. The author fails to iden-
tify monopoly capitalism as the progenitor and
breeder of the illusion that the American system of
“private enterprise” is a part of the order of nature.

Seymour E. Harris, Professor of Economics, Harvard University,
and Chairman, New England Governors’ Textile Commit-
tee; Cal:l Kaysen, Associate Professor of Economics, Harvard
Ungverslty; and James Tobin, Professor of Economics, Yale
University, Harvard University Press, 1956, pp. 281-283.
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Nevertheless, this illusion is, in fact, reflected in
the attitude to the Soviet Union of business leaders,
of most academic economists, as well as of the bulk
of the press, TV and radio.

Herbert Hoover, who was then Secretary of Com-
merce, voiced the same illusion when he rose to
support the Harding administration in its refusal to
establish trade relations with the Soviet Union. He
declared on March 21, 1921: “The question of
trade with Russia is far more a political question
than an economic one so long as Russia is under
the control of the Bolsheviki. Under their economic
system, no matter how much they moderate it in
name, there can be no real return to production in
Russia, and therefore Russia will have no consider-
able commodities to export and, consequently, no
great ability to obtain imports. . . . That requires
the abandonment of thejr present economic system.”

But as time went on it became impossible merely
to dismiss the Soviet economic system as being
against “the order of nature,” since the economy of
the Soviet Union has developed to a level second
only to that of the United States. It had also become
an important factor on the world market. By 1962
the Soviet Union and the East European socialist
countries imported from the capitalist world com-
modities to the amount of $4.5 billion and prelim-
inary data for 1963 show that imports in that year
have increased by another billion dollars, to an
estimated $5.5 billiop, Today, the total foreign
trade turnover of the Soviet Union -aleng,amounts to
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$13.5 billion, including exports exceeding $7 bil-
lion.

Accordingly, in the post World War II period the
business creed had to adjust its image of the Soviet
Union. Its spokesmen now advanced one general
and some major economic reasons for disparage-
ment of and hostility to the Soviet Union.

. To a great extent they have succeeded in implant-
ing the idea that “a ‘Socialist’ system seems to con-
tain not only the unfamiliar but also the subversive”
(Lerner, P- 292). Sutton and his associates found
Fhat the business creed persistently uses “socialist
ideology as a negative symbol,” because, “First, it
is a fforeign ideology’; this is especially true of
Marxlan variants. Second, it is in some sense a polar
1deology of the business creed. . . . It is therefore
useful asa dialectical punching bag, while it can be
;nad.e 10to a strong negative symbol because it is
oreign” (p. 301).
Versti\::”ﬂ:}ils fabricated irn.agej 9f Marxisr?l as “su'b-
Science § at has olargely m.hlb.lted American soc.:lal
from, Orif?rllnlmakmg an objective st'udy of M.a.rxn.sm
its own ags :,leliources, thus .weakenu?g apd v1t.1atmg
Marxism, Any as all Amerlcfan publlc.dlscusswn of
failed to-heedertll;:an acac_iemu? economists, as a rule,
American hiat, e warning, in 1947, of the n‘c‘)ted
what are we ;)nan, Henry Steele Commager: “But
(National A o say of the attempts by the NAM
coad ssociation of Manufacturers), and by
individual corporations to identify loyalty with the
System of private enterprise? . . . Certainly it is a
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great perversion not only of the concept of loyalty
but of the concept of Americanism to identify it
with a particular economic system.” (Living Ideas
in America, Harper, 1956, p. 411.)

The first major economic argument has been to
the effect that the economy of the Soviet Union is
not communist at all but just another form of
capitalism. In February 1957, the magazine Fortune
came out with a lengthy essay on “The Crisis of
Soviet Capitalism” maintaining that Soviet commu-
nism has turned out to be a kind of capitalism—
a kind that wouldn’t work, and that presumably
“made what one economist called a ‘high rate of
non-consumption’ a dogma of Soviet capitalism.”
The fact that this contradicts the argument about
the subversive nature of Soviet communism has not
interfered with its continuous use by all media of
communication for anti-Soviet propaganda.

During the last decade it has been especially
stressed that whatever may have been accomplished
by the Soviet Union, much more could have been
achieved by it under the American “free enterprise”
system, in the fields both of production and dis-
tribution.

Adolf A. Berle, Jr., the well-known economist and
upholder of the corporate system, somewhat hesitat-
ingly advanced the thesis that, “There is considerable
basis for believing that the condition of the Russian
masses and the strength of the Soviet state would
have progressed far more rapidly under the Ameri-
can system than it has under Communist rule—
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though historical might-have-beens never can be
demonstrated.” (The 20th Century Capitalist Revo-
lution, Harcourt, Brace, 1954, p. 130.)

On March 1, 1957, Professor G. Warren Nutter
in an extensive article in U.S. News and World Re-
port made an all-out attempt to tell “The True Story
of Russia’s Weakness.” Let us note in passing that
Nutter’s juggling with statistics about the Soviet
Union did not win any plaudits at a meeting of the
American Economic Association at Philadelphia.
There an economic expert of the Rand Corp. (a
joint private-government company engaged prima-
rily in cold war intelligence research for the armed
forces of the United States), Hans Heymann, at-
tacked Nutter’s data as having “little relevance to an
understanding of Soviet economic development”
since the Soviet system consistently directs “vast and
growing resources . . . into channels that yield high
returns in basic economic growth and applied mili-
tary power.” Heymann added, “Such a system it
would not be prudent to underrate.” (Business Week,
March 1, 1958.)

Nutter’s central point was that there could have
been “remarkable growth” of the Soviet economy,
“if there had been a significant area of private enter-
prise to release, encourage and channel the powerful
energies of the work force and inherent creative
abilities.” He further claimed that in the Soviet
Union, “The class distinctions are sharply marked,
in most respects much more sharply than in the
United States. . . . Class distinctions are also appar-
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ent in the extreme inequalities of income and, of
course, standards of living.”

A popular composite of the major distortions of
Soviet reality, referred to above, appeared in The
New York Times Magazine of October 6, 1963, in
an elaborate article, “Neither Communism nor Capi-
talism,” by Edward Crankshaw. He also wrote “Rus-
sia Without Stalin,” “Khrushchev’s Russia,” “Russia
and the Russians,” and “The New Cold War: Mos-
cow V. Peking,” and is frequently referred to as an
expert on the Soviet Union.

In the mentioned article he scrutinizes the Soviet
scene and re-echoes the worn-out tune that while “all
this [in the Soviet Union] is a long way from capital-
ism as we understand it, it is equally far from the old
cut-and-dried certitudes of Communist egalitarian-
ism and collectivism as Lenin understood them.” He
then proceeds to present what amounts to a sum-
ming up and latest edition of the major preconcep-
tions concerning the theory and practice of Marxism.
These preconceptions, as we have seen, are a part of
the American business creed that has been imposed
as practically obligatory guidelines by monopoly
capitalism on American social science and media of
communication.

We may now proceed to examine these preconcep-
tions in the light of documented Marxist theory and
Soviet reality. In the course of this examination we
will use, whenever appropriate, the Crankshaw arti-
cle as a handy and accurate synopsis for citing these
fixed ideas of anti-Marxists in their own words. The
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unaccredited quotations appearing in the following
pages are accordingly taken from that article.

Socialism and Communism

The entire concept of “old cut-and-dried certi-
tudes of Communist egalitarianism and collectivism”
is rank fiction arising from ignorance of the works
of Marx and Lenin. Anti-Marxists seem to labor

under the assumption that “as far back as 1934” it
was “Stalin [who] sweepingly condemned all egali’-’
tarian ideas, stigmatizing them as ‘petty bourgeois’.
There is the implication that prior to 1934 the
Soviet Union both under Lenin and Stalin adht.ared
to the principles of so-called communist egalitar-
ianism. Only after 1934, according to this version,
when the Soviet economy was presumably threat-
ened by the breakdown of the first Five-Year
Plan, was Stalin allegedly forced to reject the egali-
tarian ideal and to inaugurate a new system of re-
wards—"incentive payments and differential wages
and salaries.” It is further claimed that this new sys-
tem was rationalized by “juggling with words”; that
“what Stalin called Socialism (it was more exactly
state capitalism) was seen as a stage on the road to
Communism. In the 1936 Constitution Socialism
was characterized by the slogan, ‘from each accord-
ing to his ability; to each according to his work’;
the slogan for Communism, to be achieved in the
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indeterminate future, was ‘from each according to
his ability; to each according to his needs’.”

It is characteristic of the failure of U.S. and Brit-
ish social science to come to grips with Marxism
that non-Marxist critics (as exemplified by a jour-
nalist of Crankshaw’s standing) should apparently
believe that the concept of socialism as a stage on
the road to communism was a mere semantic artifice
to justify a retreat from Marxist-Leninist ideas of
egalitarianism and collectivism. Any study of Marx-
ism-Leninism from original sources would have suf-
ficed to disabuse anyone of this notion. For the con-
cept embodied in the Soviet Constitution of 1936
had originally been formulated by Marx and Engels
as far back as 1875 and was further developed by
Lenin at the very birth of the Soviet Union, in 1917,

In his Critique of the Gotha Program—uwritten in
1875 and first published in 1891—Marx discusses in
detail two consecutive phases in the transition from
a capitalist to a communist society. The first, the
lower phase, has been later designated as the stage of
socialism and the second, the higher phase, as that
of communism proper. Both these stages, accordipe
to Marx, are distinguished from capitalism by the
same basic characteristic, namely that “the materja)
conditions of production are the collective Property
of the workers themselves,” whereas under capita].
ism “the material conditions of production are gjg.
tributed among non-workers under the form of
capital and land ownership, while the masses are
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only owners of the personal conditions of produc-
tion, i.e. labor power.”

In the first, lower stage, or under socialism, “as
it emerges from capitalist society . . . the individual
producer receives back again from society, with de-
ductions (after deductions from his work, for the
common fund*) exactly what he gives . . . The same
amount of work which he has given to society in one
form, he receives back in another form.”

This assures formal equality. Under socialism,
Marx continues, “no one can contribute anything
except his labor and, on the other hand, nothing
can pass into the possession of individuals except
individual objects of consumption.” Socialism “rec-
ognizes no class differences because every worker
ranks as a worker like his fellows, but it tacitly
recognizes unequal individual endowment, and thus
capacities for production, as natural privileges.”
(Critique of the Gotha Program, International Pub-
lishers, 1933.)

In 1917, Lenin, in his treatise on State and Revo-
lution, Flwelt at length on this thesis of Marx: “With-
out going into Utopias, Marx defined more fully
what can now be defined regarding this future,
namely, the differences between the lower and
higher phases (degrees, stages) of Communist so-

* The comm i :
output of th :’1 fund consists of deductions made from the total

) e producers before the balance can go for cons -
::lg‘l;léra‘?&(:dmg to the Critique of Gotha Proggram; it go:,;n ?0
“communa.lg;ne:]a'l’ cos‘t‘s of administration,” the budget of such
the coste ¢ tec. s” as “schools, health service, etc.” and, finally,

aking care of “those unable to work.”
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ciety . . . The first phase of Communism [which is
usually designated as socialism], therefore, still can-
not produce justice and equality; differences, and un-
just differences, in wealth will still exist, but the
exploitation of man by man will have become im-
possible, because it will be impossible to seize as
private property the means of production, the fac-
tories, machines, land, and so on. In tearing down
Lasalle’s petty-bourgeois, confused phrase about
equality and justice in general Marx shows the
course of development of Communist society, which
is forced at first [during its lower transition stage of
Socialism] to destroy only the ‘injustice’ that con-
sists in the means of production having been seized
by private individuals, and which is not yet capable
of destroying at once the further injustice of the dis-
tribution of the articles of consumption ‘according
to work performed’ (and not according to need).”
(State and Revolution, International Publishers,
1932, pp. 75, 77.)

Equally invalid is Crankshaw’s reflection on
Khrushchev that he allegedly is “no more interested
in egalitarianism than Stalin was before him” and
that “he (Khrushchev) has gone out of his way to
equate Communism not with equality but with pros-
perity and abundance.” Only ignorance of Marxist
theory coupled with an uncritical acceptance of anti-
Soviet preconceptions could find some contradiction
between dedication to communist equality and aspi-
rations to abundance and prosperity.

Marx in his scientific approach to the question of
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the way and the successive stages in which a com-
munist society is bound to be brought into being by
the class struggle of the workers and toiling masses
found that “these deficiencies in the degree of achiev-
able equality are unavoidable in the first stage of
communist society, [i.e., in its socialist stage] when
it is just emerging after prolonged birth pangs from
capitalist society. Right can never be higher than
the economic structure and the cultural development
of society conditioned by it.” (Critique of the Gotha
Programme, p 31.)

Engels in his polemical work of 1875, Anti-

Diihring (International Publishers, 1939), empha-

sized the same point of view, stating that “the real
content of the proletarian demand for equality is
the demand for the abolition of classes. Any demand
for equality which goes beyond that, of necessity
passes into absurdity.” That, of course, relates to
the first stage of transition to communism, i.e. dur-
ing the period of socialism which has to prepare the
conditions for transition to full equality or to the
higher stage, a communist society. Marx put it in the
following manner:

“In a higher phase of communist society, after the
tyrannical subordination of individuals according
to the division of labour and thereby also the dis-
tlpction between manual and intellectual work, have
disappeared, after labour has become not merely a
means to live but is in itself the first necessity of liv-
ing, after the powers of production have also in-
creased and all the springs of co-operative wealth
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are gushing more freely together with the all-round

development of the individual, then and then only

can the narrow bourgeois horizon of rights be left
far behind and society will inscribe on its banner:
“From each according to his capacity, to each ac-
cording to his need.” (Critique of the Gotha Pro-
gramme, p. 31.)

Thus, Marxist theory, since its inception, has con-
sidered abundance as a pre-condition for the achieve-
ment of full equality, i.e., for the transition from the
lower to the higher phase—from socialism to com-
munism.

The Report of the Central Committee to the 22nd
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (October 17, 1961), emphasized that point:

“Socialist economy is a planned economy. We can
and must give every consideration to the popula-
tion’s demand for goods when planning the volume
and type to be produced. Lenin said that socialism
means ‘the planned organization of the process of
social production to ensure the well-being and all-
round development of all members of society.” On
more than one occasion he stressed the need to en-
sure a rate of development of production sufficient
to create an abundance of goods for the people. We
must be guided by these propositions of Lenin.”
(Documents of the 22nd Congress, v. 1, Cross Cur-
rents Press, p. 183, italics added.)

Acting on this Report, the Congress unanimously
adopted a resolution stating, “The Party solemnly
declares that the present generation of the Soviet
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people will live under communism,” in which the
principle “From each according to his ability, to
each according to his needs” will be implemented.

Incentives Under Socialism

Nor is there any merit in the frequent anti-Soviet
assertion that the system of rewards—incentive pay-
ments and differential wages and salaries which are
in effect in the Soviet Union—represent a departure
from Marx and Lenin. As early as 1921, on the
occasion of the fourth anniversary of the October
Revolution, Lenin stated that the Soviet economic
system must be based on the personal self-interest-
edness of the workers, that is, on incentives and re-
wards:

“NoF on enthusiasm alone but with the help of the
enthusiasm generated by the great revolution, by
means of personal interestedness, by economic ac-
counting, you will have first to build firm bridges
Jeading 10 a country of small peasants . . . to social-
ism;‘there 1S o other way to come nearer to com-
munism; there is no other way to lead millions of
people t0 communism, , , . Personal self-interested-
ness 10CICASES production; we have to increase pro-
duction first of all and ynder all circumstances. . . .
we shall cover the enire ‘course’ although the cir-
cumstances of the world economy and world politics
make it much longer and more difficult than we
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would have liked it.” (Works, 4th Russian Edition,
1941-58, Vol. 33, pp. 36-37.)

With a naiveté hardly befitting experts on the
Soviet Union, anti-Marxist commentators pose the
rhetorical question: “If Communism is not about
equality, what is it in fact about? And if the material
ideal of Soviet society is to be prosperity and abun-
dance, what is there to distinguish it from capitalist
society, which shares this material ideal? To what
extent, if at all, may it be said that the Soviet Union
is moving toward capitalism and away from Com-
munism?”’

Even elementary familiarity with Marxism would
have provided the necessary answer. During the first
(socialist) stage of communist society, socialism ex-
propriates capitalist ownership in the means of pro-
duction. It abolishes the existence of classes based
on the exploitation of unpaid labor power by the
owners of the means of production. It does away
with the anarchy of capitalist production, with the
cycles of booms and busts, with unemployment and
distressed areas. For the first time in the history of
civilization, everyone is guaranteed the right to
work, the right to rest, the right to security in old
age and in case of sickness or invalidity—security,
free from the indignity of philanthropy, charity and
the dole—the right to education and equality of
rights regardless of sex, race or religion—in actual
life and not merely on the statute books. Above all,
socialism creates the necessary precondition for that
type of abundance which paves the way for and
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guarantees the transition to that higher stage—a
communist society.

Just two years after the triumph of the Socialist
Revolution, in December 191 9, Lenin speaking at a
conference of subbotniks (volunteer unpaid Sunday
workers), formulated succinctly the difference be-
tween socialism and communism.

“If we ask ourselves, what is communism as dis-
tinguished from socialism, we will have to say that
socialism is that type of society which grows out di-
rectly from capitalism, it is the first form of the new
Society. Communism however is a higher form of
society, and it can develop only when socialism has
become fully consolidated. Socialism implies work
without the help of capitalists, social labor squect to
the strictest accounting, control and supervision by
the organized vanguard, the advanced part of the
Working people, and this involves that the work
Standards and their compensation must be predeter-
mined. This determination is necessary because cap-

italist Society has bequeathed to us such ves.tiges and
such habits as working at cross purposes, distrust of
Socialized economy, old habits of the small propri-
etor which are prevalent in all peasant countries.
All this runs counter to a genuine communist econ-
Omy. We call communism, on the other hand, such
a system in which people acquire the habit of ful-
filling their social obligations without any special
apparatus of coercion, when unpaid labor for the
common welfare has become a universal phenom-

enon.” (Works Vol. 30, p. 260.)
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As Marx put it, communist society comes into
existence when labor has become not only a means
to live by but a prime necessity of living. This pre-
condition can be achieved only under socialism, when
the exploitation of man by man has been eliminated
and when the increasing abundance is employed not
to make the rich richer but exclusively for the welfare
of all working people.

For, “The progress of all aspects of socialist pro-
duction relations is leading logically to the gradual
obliteration of the distinctions between town and
country, between the classes and social groups in
Soviet society and to the implementation on an ever
wider scale of communist principles in the relations
between workers, peasants and intellectuals,” and
this process “of the complete elimination of class
distinctions will now proceed at an increasingly
rapid pace.” (Report of the Central Committee to
the 22nd Congress, Cross Currents Press, 1961, P-
132)

In Capital (Vol. 1, completed in 1867), Marx
dealt with the ultimate replacement of “the detaj)
worker of to-day, crippled by lifelong repetition of
one and the same trivial operations, and thus re.
duced to a mere fragment of a man, by a fully deve]-
oped individual . . . to whom the different socijq]
functions he performs are but so many modes of
giving free scope to his own natural and acquireq
powers.”

Marx shows that the technological processeg of
modern industry create tendencies in that directiOH’
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but that “such revolutionary ferments . . . are dia-
metrically opposed to the capitalist form of produc-
tion, and to the economic status of the laborer cor-
responding to that form.” His scientific analysis of
the contradictions of capitalism left no doubt in his
mind that “the historical development of the antag-
onisms immanent in a given mode of production, is
the only way in which that form of production can
be dissolved and a new form established.” That will
be accomplished “when the working class comes
into power, as it inevitably must,” and by means of
a broad system of universal general and technical
education, speeds the elimination of the distinction
between manual and mental work and hastens the
transformation of the worker into a fully developed
individual. (Kerr edition, pp. 534-35.)

This is the process which is taking place at present
in the Soviet Union, during the period of transition
from socialism to communism. According to the
Report of the Central Committee, as approved by
the 22nd Congress:

«The basic distinctions between mental and physi-
cal labor are being eradicated on the basis of the
technical progress and the higher cultural and tech-
pical level of the working people. Today the labor
of the worker and the collective farmer, armed with
ced technology and general knowledge, com-
bines elements of both physical and mental work.
Forty Per cent of the country’s workers and 23 per

qat of the collective farmers now have a secondary
gdeucation- [This was in 1961; by the end of 1963

advan
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the proportion of well-educated workers and
farmers had increased to 44 per cent of the workers
and 26 per cent of the collective farmers.] Nowadays
it is often difficult to distinguish the front rank
worker from the engineer, the front rank collective
farmer from the agronomist.” (Report of the Central
Committee, p. 133.)

If preconceived notions about Marxism are over-
come, there should be no difficulty in discovering the
qualitative difference between the material ideals of
abundance and prosperity as conceived and prac-
ticed in the Soviet Union and the types of abundance
prevailing in capitalist society.

Abundance Under Socialism

Here is how the 22nd Congress in its aforemen-
tioned action conceives that difference:

“The idea of abundance which implies the un-
restricted growth of personal wealth is not our
idea—it is an idea alien to communism. . . . Com-
munists reject the ethics of bourgeois society where
the concept of mine is the supreme principle and
where the wealth of some is possible only at the ex-
pense of the ruin of others, where the corrupting
psychology of egoism and grabbing, of an overween-
ing ambition to get rich, is cultivated. To the world
of private property communists counterpose public
property, and to bourgeois individualism—the prin-
ciple of fellowship and collectivism.”
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Soviet socialist society aspires and plans for an
abundance in the achievement of which all vestiges
of privilege and inequality will be eliminated, grad-
ually but at an increasing tempo. The aim is to
achieve a condition where all members of the com-
munity will share, on a basis of equality, both in pro-
ductive labor and in the benefits of abundance, in
accordance with the principle of “from each ac-
cording to his ability; to each according to his
needs.”

. The materia] jdea] of abundance and prosperity
N capitalijst society, on the contrary, both in prin-
¢lple and Practice is built on a system aspiring to
F;lispft;late the privileges of the non-productive capi-
inequa]\.’:ners of the means of prgductlon and the
i tol Y of the “lower” productive classes f.or all
mono ICOme_. The abundance and prosperity of
for thio y caplt.alism provides.thf: highest income
multi_mill)lr'odu?tlvely non—funct19n1ng, the parasitic
ship. Op tlhonalres, as compensation f'or mere owner-
ist Classeg € other hand, the productive non-capital-
than pgo¢ °nd €specially the workers,'are' more oft_en
securit rel_egated to a life of deprivation and in-
brink o’f it large portions constantly. on the
unemplq POverty and quite frequently victims of
y ©nt, real poverty and the misery of the

Accorg; N years of business prosperity.

Service of tng to t}le Report of the.: I'nternal Revenue

€ United States (Statistics of Income for
1960, 1962), Some 6,000 American capitalists re-
cetved each an average income of $432,000 in 1960,
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a recession year. My own investigation shows that
the average income of this group, when under-
reporting is taken into consideration, was probably
over $500,000.

According to their own income tax returns only
about ten per cent of the total income of this group
came from salaries. But as a rule the monopoly
capitalists receive a salary from corporations which
they themselves control and in which they hold high
office without actually performing the functions of
the office. In any case, more than 90 per cent of their
income comes from dividends, capital gain and ip-
terest—all forms of parasitic appropriation “of the
surplus labor of others, arising from the conversion
of the means of production into capital, that is, from
their alienation from the actual producers . . . from
the manager down to the last day laborer” (Marx,
Capital, Vol. 3, Kerr, page 517).

Anti-Soviet experts frequently express concern
about the fact “that in a society run by Communjstg
there came to be spectacular differences in livipe
standards.” They do not indicate the magnitude obf
that difference. However, admittedly, in the Soviet
Union, with the exception of pensioners, no one re.
ceives an income unless he is productively employed,
The highest compensation is received by the chjes
executives or managers of great Soviet enterpriseg_*
* A few writers, actors, musicians and scieljtistS, rendering sery-
ices which are valued as great and non-interchangeable may

receive still higher compensation, but the number of such
individuals is infinitesimal.
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Vance Packard reports that, “In 1958, a group of
Russian managers and technicians billed by the
Soviets as ordinary Russians visited America. In-
quiry revealed that their average income was about
five times that of the typical Soviet worker” (The
Status Seekers, McKay, 1959, p. 16). Of course,
during the five years that passed since 1958, even
according to an unfriendly reporter, “Something has
already been done and more will be done in the
Soviet Union to raise the standards of the lower-paid
workers and to reduce the more glaringly extrava-
gant rewards to the privileged.”

My own observations in the Soviet Union during
visits in 1961 and 1962 would seem to show that the
present spread of compensation between typical
workers and top managers is between one to three
and one to four rather than one to five. But even
assuming a spread of 1 to 5, compare that with the
spread in the capitalist society of the United States.

Over 35,000,000 or almost three-fifths (58 per
cent) of all income tax payers in the United States
reported an average income of less than $5,000 in
1960 as against the average of $423,000 reported
by the parasitic monopoly capitalists. The spread in
this case is one to 80. Actually, as already men-
tioned, the average income of the monopoly tycoons
was nearer to $500,000, making the spread one to
100. This is 20 times greater than the spread in
the Soviet Union.

The gulf separating the salary level of top man-
agement from the wage level of the typical worker
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is not much smaller, even without taking into con-
sideration the dividends received by the managers
on company stock. Business Week, in a survey of
the compensation of the chief executives of the
largest corporations in 1955, found that “the $200,-
000 figure is now becoming a sort of benchmark
representing the level at which a man becomes a
part of the really high-paid executive group.” Actu-
ally, compensation of chief executives goes much
higher—that of board chairman of General Motors,
in 1962, was nearly $800,000 (not including his
vast expense account). The wages of the typical
worker of our large corporations, including General
Motors, hardly exceeded $5,000. The spread be-
tween the wages of the typical workers and the
compensation of top managers in the United States,
thus ranges between one to 40 and one to 160, eight
to 32 times greater than the spread in the Soviet
Union.

Furthermore, over 14,000,000 taxpayers, almost
a quarter of the total, had an income (in 1960) of
less than $2,000, a level which dooms them to stark
poverty. The spread between this low income level
and the high incomes of about $500,000 is 1 to
250—50 times greater than in the Soviet Union.

Finally, there is the immeasurable gulf between
the supermonopolists and the multitude of long term
unemployed. In 1961, 398 Very Rich, engaged in
no productive work whatever, reported an average
income of almost $2 million, while hundreds of
thousands of unemployed, except for the miserly
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dole, had no income at all. In this case the spread,
in the language of mathematicians, was infinite.
Socialism entirely eliminates the capitalist class.
And in the course of transition from socialism to
communism moral incentives are combined with and
gradually replace the incentives of self-interest.
Labor is inCreasingly becoming not merely a means
to live by but a prime necessity of life. The inequali-
ties of distribution, which are an inevitable survival
of capitalism but which run counter to the very na-
ture of the communist mode of production, are con-

sequently gradually reduced with a view to their
Planned total eliminatjon,

The Public Consumption Fund

Anti-Soviet experts could not entirely ignore the
detailed Program adopted by the 22nd Congress of
the CPSU fo; speeding the transition to communism,
but they do SO in a rather ungracious left-handed
manner. Here js such a typical report:

I{l 1961 the new party program proclaimed what
was in effect 20-year plan for the transition from
socialism to Communism. . . . But what is to happen
when abundance s achieved? . . . The general idea
behind the neyw party program suggests that under
Communism only the most elementary needs of
Soviet mankind will be met by the state—free bread,
perhaps free housing, free medical attention and
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hospitalization for all—and that working hours will
be heavily cut down.”

This is followed by the comment that, “This is
a long way from the concept ‘to each according to
his needs’: the implication is that to achieve more
than basic necessities a man will have to work hard,
and that exceptional talent and hard work will be
rewarded as they are today.”

We do not know how these experts got the im-
pression that under communism only the most ele-
mentary needs of the Soviet people will be met by
the state. The fact is that the party program for the
construction of communism provides for the “appli-
cation of the growing productive forces and social
wealth in the interests of the entire people” with a
view to attaining “a living standard higher than that
of any capitalist country.” This is to be achieved by
means of the distribution of an ever larger part of
the immensely increased national income through
the public consumption funds.

Distribution through these public consumption
funds is made on a basis of equality, “according to
needs,” regardless of the quantity and quality of the
work performed by the recipients of the income—
work which they contribute “according to ability.”
The program, as outlined in The Report of The
Central Committee to the 22nd Congress, visualizes
that during the 20-year period of transition from
socialism to communism (1961-1980) the real
per capita national income (that is, in rubles of the
same purchasing power) will increase 3.8 times (by



44 IS COMMUNISM THE NEXT STAGE?

280 per cent), but the portion allocated for distri-
bution according to needs through the public con-
sumption funds will increase 8-fold (by 700 per
cent) on a per capita basis. By 1980 slightly less
than one half of the total consumption expenditures
of the Soviet people will be met through these pub-
lic consumption funds. This means that a great deal
more than the most elementary needs of the Soviet
people will be met by the state on a basis of equal-
ity, according to needs.

In the very first year, after the conclusion of the
transition period, in 1980, the public consumption
funds are to distribute to the people a total of 255
billion rubles or some $290 billion (in 1961 prices),
which amount wil] cover slightly less than one half
of their total disposable income. Total consumption
expenditures of the people of the United States in
1961, including the extravagant, luxurious and
wastrel-consumption of the rich and Very Rich,
amounted to $337 billion. Taking into consideration
the difference in the sjze of the population and its
probable growth during the 20-year transition pe-
riod, this means that the smaller half of the total
consumption expenditures of the Soviet people to
be covered by the public consumption funds will
amount, per capita, to substantially more than half
(57%) of the total 1961 per capita consumption
expenditures of the people of the United States.*

~ The population of the Soviet Union in 1961 was 17 per cent
greater than that of the United States—216 million against 184
million. Assuming an average increase in the Soviet population
of 1% per cent per year, compounded, it will by 1980 in-
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The other part of the total consumption expendi-
tures of the Soviet people, at the conclusion of the
transition period, will still be covered out of the
personal income received by individuals in the form
of wages (salaries) as payment for their work ac-
cording to the quantity and quality of the labor they
contribute. This will preserve the socialist principle
“from each according to his ability, to each accord-
ing to his work.”

During the transition period, until class distinc-
tions between workers and peasants, between town
and country, between physical and mental labor,
have been eliminated, it is still necessary to depend
on the self-interest of the workers in order to stimu-
late them to improve their skills and to increase the
productivity of labor with a view to achieving the
abundance that is indispensable for the building of a
full-fledged communist society.

However, during this period two qualitative
changes take place. As the education and technical
training, skill and productivity of labor, as well as
the availability and efficiency of the technological
and power equipment, are raised, in accordance with
plan, the spread between higher and lower wages is
gradually reduced. Secondly, to the extent that the
new Soviet man is molded and the communist con-

crease by 28 per cent, and it will then be approximately 50 per
cent greater than the U.S. population of 1961. The portion of
Soviet consumption expenditure, on a per capita basis, to be
met by public funds in 1980, will then be equal on a quantity
basis to 290:337:150—57% per cent of the total per capita
expenditures of the United States in 1961.
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sciousness of the people is developed, the depend-
ence on self-interest is gradually reduced and re-
placed by dependence on collectivist consciousness,
so that distribution through public funds according
to needs can be increased while distribution from
personal income according to work performed is
correspondingly reduced.

Says the Report of the Central Committee: “It is
precisely a high level of the productive forces and
socialist relations of production [based on the aboli-
tion of private property in the means of production
and thus of the exploitation of man by man] that
actuates the gradual process of effacement of the
distinctions between the classes of the working peo-
ple,” while “in the process of communist construc-
tion and as a result of major changes in production
techniques and the nature of labor . . . the essential
distinctions between physical and mental labor” will
also be eliminated and the communist goal of
equality will be attained.

Shorter Work Week Under Socialism

Anti-Soviet observers, however biased, could not
fail to take note of the fact that “working hours will
be heavily cut down” in the Soviet Union. The stan-
dard work week at this time has already been re-
duced to 39 hours and 24 minutes. But within the
first ten years of the transition period, that is by
1970, a six-hour working day or 35-hour working
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week will be established, while for workers in heavy
industries, such as mining, metallurgy and chemi-
cals, the work week is to be reduced to 30 hours. A
further reduction of hours will take place in the sec-
ond ten years of the transition period.

Anti-Marxist observers apparently miss the signifi-
cance of this great reduction in the hours of work.
The inestimable effect of the greatly increased lei-
sure is that it enables Soviet socialist society to speed
the elimination of the gap between physical and
mental labor. The shorter work week creates greater
opportunities for the working people to receive a
general cultural and professional education that will,
in the words of the program, make them “commu-
nist-minded and highly cultured, thus fitting them
for both physical and mental labor, for active work
in various social, governmental, scientific and cul-
tural spheres.” For the CPSU considers it its “para-
mount task . . . to ensure the all-round harmonious
development of the individual,” and in order to ac-
complish that task, “The personal dignity of each
citizen is protected by society, [and] the individual is
guaranteed equal and free choice of occupation and
profession with due regard to the interests of society”
(Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, International Publishers, 1963, pp. 119, 123,
125.)

Even at present, millions of people with second-
ary education have come to work at industrial enter-
prises and collective and state farms. Tens of thou-
sands of workers and collective farmers are getting
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a university education in their free time. The number
of students enrolled in universities and similar insti-
tutions of higher learning is expected to increase from
2.6 million in 1961 to 8 million at the close of the
transition period. In addition, millions of workers
are even now taking general cultural and profes-
sional courses of a college level in Popular Univer-
sities of Technical Progress and Economic Knowl-
edge* and also in evening and correspondence
courses at regular universities and technical insti-
tutes. The shorter work week will make it possible
for ractically all working people to raise their

eneral cultural development and technical-profes-
sional knOW}edge to a much higher level, speeding

e elimination of the present distinctions between

mental and physical labor.

Control of Production

Anti-SOViet critics are frequently not so certain

their theoretical evaluation of Soviet communism.
Crankshaw, for instance, says: “Leaving aside all
(heoty: what Communism in the Soviet Union is
5 about in practice is the central control of pro-
ducti on and the means of Production and the con-
the RL.ISSiaﬂ Republic alone, the largest of the 15 republics
* Iltlhc soviet Union, there were at the beginning of the 1963—
of school year 6,000 Popular Universities with a total at-
ance of appl'l?xlm_atcly 2.000,000, and an additional mil-
ten attcndcd such universities in the rest of the Soviet Union
1i0‘; w york Times. October 11, 1963).
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ditioning, or education, of the minds of the people to
accept without reserve the fact of this central control
and to work with it and not against it.” The con-
tention of the anti-Marxists, which they advance to
bolster their position, is that, “There is not, when
all is said, much difference between the position of
a manager or a departmental head of a great Soviet
enterprise controlled by the state, and the position of
a manager or a departmental head in a concern like
General Motors—salaried administrators or techno-
crats controlled by a remote board, itself, nowadays,
almost a part of the government machine.”*

The anti-Marxist excursion into the economics
of control of the means of production and the proc-
ess of production as it works in practice in the
Soviet Union exposes not only a striking unfamil-
larity with the elementary principles involved, but
also an amazing unwillingness to approach the
problem candidly.

The control of the process of production is always
determined by the control of the means of produc-
tion. And the forms of that control, including the
system of target-setting and planning, and the degree
of centralization are necessarily predetermined by
* While this is not the place to discuss it in detail, let us note
that, in this case, Crankshaw who, of course, is much more
familiar with the British-American scene than with the Soviet
one, speaks of the remote board of a giant corporation being
“itself, nowadays, almost a part of the government machine” in
terms suggesting that this is a generally known fact. This is
an oblique recognition of the fusion of the power of the state

with the power of monopoly capital, or of state monopoly
capitalism.
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the social laws of the respective mode of production
and the level of technological development.

The family farmer or individual proprietor who
owns his own means of production also controls his
own production. This is now true only in theory.
For in practice even when the small businessman or
farmer is not so encumbered by indebtedness as to
transform his ownership into sheer fiction, his pro-
duction is, in any case, largely controlled by large
corporations on whom the small proprietor depends
as suppliers, buyers or creditors.

With the development of the corporate system the
means of production of the giant corporations are
::(V)lslf:d and controlled by groups of multi-millionaire

ho}ders. And the production of the corporate
enterprises is sub

control of b ject to.the centralized .planning and
deriving 1t .Oards of directors and chief executives
of the (f:;o CIr power from these stockholders-owners

B POrate means of production.

ut even tp, ion i
€ most powerful corporation is -
cerned P P son

, .Only with the industry or industries in which
Its capital is invested, and the only goal of its cen-
tralized Planning and control is to extract the maxi-
UM possible profit from its business operations.
Since each Corporate body keeps its own operations
and plans in the strictest secrecy, each making every
effort to get greater share of the market and of the
consumer’s dollar for jts own products, the corpora-
tions Necessarily work at cross purposes with the
consequent “anarchy” of production and imbalances
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in the national economy, and cyclical booms and
busts.

Only socialism and public ownership of all the
means of production create both the need and the
possibility of an overall system of effective central-
ized control for the entire national economy, for the
harmonious and balanced development of all its in-
dustries. This is recognized even by those American
scholars who are strong opponents of socialism. For
instance, according to Professor William N. Loucks,
of the Wharton School of the University of Pennsyl-
vania, “All economic planning in the Soviet Union
is based on the social and governmental ownership
of all natural resources and large scale industrial
equipment. . . . This means, in short, that the plan-
ning and the owning agencies are the same, or, to be
more precise, are extensions of the same sovereign
body. This condition, the first requisite to effective
economic planning, definitely prevails in the Soviet
Union.” (Comparative Economic Systems, Sixth
Edition, Harper & Row, 1961, p. 542, Italics
added.) Professor Loucks, speaking of the early
stages of the development of the Soviet government,
reaches the conclusion that, “No less in the eco-
nomic sphere than in the political, the possession of
this power was tantamount to the necessity to use
it” (p. 540).

The historic necessity and opportunity for effec-
tive national planning does not make this pioneerin
task any less formidable. The goal of the Soviet
socialist mode of production is the planned propoy.
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tional development of the national economy with a
view to ensuring the well-being and all-round de-
velopment of all the members of the socialist state.
The planning system must accordingly set targets
and perfect concrete production plans for every
major line of industry, transportation and communi-
cation, agriculture, and cultural and community
services. These targets must be set with a view to
achieving the most balanced output of both the
necessary machinery, equipment and tools, as well
as of all the numerous types of consumer goods,
housing and services for the current consumption
of the people, including the public consumption
funds, and also for the continued proportional ex-
pansion of all these industries.

Moreover, resources, plant and equipment, must
be allocated to each and every industry, and within
each industry, too, targets must be set for individual
enterprises and they must be provided with the
necessary resources to carry out their tasks. Finally,
there are problems of the best methods and tech-
niques for achieving the set target and fulfilling the
general plan and the respective plans for each indi-
vidual industry; of the degree of the concentration
of management, and of the extent to which decision-
making should be delegated to local bodies and
departmental heads; or the development of adequate
standards and criteria for the correct evaluation of
the fulfillment of the plans by each industry and

enterprise, both with regard to quantity and quality
of output.
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Here we cannot possibly consider even all the
major problems of the Soviet planning system. A
few of these problems will be discussed in the fo]-
lowing pages. It will suffice to refer briefly to the
general procedures employed.

The Communist Party and the government for-
mulate the general goals, set the overall targets and
prescribe general directives for each ensuing long-
term plan (Five-Year, Seven-Year, etc.). Guided
by these directives, planning bodies existing in the
center as well as in the administrative and economic
regions and directly at the enterprises proceed to
work out plans for the ensuing year and for the
entire period covered by the government Plan. In
compliance with the basic principle of democratic
centralism, the active participation of the workers is
invoked with a view to insuring that the planning
proceeds not only from the top downward but also
from the bottom upwards.

So-called “counter plans,” i.e. plans amplified
and supplemented by proposals introduced by the
workers, technicians and engineers, have been
widely current in the Soviet Union since the early
five-year plans. Reforms of the system of industrial
and agricultural management in recent years have
further stimulated the mobilization of Jocg] experi-
ence, initiative and suggestions in the planning
operations. The plans are also widely discussed by
the general population. They are then submitted

again to the supreme planning organ of the Soviet
Union for final confirmation.
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However great the problems it still has to solve to
reach the optimum, the Soviet planning system did
successfully pass the test of experience under the most
trying conditions. During the past four decades the
system proved its ability to gain from experience
and to improve its methodology. The rate of growth
of the Soviet economy has admittedly exceeded that
of the capitalist countries, and the growth has been
continuous without recessions and crises.

The fact is that the Soviet Union has been able to
maintain a balance between its various industries
wl}Jle eliminating unemployment and economic
crises. During all these years, moreover, the stand-
ard of living of the Soviet people has been raised.
These facts bear testimony to the general effective-
ness of Soviet planning. Soviet economists and
planners are keenly aware of the serious problems—
some old, some new—arising in the course of transi-
tion to communism, which still hobble the planning
System and which must be solved.
veigsiiﬂrfﬁ9blems inf:ll'ld.e' that of greater flexibility
adequate ‘ngering rigidities; the development of an
opti System. of socialist price formation; the

¥lmUI¥1 allocation of resources; the achievement
sooc ;aﬁﬁ)l;rr{ results with the smallest outlay of
unit of out’ ln'cludmg expendlt}lres of materials per
. Put; the most effective system of incen-
tives for workers ang managers.

The Party program adopted by the 22nd Con-
gress explicitly stateg (p- 91) that, “The building
of the material and technical basis of communism
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calls for a continuous improvement in economic
management and planning. Chief emphasis at all
levels of planning and economic management must
be laid on the most rational and effective use of the
material, labor and financial resources and natural
wealth and on the elimination of excessive expendi-
ture and of losses.” And the process of perfecting
every phase of the planning system, its methods and
practice, is carried on with the active participation
of ever greater numbers of all ranks of the workers
engaged in the various subdivisions of the Soviet
economy.

It is sheer nonsense to suggest that the Soviet
people have to be “conditioned” to work with the
system of the people’s control and management of
production, and not against it. For almost five dec-
ades now the people of the Soviet Union have put
up the most heroic struggles to preserve, strengthen
and develop their people’s ownership and control of
the means of production, whatever the specific tech-
nical methods of such control may be and however
much they may have to be improved and perfected.

Management Under Capitalism

Modern technology makes inevitable the central-
ization of management. When thousands of workers
must cooperate in a single process of production in
order to make a certain product, whether it be steel,
automobiles, textiles, shoes, or whatnot, they inevi-



56 IS COMMUNISM THE NEXT STAGE?

tably must be organized for fully concerted and dis-
ciplined action as a single unit under one-man
management. It is a case somewhat similar to that
of a symphony orchestra. Whatever the score and
the musicianship of the individual members of the
orchestra, the conductor necessarily must have and
has absolute one-man authority in the performance.
So it is true that superficially there does not appear
to be much difference between the position of a
Soviet chief executive and that of a chief executive
in a monopoly like General Motors. But appear-
ances are deceptive.

Under monopoly capitalism control by the chief
executive of the head office necessarily assumes a
despotic, semi-military form, which is not the case
in a Soviet enterprise. Even in the early stages of the
development of the capitalist mode of production
Marx noted:

“Capitalist management in its substance has two-
fold characteristics corresponding to the twofold na-
ture of the capitalist process of production itself,
which, on the one hand, is a social process of
producing use values [goods], on the other hand, a
process for creating surplus value [profit]. In form
that control [capitalist management] is despotic . . .
masses of workmen working in concert under the
command of a capitalist, require, like a real army,
officers (managers), and sergeants (foremen, over-
seers), who while the work is being done command
in the name of the capitalist. . . . [This is] neces-
sitated by the capitalist character of that process of
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production and the antagonism of interests between
the capitalist and the laborer. . . . The supreme
command of industry is an attribute of capital just
as in feudal times the function of general and judge
were attributes of land property.” (Marx, Capital,
Vol. 1, Kerr edition, pp. 364-365, with slight stylis-
tic corrections.)

With the development of monopoly capitalism, as
ever greater numbers of workers are put to work in
concert under the centralized supreme command of
a remote head office or chief executive, there is a
sharpening of the antagonism between the two-fold
characteristics of capitalist production. On the one
hand, there occurs expanded production of goods,
centralized and improved organization, modernized
technology and increased productivity. On the other
hand, extraction of ever greater profits, adminis-
tered monopoly prices, curtailment of output, under-
utilization of machinery, equipment and manpower,
and displacement and lay-off of workers are
characteristic. The antagonism between manage-
ment, controlling production with a view to increas-
ing profits, and the workers, the producers of the
goods, correspondingly sharpens. Management un-
der monopoly capitalism accordingly assumes even
more autocratic and oppressive forms, although it
may be disguised by various devices, such as fringe
benefits, gained by labor.

Even Reinhard Bendix, who is inclined to exag-
gerate the significance of “a vague residue of under-
standing between workers and managers” in capital-
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ist industry, admits that “authority of employers
over their subordinates not only reflects the impera-
tives of industrial organization but also the existence
of class differences.” The inaccurate term “class
differences” is a euphemism to which Bendix, in
common with many academic researchers, resorts
rather than face the reality of “class antagonisms.”
However, Bendix is aware of that reality. In a foot-
note to his discussion of the subject he merely claims
that, “Among the industrialized [read: capitalist]
nations of the West this pattern of ‘antagonistic co-
operation’ varies considerably” (Work and Author-
iy in lndustry, John Wiley & Sons, 1956, p. 249).
Vance Packard in The Status Seekers, based on
e{(tensive Tresearch, finds that “in the hierarchy of the
big COrporations  stratification is being carried to
f())(qmsue €xtremes. Employees are usually expected
ranl‘(’()f:l}::l)rt themselves in comformity with th‘elr
that ;he m.g.enerally do so. Industrialists are noting
litary experience millions of our younger

g::;:r,?tion had hag made them more acceptiﬂg of

William H . )
zine F - White, a former editor of the maga-

o COror(t)une, one of the staunchest iPOlogiSts for
ethic gf rt;te systelp, found that the “bureaucratic
the top. ; € organization man at all levels below
pects g;r S that to make a living and to h:ave pros-

Promotion any member of the middle and
lower echelons, and his wife too, “must do what
somebody else [the top brass of the corporation]
wants you to do.” And not merely at work but in
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every sphere of personal, social and community life
as well. What is more, this must be done not only
because it is “a fact of life that must be accepted
but as an inherently good proposition” (Organiza-
tion Man, Simon and Schuster, 1957, p. 6).

David T. Bazelon, whom Supreme Court Justice
William O. Douglas commends (New York Times
Book Review, May 5, 1963) as a “specialist in
corporate law,” admits that, “There is more law to-
day running in favor of individual rights in the
armed services than there is in any of our major
corporate communities,” i.e. large corporations
(The Paper Economy, Random House, 1963, p.
183.)

Management is not unconcerned about this sharp-
ening antagonism between capital and labor, espe-
cially in view of the challenge of socialism. Wallace
F. Bennet, speaking for the National Association of
Manufacturers (which he headed as president),
stated, “the most important problem facing Ameri-
can management today is the problem of human
relationships.” Thomas G. Spates, vice-president of
General Foods Corporation, declares that the nation
can be saved from socialism and communism if
employers “start treating their workers like human
beings.”

According to Spates, the means of winning the
“hot and cold running war against totalitarian com-
munism” is to apply “the American code of personal
administration” which treats people “so that they
will achieve and give the best in them, while getting
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the highest possible degree of individual satisfac-
tion,” eliminating “the disillusionments and frustra-
tions, the emotional and mental illnesses from which
there are formed the subversive attitudes that in-
fluence the destinies of nations” (From The Ameri-
can Business Creed). But whatever the wishes of
management may be with regard to “human rela-
tions,” however much they may like at least to
soften class antagonism, it cannot affect the hard
facts of life—the production relations under monop-
oly capitalism. For, in the final analysis, the personal
income and fortune of the American corporate
manager depends primarily on the rate of profit of
the enterprise he manages, i.e. on the magnitude of
the surplus value he succeeds in extracting from his
workers.

“A corporation is known by its balance sheet,”
says Bazelon, “and the top corporate executive is
first and foremost a balance-sheet tender—an im-
pressario of the profit-and-loss statement.”

The Wall Street Journal (October 15, 1963),
dedicated to the propaganda that American monop-
oly capitalism is absolutely the best of all possible
Systems, was incensed by the fact that “the burden of
much of the discussion” at a recent international
management conference “was that the free-enterprise
type management must develop some higher pur-
pose.” The Journal insists that capitalist “manage-
ment has long since developed its higher purpose,
namely the general welfare.” But in the same breath
the editor cannot help admitting that this higher
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purpose is but a secondary by-product, though, he
claims, “a direct and all but inevitable concomitant
of its [management’s] primary purpose of making
profits.” (Emphasis added.)

To achieve its primary purpose of making profits,
Bazelon points out, “Our big corporations adminis-
ter not only prices in our society, but also prog-
ress . . . and the purpose of the [manager’s] plan
quite frequently is to curtail production rather than
to administer the full use of available technology.”
The concentration on making profits, involving ad-
ministered high monopoly prices and curtailed
production, coupled with technological displace-
ment, is the major factor in the increase of hard-
core unemployment and the multiplying of perma-
nent distressed areas as in Pennsylvania, West
Virginia and Kentucky.

Even the New York Times editorially suggests,
“The boast that no one starves in America is hard
to support after reading Homer Bigart’s account in
yesterday’s Times of the poverty that degrades tens
of thousands of unemployed miners and their fam-
ilies in the coal-rich, job-poor hollows of eastern
Kentucky” (October 21, 1963). Bigart had told the
story of a starving family in the Cumberland Moun-
tains that temporarily blinded itself with tobacco
juice so as to get on relief, and of a high school
principal complaining that “It is very difficult to tell
a child he can’t eat.”

Under these conditions the “antagonistic coopera-
tion” between capital and labor is inevitably getting
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to be ever less cooperative and ever more antago-
nistic.

Management Under Socialism

The situation is entirely different in the Sovi-et
Union. Socialist production is free of the capitalist
dichotomy between the production of good§ e.md
the extraction of surplus value. Under soc{allsm
production has only one purpose: the maximum
production of goods for the general welfare: The
income of the Soviet manager depends primarlly on
the magnitude of the output of goods by his enter-
Prise. With all his anti-Soviet prejudices Professor
David Granick recognizes that, “The Soviets have
adopted the concept that earnings should be tied
closely and immediately to production. . . . For
Managers, monthly bonuses make up a major part of
Income and are tied to operations during that very
same month of the production unit for which the
executive js responsible” (The Red Executive,
Doubleday, 1960).

.Contrary to the top corporate executive whose
PTIMAary purpose is to make profits, “the chief pur-
pose of the Russian manager is to produce goods,”
says Bazelon, In Soviet enterprises accordingly there
is no longer any antagonistic relationship between
management and labor, though, of course, there
still may and do arise strong differences of opinion
and, on occasion, even friction between them. With
the elimination of class antagonisms between man-
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agers and workers, the authority of the manager has
necessarily also lost the despotic character of capi-
talist management.

While the principle of one-man management of
production is strictly observed, it is limited ex-
clusively to the workday in the plant. Even those
American social scientists who are still trapped in
the atavistic anti-Soviet stereotype of “totalitarian-
ism” cannot help taking note of that characteristic
of Soviet management. Bendix, for instance, finds:
“It is likewise characteristic [of management-labor
relations in the Soviet Union] that the workers are
not only subordinate to the managers but are also
called upon—under the guidance of the party, of
course—to criticize and help correct the adminis-
trative and technical work of management. Thus, the
social differences between managers and workers
are obliterated in the sense that superiors are sub-
ordinates and subordinates are superiors” (Work
and Authority in Industry, p. 251).

The program of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, adopted in 1961, in its outline of the
tasks of the party for the construction of a commu-
nist society, provides for the continued “improve-
ment of the cultural and technical standard of the
workers, the increasing fusion of physical and men-
tal labor” and the “extensive participation of
workers’ collectives* in the management of the
* The term “workers’ collective” is used in the Soviet Union to

designate all the workers of an enterprise in the same sense as
we use the term “the student body” of a university.
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enterprises and the spreading of communist forms of
labor” (p. 82).

At a plenary meeting of the Central Committee
in November 1962, the full meaning of this provi-
sion of the program was spelled out as demanding
the combination “of the principle of one-man man-
agement with the enlistment of the broadest partici-
pation of the masses in the direct and immediate
management of production” (Pravda, November 20,
1962).

Leonid Solovyev, Secretary of the All-Union
Trade Union Council, stated that trade union pro-
duction conferences give the workers an opportunity
to participate in the direction and management of
all the operations of their plants. “These confer-
ences,” he said, “consider what new machinery,
techniques and processes should be introduced. The
unions can criticize management and they elect per-
manent committees to follow through their recom-
mendations” (The Worker, New York, October 22,
1963).

At the aforementioned meeting of the Central
Committee, the functions of the permanent advisory
committees, which are elected by the workers, were
defined in the following terms: “These committees
must participate in the consideration of plans, in
the control of their fulfillment, in the setting up
of performance standards, in the assignment of per-
sonnel. The managers of the enterprises would have
to submit to these committees accounts about the
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operations of the enterprise, consult with them about
the most important questions of production.”

Behind the superficial similarity between the
position of a manager in a great Soviet enterprise
controlled by the state and a manager of a giant
monopoly in the United States—the similarity
stressed by anti-Marxists—there is in reality, as
we have seen, a world of difference in substance.

In sum, what communism in the Soviet Union is
about in practice is not any form of control; that
form must necessarily correspond to the socialist
mode of production. When the people as a whole
own the means of production, then the only way in
which they can exercise their control is through their
general or central agency, i.e. the state. The exact
techniques of that central control, the degrees of cen-
tralization and delegation of authority to local cen-
ters and enterprise management depends on many
factors, including the level of technological and cul-
tural development. The program of the CPSU pro-
vides for the enlistment of ever larger masses of the
workers in every enterprise and locality for direct
participation in management and control, including
planning, production and accountability of the oper-
ations of the respective enterprises and economic
activities of which they are a part.

What communism in the Soviet Union is really
about is the abolition of exploitation of man by man;
putting an end to the relegation of the worker to the
lifelong repetition of a single monotonous robot-like
operation; the all-sided vocational and cultural de-
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velopment of each individual worker, t.hu.s gr.aduegl)."
reducing and then eliminating the dlstlnctloq e-
tween physical and mental labor; and the achlev;
ment of abundance paving the way for and speed-
ing the transition from the present ﬁr§t or Iovtv;:r
phase of communism, i.e., from socialism, to ‘et
second and higher phase—a full-fledged communis
society of full equality.



Part i

PROBLEMS OF THE SOVIET ECONOMY






Survivals of Capitalism

Aside from questions related to the transition
from socialism to communism, anti-Marxists center
their criticism on certain concrete aspects of the
Soviet economy. The Soviet Union has had to solve
many serious problems during the period of con-
struction and consolidation of its socialist economy.
At present, in the process of transition from social-
ism to a full-fledged communist society, the Soviet
Union is coming to grips with numerous complex
questions, which are the subject of nation-wide dis-
cussion and most careful consideration by the party,
state and planning authorities.

There is ample place here for candid and thought-
ful criticism. The criticisms of the anti-Marxist ex-
perts, however, do not belong to that category. Their
horizons are so narrowed by cold-war anti-commu-
nist stereotypes, that what is basic and vital in the
socialist construction of the Soviet Union is ex-
cluded from their vision. As a rule, they close their
eyes to the momentous achievements of the country.
They focus their capitalist lenses exclusively on
shortcomings, bureaucracy, survivals of capitalism
and instances of anti-social conduct—the negative
phenomena—which, by the way, are mercilessly ex-
posed and satirized by the Soviet press.

The nature and dimensions of these marginal
problems are still further distorted by such critics,

69
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because many seem to base their censorious com-
ments on the assumption that the categories of classi-
cal economics of early capitalism—private profit,
competitive free enterprise, free market—in their
pristine Adam Smith formulations of nearly two cen-
turies ago are eternal and immutable. These critics,
accordingly, seem actually to believe that the aboli-
tion of “free enterprise” capitalism has retarded
Soviet economic growth. Some of these critics make
bold to assert that if it were not for the “vestigial”
survivals of capitalism in the interstices of Soviet
society—which survivals, they claim, are “tacitly
recognized” or “officially condoned”—the Soviet
economy would not have been able to function at all.

Crankshaw, for example, puts in the category
of such survivals of free enterprise “one-man busi-
nesses—Ilittle dressmakers, tailors, shoemakers,
clock-and-watch repairers, who operate on their
own”; peasants’ production from “their own private
plots,” and “two phenomena” in industry, “both con-
cerned with short-circuiting the clumsy, elephantine
bureaucratic process of the centrally planned econ-
omy,” namely the so called blat and tolkach, of
which more later.

The role of the one-man operators in Soviet econ-
omy is infinitesimal. They represent a survival, not
so much of capitalist free enterprise as of pre-capi-
talist handicrafts; but in a socialist society these
operators cannot become employers and exploiters
of labor. It would seem that the only reason for
raising the question about these vestigial one-man
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businesses is to stress what anti-Marxists consider
the most derogatory criticism of the Soviet economy,
namely that “In the Soviet Union there is only one
permitted exploiter, and that is the state.” This is
another attempt to apply a capitalist yardstick to a
socialist society, a question which we shall discuss
more fully in the concluding paragraphs of this
essay.

The case of the survival of capitalist “free mar-
ket” elements in Soviet agriculture is of greater sig-
nificance, not so much in itself but as a manifestation
of the general problems of this industry. The role of
the private sector in agricultural production, includ-
ing both the private plots of the collective farmers
and the home truck gardens in the towns, has been
diminishing steadily; it was practically eliminated in
those crops the production of which has already
been substantially mechanized. The total marketable
output of grain, cotton and sugar beets is produced
in the socialized sector, i.e., by the collective and
state farmers. On the other hand, in those branches
of agriculture in which there has so far been rela-
tively little mechanization, such as pigs, poultry, vege-
table and eggs, a substantial though diminishing part
of the output still comes from the private sector.

The bulk of the crops produced on the “private
plots” is consumed by the producing households and
with the exception of eggs, only a relatively small
part of the total marketable output now comes from
the private sector. In eggs, too, the share of the
private sector in the total marketable output de-
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clined from nearly 70 per cent in 1953 to some 50
nt in 1961. The share of the “private” sector
jn the marketable output of meat, primarily, pork,
dcc]ined from 27 per cent in 1953 to 20 per cent in
19 61; that of vegetables declined from 23 per cent
0 13 per cent; and that of milk from 37 per cent to
oduce
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transition to communism. But to present this capi-
talist survival in agriculture, as anti-Marxists do, as
something of positive importance for the functioning
of the Soviet economy, is a flagrant distortion of the
facts.

While the survivals of “free market” elements in
agriculture are considered an inevitable develop-
ment in the first stage of the emergence of socialist
society from capitalism, the Soviet economy has now
reached a point when it is in a position to make the
necessary investment in equipment and scientific
personnel for the acceleration of the modernization
and mechanization of agriculture, especially of the
branches that have been lagging behind. As we shall
see below, measures to that effect are now actually
perfected and put in operation.

Collective Farming

Indeed, when the socialization of farming was in-
augurated in 1928-29, Soviet agriculture was still,
in the main, based on primitive techniques and pre-
vailing manual labor. Over one-third (35 per cent)
of the 25 million individual farms then in existence
could provide no more than a bare subsistence for
the farmers’ households. Though this was a con-
siderable improvement as compared with pre-revoly.
tionary times, when fully 65 per cent of all the farmg
belonged to that poverty-stricken class, the oyt.
moded small-scale primitive farming clearly coylg
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not assure adequate supplies of food for the people
or of agricultural material for industry. Transition
to socialized modern large-scale agriculture was im-
perative.

The individual small farms were united into agri-
cultural cooperatives known as collective farms or
kolkhozes. As Soviet state industries and scientific
organizations developed they supplied increasing
quantities of large-scale agricultural machinery,
equipment and power, as well as perfected scientific
methods of land cultivation and animal husbandry.
The initial smaller kolkhozes—235 thousand in
1940—were combined into larger and larger units,
totaling only 40,600 in 1963.

Tl}e mechanical and power equipment of agricul-
Fure mc.reased signiﬁcantly: the number of tractors,
n equivalent 15 horsepower units, grew from
684,000 1n 1940 to 2,293,000 in 1963; the number
of trucks, including auto-cisterns, from 228,000 to
840,000; of electric power and mechanical equip-

ment from 1.6 milljon horsepower to 13.5 million
horsepower.

The money income of the cooperative kolkhozes

u§c€eased (u% Current prices) from nearly five
billion r ub.le.s in .1 953 to over 15 billion in 1962 and
over 16 billion in 1963, oy including the value of
that portion of their appya) output which is con-
sumed by the kolkhoz households or put away by the
kolkhoz as reserves. (1 ruble = $1.11.)

The course of the development of the collective
farms determined the type of kolkhoz socialist prop-
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erty. All land in the Soviet Union is the socialized
property of the state. But the state allots the land
cultivated by the kolkhoz into its permanent posses-
sion. All major production facilities and means of
production—agricultural machinery and imple-
ments, power equipment, live stock, farm buildings,
etc.—are the socialized property of the kolkhoz,
owned collectively by all its members. On the other
hand, the kolkhoz, out of its socialized land, allo-
cates for the personal use of each collective farm-
household, a small plot of land—mostly one-half to
1.5 acres, up to 2.5 acres in arid areas—for its
supplementary husbandry. The dwelling of the in-
dividual kolkhoz household, live stock he keeps on
his plot—a cow, calves, some sheep and goats,
poultry—the required small agricultural imple-
ments, as well as the produce of that plot, are the
personal property of the respective individual house-
hold.

As the income of the collective farm households
from the collective farm increases, their supplemen-
tary income from their individual plots form a
smaller proportion of their total income.

These quantitative changes in the size of the kolk-
hoz, its mechanized equipment, technology and
mode of production has brought about a greater
socialization of the kolkhoz property. In the first
place, the nondistributable assets of the kolkhoz
have grown from year to year, and this form of
socialized property is now the predominant asset of
every kolkhoz, as can be seen from the following
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figures for recent years. In 1949 the non-distribut-
able assets per individual household of the kolkhozes
amounted, on the average, to only 81 rubles. By
1953 they increased to 359 rubles and by 1962 they
reached 1,638 rubles, multiplying 20 times since
1940 (see chart).

These non-distributable funds which consist pri-
marily of all kinds of mechanized equipment—
trucks, tractors, combines, motors, generators—de-
pend on supplies of spare parts, electric power, fuel
and on periodical examination and repairs by en-
gineers, technicians and industrial workers, coming
from the state industrial enterprises, thus providing
a direct link between the kolkhoz form of property
and the national form of property.

Another such tie develops when the local electric
power stations of an individual or of a group of
kolkhozes are linked up to state power grids. On the
other hand, as the central power stations of the
Soviet Union and the tension lines for transmission
of electrical energy develop, the number of kolk-
hozes receiving their power directly from the social-
ist state enterprises is increasing, thus strengthening
the links between the Socialist-kolkhoz form of
property and the socialist-national type.

The development of a higher degree of socializa-
tion of collective farm property and production is
also furthered through various forms of inter-kolk-
hoz enterprises, when several kolkhozes combine to
build local electric power stations, installations and
canals for irrigation, hospitals, schools and other
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cultural institutions, as well as enterprises for the

primary manufacture of some agricultural products,

for storing and transportation of their output, for

the production of local structural materials: bficks,
lumber, etc. All such activities broaden the inter-
relations between individual collective farms as well
as between collective farms and state industrial
enterprises, drawing the kolkhoz form of property
closer to that of the national form of property.
During recent years quite a number of collective
farms of large size decided by vote of their members
to transform themselves into state farms, which are
organized along the same lines as industrial enter-
prises. The agricultural workers on the state farms
are employed on the same basis as workers in indus-
trial enterprises, receiving a monthly wage and get-

tng all the benefits which industrial workers receive
in the form of va

cations, pensions, bonuses, etc. In
1928 there were P :

. » 1,407 state farms in the Soviet
Union. By Janu - :
sixfold, to 8,6081,ry 1, 1963, their number increased

Thi .
of ;g‘:iglsttuiteage 1n the process of the socialization
1950's. The g COMPpleted by the end of the
the accelerat Oviet Union is now proceeding with
aanon of the process of modernization of
c::;tslzs of this indusfr)_' with a view to a
on of the.Pdel}ctlvuy of labor and the
of the distinction between town and

(,'/I///m}" A multi-billion dollar program for the ex-

teal 1 'V Was in opera-
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of fertilizers, insecticides and weed killers. The great
Soviet aircraft industry is putting some of its capac-
ity to work on the production of machinery and
equipment for socialized chicken-hatching and poul-
try-raising farms. The plans provide for the con-
struction and expansion of 508 mechanized large-
scale chicken farms and 208 broiler factories by
1970. The development program also covers the
building of specialized factories for the production
of chicken feed, as well as for the training of poultry
technicians.

Plans have also been drawn for the development
of mechanized pig factories and other specialized
farms with a view to raise substantially the produc-
tivity of the lagging farm sectors. The fulfillment of
these plans will make the production of marketable
eggs, pigs, vegetables or milk on private plots too un-
rewarding as compared with their mass production
on the modernized collective farms. That will bring
about the elimination of any lingering survivals of
capitalism in agriculture.

In the course of their development, as the accu-
mulation of their non-distributable funds increases,
with the continued expansion of their facilities and
implements of production and the increasing mech-
anization of their farming operations—all accom-
plished with the cooperation and assistance of the
state and state industrial enterprises—the production
of the collective farms is raised to a higher degree of
socialization and productivity. The division of labor,
its organization and rationalization, the forms and
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rates of distribution of the farm income to the individ-
ual members of the collective farms—in kind or
money—is brought closer to the forms of organiza-
tion and payment prevailing on state farms and
state enterprises in general. An increasing number
of collective farms have already introduced a guar-
anteed monthly wage payment to their members,
usually consisting of some 70 per cent of their esti-
mated expected income, while the balance is paid
out to them at the end of the season.

The kolkhozes or collective farms are gradually
bound to reach a point when they can fully and
much more effectively provide for the important
housekeeping needs of individual farm families—
members of the kolkhoz—than the individual house-
hold possibly can. Kolkhoz bakeries, kolkhoz com-
munal kitchens serving certain meals, nurseries and
other communal services, homes for the aged, board-
ing schools, relieve the members of the most primi-
tive and burdensome housekeeping tasks.

At that point, as the party program puts it, supple-
mentary individual farming will become unnecessary
and “the gradual rapprochement and, in the long
run, also . . . the merging of kolkhoz property and
the property of the whole people into one commu-
nist property” will become an accomplished fact
(Program, p. 84).*

* All figures in this section are taken from Narodnoye Khos-
yaistvo SSSR (National Economy of the USSR) for 1961, Mos-

cow 1962; and Report of the USSR Council of Miniﬁ

Central Statistical Board, Supplement to Moscow News, Feb:
1964.
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lllegal Private Profit Activities

Socialist industry is the main target of anti-Marx-
ist and like-minded orthodox economists in general.
This school of thought still adheres to the discredited
maxim of Herbert Hoover that socialism is against
human nature and that socialist economy is there-
fore bound to collapse. Here is how Crankshaw puts
it:

“In the West the profit motive is a powerful force
in stimulating to capacity the individual talent. It is
not the only force—pride in work well done, ambi-
tion to excel, the drive for power—all work to the
same end. But in Russia the profit motive is formally
abolished; the pride in work well done is hard to
sustain when one’s work is planned, more often than
not, clumsily and badly, by a faceless central bureau;
ambition to excel is still dangerous, because under
the centralized Soviet system the farther a man
sticks his neck out the easier it is to cut off his head;
the drive for power carries men toward the seat of
power—that is to say, in Russia, away from pro-
duction and into the back room of the Communist
Party.”

In addition, centralized planning, according to
this anti-Marxist school of thought, is not only nec-
essarily clumsily and badly done, but also leads to
the development of an elephantine bureaucracy
whose “directives are clumsy and arbitrary and often
stupid.”
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If these premises and assumptions had validity
how then is one to explain the fact that the socialist
economy of the Soviet Union is a going concern. It
is generally recognized that it is not only function-
ing but also making rapid progress, in fact more
rapid, as we shall see, than the proﬁt-motivated and
unplanned “free enterprise” economies of the West.
In seeking an answer to this striking contradiction,
anti-Soviet commentators not only magnify beyond
all proportions “free enterprise” and “private prop-
erty” survivals still to be found in the Soviet Union,
but they also reach grotesque conclusions.

It is alleged that free enterprise private profit in
Soviet industry is centered “on two phenomena. . . .
One, abstract, is called blat; the other, concrete, is
called the tolkach.” Blat is defined as covering “every
operation in which one person helps another by
unofficial means in return for services rendered.”
This is, by the way, another example of applying a
capitalist yardstick (consisting in the assumption
that in economic operations when one person helps
another it is in return for services rendered) to a
socialist economy built on the principle of mutual
cooperation and help for the common good. Elabo-
rating, Crankshaw declares that blat “includes at
one extreme graft and corruption in the grand man-
ner, at the other extreme a spontaneous human
response in the sphere of mutual obligation.”

Graft and corruption, inherent in private profit-
motivated societies based on class privilege and ex-
ploitation, are not germane to a socialist society.
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The Soviet Union has conducted a continuous and
vigorous struggle against the survivals of these evils,
and though they have not yet been fully eliminated,
their scope and magnitude have been reduced dras-
tically. We shall return to this problem later. Here
let us take note of the profit-motive ethics of the anti-
Marxists. Even the spontaneous human response has
to be based on mutual obligation; they seem to be
unaware of the contradiction between spontaneous
response and obligation.

Tolkach is defined by anti-Soviet reporters and
commentators as a fixer and as “institutionalized
blat.” According to Crankshaw, the tolkach “is the
unsung but lavishly rewarded hero of Soviet indus-
try, the man with no official standing at all who
makes the wheels of production go round by ena-
bling factories and enterprises of all kinds to deal
directly with each other, instead of through the tor-
tuous channels of the central planning and distribut-
ing bureaucracy.” The activities of the tolkach are
said to be “illegal and play havoc with the paper
phantasies of the planners;” however these illegal
activities are presumably “so necessary” that they are
not only widely recognized, but the tolkach “on top
of his salary . . . earns healthy commissions in cash
and kind.” This is followed by the amazing and
grotesque conclusion that without the tolkach’s il-
legal activities, “inspired by the spirit of private
enterprise and private profit, the Soviet economy
would long ago have ground to a halt.”

Thus we see how anti-Marxist preconceptions
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play havoc not only with the interpretations of
Soviet reality but also with the simple power of
observation. For is it not absurd for any student or
reporter to see in the operations of a great economy,
which has successfully fulfilled and over-fulfilled its
consecutive “fantastic” Plans, nothing but survivals
of anti-social and illegal phenomena, and to suggest
that it is just this interstitial anti-social conduct that
makes the wheels go round!

Central Planning

Leaving aside for the moment the theoretical
uestion concerning the effects of the profit motive,
let us consider first the observable phenomena of
central planning, bureaucracy, illegal but condoned
rivate enterprise and private profit, and corruption.
The anti-Marxist critics speak for that school of
economic thought which considers central planning
as necessarily c!umsy, stupid, rigid and ineffective,
inevitably cnoklng up the channels of production
and distribution.

Empirically, the accomplishments of the socialist
economies ha-ve long since shown the baselessness
of that negative approach to central planning. In-
deed, anti-Soviet critics themselves cannot ignore the
fact that as Cranks.haw points out, “in the West
economists are thinking more and more about long-
term Plannm,g,. inevitably involving a fiegree of cen-
tral control,” 1n other words, centralized planning.
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Usually unacknowledged is the fact that the undeni-
ably great achievements of the centrally planned
socialist economies have led the West to actually
make serious attempts to introduce central planning,
though the private profit system makes such effec-
tive planning hardly possible u{lder capitalism,

The McGraw-Hill magazine Business Week
(April 7, 1962) devoted an extensive article to this
question under the title “Eurona Charts Its Business
Future.” It deals with the “exciting European experi-
ments in what is loosely called ‘economic planning’.”
The magazine proceeds to explain that “The phrase
is somewhat misleading—it sounds like what the
Communists do, and like the antithesis of capital-
ism’s ‘free market economies.” Yet in most West
European democracies today economic planning has
ceased to be a dirty word.” Why? An authoritative
answer is supplied by Pierre Masse, chief of the plan-
ning Commissariat of France:

“We must remember the size of the stakes, The
traditional values of the West, whether you call them
humanism, Christianity, freedom, or the worth of
the individual, now have come to grips with the
problem of efficiency. We may hardly doubt that eff-
ciency will win the day. The only question is whether
it is to prevail against or with our ideals. For a little
while to come the answer still is in our hands.”

Masse recognizes that central planning is indjs-
pensable for efficiency, which will win the day in
any case, and it would be best for capitalist countries
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to adopt it on their own without waiting for the com-
ing socialist revolution to introduce it. We need not
enter here into considering whether central planning
under capitalism can possibly be effective. Suffice
it here to emphasize that central planning is ac-
knowledged even by competent Western economists
not as a hindrance to efficiency, but rather as indis-
pensable for efficiency.

The entire underlying idea of the Common Mar-
ket, the Economic Community of West Germany,
France, Italy, Belgium, Netherlands and Luxem-
bourg, is based on central planning.

In England, too, central planning is seriously
thought of as evidenced by the National Economic
Development Council established by the Macmillan
government, popularly known by its nickname of
Neddy. The Council is composed of industrialists
and representatives of the nationalized enterprises,
the public and the trade unions. It is presided over
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer and gets its
major support from the big industrialists. Paul
C.hambers, Chairman of Imperial Chemical Indus-
tries, recently told the American Chamber of Com-
merce 1n London: “We must find a better way than
Fhe present spectacle of blindfolded giants blunder-
ing all over the place.” With the development of ever
larger monopolies, with much higher capitalization,
and decision-making ever more concentrated, said
Chambers, “the blunders of surplus capacity will
grow worse without some form of planning and
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forecasting.” He therefore thought that economic
planning “is essential to the survival of private enter-
prise.” This, of course, does not answer the question
whether private enterprise has the capacity for cen-
tral planning. British labor doubts it.

The mentioned report in Business Week states
that, “Labor is standoffish toward Neddy . . . partly
because it suspects that a tighter control of wages is
the main aim of Conservative planning.” It would
be more correct to say that capitalist central plan-
ning in general would necessarily be contaminated
by the profit motive and the desire to apply a tighter
control, an austerity policy to wages. The simple fact
is that in the United States, where monopoly “free
enterprise” reigns more supreme than in the other
great capitalist countries, the timid attempt at cep.-
tral planning through the Council of Economjc
Advisers has produced only one definite guidepost,
a policy paper dealing with restraints on increaseg
in wage rates.

To come back to the problem of central planning
under socialism. The methods and techniques of
socialist planning, especially the distribution of
authority and responsibility between central bodjeg
and subordinate local bodies and the management of
individual industries and enterprises, are, of Course,
subject to continuous improvement, depending to ,
great extent on the level of technological and cul-
tural development. At this writing an all-out cam-
paign is being carried out to implement the Mandate
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of the program adopted at the 22nd Congress with
regard to the correction of the deficiencies of over
centralization:

“There must be a further expansion of the role
and responsibility of local bodies in economic man-
agement. The transfer of a number of functions of
economic management by the all-Union bodies to
those of the republics, by republican bodies to those
of the regions and by regional bodies to those of the
districts should be continued” (p. 93).

The program further declares that “Extension of
operative independence and of the initiative of enter-
prises on the basis of the state-plan targets is essen-
tial in order to mobilize untapped resources and
make more effective use of capital investments, pro-
duction facilities and finances” (p. 94).

Besides, planning is done by people with all their
imperfections and insufficiencies, and many mistakes
and stupidities may be and are committed by them.
The same is true, as far as execution by individuals
is concerned, of economic activity under any social
system, except that under socialism where collective
work is the prevailing form of economic activity and
where the private profit motive is almost completely
eliminated, shortcomings, weaknesses and inadequa-
cies of individuals are subject to collective control
and correction, so that their injurious effects can be
and are reduced correspondingly. The overall effec-
tiveness of centra] planning is clearly beneficial. Far

from stultifying, it accelerates economic develop-
ment.
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Role of Bureaucracy

Bureaucracy, in its derogatory implications, is
another category of 19th century economics which
is no longer applicable. Professor C. Wright Mills
succinctly and correctly described the origin and the
meaning of the term: “As an epithet for govern-
mental waste and red tape, the word ‘bureaucracy’
is a carry-over from the heroic age of capitalism
when the middle class entrepreneur was in revolt
against mercantile company and monarchist dyn-
asty. That time is now long past, but the epithet
persists in the service of different aims” (White Col-
lar, Oxford University Press, 1956, p. 78). Monopo-
lists now use the epithet “bureaucracy” to combat
public demands for the nationalization of key indus-
tries and as an argument against any governmental
program which may in any way curb illegal price-
rigging activities of their own corporate bureauc-
racies or interfere with other “free enterprise” ma-
nipulations with a view to maximize profits.

“Descriptively,” says Mills, “bureaucracy refers
to hierarchy of offices, of bureaus, each with an
assigned area of operations, each employing a staff
having specialized qualifications. So defined, bu-
reaucracy is the most efficient type of social organiza-
tion yet devised.” This definition is especially true
with regard to the bureaucracy of a socialist state in
which the means of production are owned by the
people as a whole, i.e., by the state, and in which the
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state civil service, rather than corporate bureauc-
racies, must necessarily carry out the managerial
functions.*

That does not mean that even a socialist bureauc-
racy, indispensable as it may be as the best avail-
able effective apparatus for social organization, is
or can be an unmixed blessing. Functionaries spe-
cializing in one or another distinct operation are
subject to the professional “bureaucratic” diseases
of formalism combined with a certain callousness
to their constituencies, of narrow one-sidedness, of
careerism, red tape and sluggishness. Since the earl-
iest days of the Socialist Revolution, beginning with
Lenin, the Soviet Union has consistently fought to
prevent and eliminate these evils of bureaucracy,
but there is still a great deal to be done in order to
rid the state apparatus entirely of the evils of
“bureaucracy” in the traditional derogatory sense of
that term.

Moreover, the most efficient social organizatiop
does not immediately eliminate all vestiges of anti-
social conduct. As long as abundance and full
equality have not yet been achieved, as long as the
NEW communist man has not yet emerged, society is
confronted with survivals of anti-social phenomena
Su‘fh as petty chiseling, seeking to make improper
ga1ns from public business or trust, corruption and
* Social science long since found that “in its political context
the economic morality of modern civil service, where it has had

the advantage of permanence, has been far higher than that of

private enterprise.” (Encyclopedia of Social Sciences, Macmil-
lan, 1930, Vol. 111, p- 72)
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illegal practices. Blat and tolkach are two forms of
such anti-social conduct. However, the meaning, sig-
nificance and dimensions of both these phenomena
are magnified and distorted by anti-Soviet commen-
tators out of any relationship to reality.

Two unrelated concepts are included by anti-
Marxists in the term tolkach. One is that of the ex-
pediter, a perfectly legitimate salaried employee in
many Soviet big enterprises. However detailed the
planning by the central and regional authorities may
be, and even in cases when terms and dates of deliv-
eries between plants are prescribed by the Central or
Regional Plan, a great deal of decision-making with
regard to processes and procedures must always be
left to the people on the spot. The expediter is
charged with inter-enterprise relations, with advising
on and checking of work, with testing of materials
at various stages of production to make certain they
meet the requirements of the planned schedule, and
with facilitating and speeding deliveries.

In some cases, however, an expediter may resort
to sharp or even illegal practices, and only in such
cases is he labeled contemptuously tolkach. The
Russian meaning of the term is not fixer, but
“pusher” or “go-getter.” Only when engaged in sharp
practices is the tolkach considered a petty chiseler.
When he slips into illegal methods of graft, bribery,
corruption, peculation, etc., he is considered a rank
criminal, subject to the most severe penalty of the
law. In no case are “private enterprise” and “private
profit” motives tolerated or condoned. They are
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severely criticized, contemptuously rejected, and
eliminated by prosecution. The standards of social-
ist morality make the tolkach a social outcast,
scorned and satirized (in such cartoons, for instance,
as those reproduced in anti-Marxist reports and
comments in the press and on TV, including Cranlf-
shaw’s article mentioned earlier), and the tolkach is
Ostracized by the community as a whole.

Corruption

Another phase of the question must be consid-
ered. The implication of the anti-Marxist approach
1s that socialist central planning necessarily creates
an “elephantine bureaucracy” and conditions mak-
Ing for the toleration and condoning of anti-social
_(under socialism) practices such as “free markets”
In the towns for the produce of the peasants’ private
Plots, as we]] a5 corrupt and illegal or criminal busi-
Tess activitjes, “inspired by the spirit of private enter-
Prise and private profit,” such as those of the tolk-
ach. The Student, therefore, must consider whether
al.lt{—social conduct and crimes are unleashed or in-
hibited by 3 socialist climate as compared with their
level in 4 Capitalist society. Let us consider some of
the avajlape evidence.

At this Writing there is much ado in this country
about the so-called Baker case. Robert G. Baker,
former Senate Majority Secretary, resigned his $19,-
600-job under fire, He was charged with improper
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use of his influence in the manipulation of transac-
tions of business firms with the government. He still
continues to receive one-cent-a-pound commission
on sales of meat by an Haitian firm to the United
States, the firm claiming that it is a perfectly legiti-
mate commission paid to any “finder,” i.e., to any
person who finds or arranges for a favorable oppor-
tunity for the firm to conclude a profitable business
transaction. Baker helped the firm get approval by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture for the importa-
tion of its meat products into the United States.

The Baker case is now under investigation by the
Senate, and there have been reports in the press of
scandal aspects bearing some resemblance to
the notorious Profumo Affair of Great Britain. The
case assumed sufficiently large proportions for Presi-
dent Kennedy to take notice of it at his news con-
ference on November 15, 1963. Said the President,
“there are always going to be people who can’t
stand the pressure of opportunity,” that is, oppor-
tunity to make an easy dollar, if even by anti-social
or illegal means. And then he added: “Other people
may be investigated as time goes on. We just try
to do the best we can and I think that—the govern-
mental standards on the whole compare favorably
with those in some other parts of America.”

James Reston, columnist of the New York Times
(October 29, 1963), comments: “The Capital of
the United States is involved once more in official
scandal, and no wonder. The work and atmosphere
in the place breed it. . . . This is an expense account
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town. . . . More officials, ambassadors, lobbyists and
legislators are living beyond their salaries here than
in any capital on earth. . . . They have been de:-
based by power and money, by the pressure of poli-
tics.”* And the President was right, the dimensions
of corruption in other areas of American social life
are certainly no better than in Washington. Scandals
in Albany, New York, recently led to the decision
(October 1963) to appoint a special committee of
prominent citizens to revise the 1954 code of ethics
for members of the Legislature. When asked why the
Legislature did not appoint its own commission for
that purpose, Speaker Carlino’s reply was a telling
admission: “Any determinations by legislators in
the present atmosphere would be viewed with scorn
and disbelief. That is why an objective outside study
is needed.”

The partly televised public hearings by the Senate
Judiciary Committee on the widespread criminal
activities of the so-called Cosa Nostra has shown
how dﬂ?eply crime and corruption have penetrated
Fhe major areas of our social life—mnot under social-
sm bUt. Ur.lder monopoly capitalism. The conclusions
2‘5953-1 S:I:lar investigation by the U.S. Senate, in
Repo’r t Ix:Ie summarized in tht? well-known Kefauv‘er
“Gener.al ére are .a few pertinent extracts from its

~neral Conclusions™:

Criminal syndicates in this country make tremen-

* For a more detailed discussion of the i

¢ problem the reader is
referred to Blair Bolles, How to Get Rich in Washington, 1952,
?3250 Wright Mills, The Power Elite, Oxford University Press,
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dous profits and are due primarily to the ability of
such gangs and syndicates to secure monopolies in
the illegal operations in which they are engaged. . . .
The committee found in some cities that law enforce-
ment officials aided and protected gangsters and
racketeers to maintain their monopolistic position
in particular rackets. . . .

“Despite known arrest records and well-docu-
mented criminal reputations, the leading hoodlums
in the country remain, for the most part, immune
from prosecution and punishment, although under-
lings of their gangs may, on occasion, be prosecuted
and punished. This quasi-immunity of top level mob-
sters can be ascribed to what is popularly known as
the ‘fix.’ The fix is not always the direct payment of
money to law-enforcement officials, although the
committee has run across considerable evidence of
such bribery. The fix may also come about through
the acquisition of political power by contributions to
political organizations or otherwise, by creating eco-
nomic ties with apparently respectable and reputable
business men and lawyers, and by buying public
good will through charitable contributions and press
relations.”

This leads up to the real test—to what extent have
corruption and other forms of anti-social and crim-
inal conduct permeated the business practices of
the corporate system?

Adolf A. Berle, generally recognized popular
ideologist of the corporate system, has Iepeatedly
emphasized the thesis, “that the corporation, almost
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against its will, has been compelled to assurl}:r 2:;
appreciable part of the role of conscnence'carrIZOth
twentieth-century American society” (T h.e Jatest
Century Capitalist Revolution, 1954). In his " di

volume, he insists that, “Either through their in ;'
vidual processes of conscience or through compul-
sion of a social conscience, they [the corporations]
were led to recognize and give reality to a rang® of
values arising more out of ethics than out of interest

(The American Economic Republic, Harcourt,
Brace, 1963),

Unhappily, the real nature of these corporate
ethics was laid bare by the recent trial and convic-
tion of sevep high executives of such giant corpor-
ations of the electrical industry as General Electric,
Westinghouse, Allis Chalmers, for conspiracy and
the defrauding of the government in transactions
amounting to aboyt $7 billion over a period of fopr
years (see John G, Fuller, The Gentlemen Conspir-
ators, Grove, 1962). Subsequent suits by states, mu-
nNicipalities apg utilities, some of which were amicably
settled betweep these corporations and their clients,
showed thay Corrupt, fradulent and illegal practices
Were employeq by these concerns in their business
transactiong jp general.

These facg put into question whether Berle can
really be Considered an authority on the corporate
(Yoo and its ethics, For in his 1954 volume, pub-
lished only 5 couple of years before the story of the
CONSPITacy of the electrical industry monopolies
broke into the Public press, Berle issued the follow-



CORRUPTION 97

ing testimonial to the giant corporation, which
headed the criminal collusion to defraud the govern-
ment and clients: “The General Electric Company
is, justly, one of the most respected American cor-
porations. Its management has been able and of un-
questioned integrity.”

Characteristically, at the annual meeting of the
GE stockholders a spokesman for a group known as
the United Shareholders of America argued, to the
gusty applause of the assembled stockholders:
“These 16 men [all convicted in the electric industry
case], it is true, had violated the letter of the law,
but they did not violate the main spirit of free
enterprise—a fair return on the dollar invested.”
“Fair” in the ethics of monopoly capitalism merely
means the maximum private profit that can possibly
be extracted by any means, even fraudulent or un-
lawful. President F. F. Loock of the Allen-Bradley
Company, which was fined $40,000 in that case,
stressed that “no one attending the gatherings [of
the executives of the various companies which were
tried for conspiracy to rig the prices of electrical
equipment] was so stupid he didn’t know they were
in violation of the law. But it is the only way a
business can be run. It is free enterprise” (Time,
February 17, 1961).

The “main spirit of free enterprise” found further
tangible expression in the confidence and rewards
bestowed on the convicted men immediately after
they had served their short jail terms. William S,
Ginn, GE vice-president, upon emerging from prison
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promptly stepped into a job with the Baldwin-Lima-
Hamilton Corporation, one of the 300 largest U.S.
companies, at a salary reputed to be in the neighbor-
hood of $70,000 a year. Another of the convicted
GE executives, as soon as he was out of jail, became
the president of a corporation building earth-moving
equipment; another became affiliated with a Massa-
chusetts automobile business; and a fourth became
president of the ITT Europe, Inc., and European
general manager for the company, and so on (The
Corrupt Society, by Fred J. Cook, Special Issue of
The Nation, June 1-8,1963).

APParentIy “the range of values arising out of
the ethics” of the corporate society attaches no
stigma to the corrupt and criminal practices used
SO generally for maximizing profits.

The Profit Motive

5 The Corrupting effect of the social climatq created
vy the profit-motive was perhaps most strikingly re-
Tealec} by the exposure in 1958 of the famed rigged
h elevision quiz shows by a Congressional commit-
€€ and a grapng jury investigation. It was proved,
and later upger fire, admitted by the big winners,
On€ of whom received as much as $220,000, that
they were given the answers in advance and were
cqached on how to behave at the quiz: bite the lips,
Wipe the brow, stutter, etc., “to heighten tension.”
One of the producers testified that the company
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sponsoring (paying for) the quiz show at weekly
meetings preceding each show made it clear which
contestant it wanted to win.

These TV quiz shows attracted unprecedentedly
large national audiences so that sponsoring firms
were prepared to pay excessively high prices for
using time during these shows to advertise their
products. These shows were so popular that the
NBC (National Broadcasting Company) in 1957
bought for the reported sum of $2,200,000 the
producing company of one of these shows, known
as Twenty-One (World Almanac, 1960).

Perhaps the most shocking revelation of the ex-
posure was the discovery that a respected scion of one
of the most distinguished literary families of the
United States, an Assistant Professor of English at
Columbia University, Charles Van Doren, not only
fraudulently won $129,000 at these rigged quiz
shows, but also committed perjury in his testimony
before the grand jury. He repeatedly denied any
knowledge of the rigging, and only on November
2, 1959, when appearing before the Congressiona]
committee in response to a subpoena, did he, in the
face of overwhelming evidence, admit his complicity,
“telling all.”

The following extracts from editorial comment
in the daily press (as reported in the New Yorg
Times, November 4, 1959) throw light on the socja]
climate in which such scandals may easily breed.

The New York Daily News, a tabloid boasting the
largest circulation in the Empire State, wrote: “Fey,
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of us, we imagine, will feel like condemning Charles
Van Doren, out of hand, and we believe most of
us will hope he can somehow repair the present
wreck of his life. Some will reflect that ‘there, but
for the grace of God, go 1.””

The Baltimore Sun goes deeper into the question:
“What matters is the set of circumstances that made
this particular temptation possible: the time-sales-
man state of mind that allowed television networks
to turn a blind eye to the use of their time on the
air so long as they got a good price for sales which
drives advertisers to seek the lowest common de-
NOminator of public appeal; the attitude of televi-
$10n producers who, with their eyes fixed on viewer
fatings, do not scruple to slaughter truth on the
altar of Spectacle.”

) The following evaluation of the quiz show rig-
8Ing, as given by The Deseret News of Salt Lake
City, g0es to the heart of the question: “Actually, he

an Doren] personally is not so very important.
For a]] pjg fame and shame, he is merely a small
Symbol of larger problems. His guilt is the symbol
Of‘ @ society in which the easy way, the get-some-
thmg-for-nothing spirit, the shady deal becomes in-
cr.easingly acceptable so long as a man can get away
with jt »

Anti-socia] conduct, corruption and crime, have
been Considered by social science as “a function of
ETOUD life; but the extent thereof, the particular
forms it tayes and the nature of reaction it provokes
are variables which are intimately dependent on the
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cultural status and the social organization of the
group” (Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, Mac-
millan, Vol. IV, p. 563).

In a private-profit-motivated culture which values
all things in terms of the magnitude and the rate of
private profit, corruption and crime in business
activity assume proportions such as are reflected in
the Kefauver Report and in the recent cases cited
above. Under socialism, a culture in which the
private profit motive has been formally abolished,
corruption and criminal practices are incompatible
with the normal transaction of economic and busj-
ness operations. Relapses into corrupt and illegal
practices in a socialist climate cannot expand much
beyond the occasional sorry spectacle of the tolkach
or petty-chiseling bureaucratic manager who in his
eagerness to overfulfill the plan seeks artificially to
keep output down—in order to secure a lower quota
from the central planning organization for the fo]-
lowing year.

A strict accounting system, and the fact that
executives must consult with and submit reports to
committees elected by all the workers on every phage
of the operations of the enterprise, usually provide
safeguards against such forms of corruption or crim-
inal practices assuming too serious proportions, Ag
the vocational and general cultural level of the work.
ers rises, the opportunities for petty chiseling anq
peculation are reduced to a minimum.

Exposed offenders are pilloried in the commupj¢
and by the public press, and those guilty are cer.
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tainly not rewarded by high-paid jobs or by accept-
ance in society as respected members of the com-
munity. Those remnants of the spirit of private
enterprise and private profit that have not yet been
eliminated, far from making “the wheels of produc-
tion go round,” are an impediment. Such survivals
are doomed to extinction by the perfection of the
planning system, by improvement of the methods of
control and accountability, and especially by means
of continually increasing the direct effective partici-
pation of the workers in a consultative and supervi-

sory capacity, in the management and operation of
the enterprise.

Economic Growth: USA and USSR

It is the elimination of the private profit motive
that has enabled the Soviet economic system to make
unprecedently rapid progress despite the enormous
difficulties it has had to overcome. Prior to World
War 1, in 1913, Russia ranked among the least
developed industrialized countries of Europe. At
present the Soviet Union ranks first in Europe and
second in the world, after the United States. In a
number of important products the Soviet Union has
overtaken the United States. It ranks first in the
world in the production of iron ore, coal, coke,
ferro-concrete, tractors (in equivalents of 15 horse
power units), lumber, woolen textiles, butter and
housing. The rapid rate of growth of the Soviet econ-
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omy made it possible to reduce the gap between its
own industrial output and that of the United States.

In 1913 Russian industrial production was equal
to only one-eighth (not quite 13 per cent) of that of
the United States. In spite of the destruction wrought
by the Civil War, intervention, embargo and two
World Wars which inflicted greater destruction and
more casualties on the USSR than on any other coun-
try, the industrial production of the Soviet Union, due
to its more rapid rate of growth, by 1950 was equal
to 30 per cent of that of the United States—an
improvement by 140 per cent in its relative position.

By 1953 Soviet industrial output increased its
relative level to 33 per cent of that of the United
States, and by 1963 to about 65 per cent. During
the latest five-year period the total output of Soviet
industry grew by over 60 per cent, and on a per
capita basis, by 48 per cent, while that of the United
States increased by about 18 per cent, and on a
per capita basis by 9 per cent.

How soon will the Soviet Union catch up with the
United States? Estimates vary. That is inevitable
since the ultimate result depends on many variables,
including political factors affecting both domestic
and world affairs. In any case, the realization of the
rate of growth set by Soviet planners, as shown by
experience, can reasonably be expected. However,
the ratio of growth as between the two countries
also depends on the unplanned, speculative, boom-
and-bust advance of the United States that cannot
be projected with any degree of accuracy. Soviet
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economists base their prognostications on a planned
average growth of Soviet industrial production of
about nine to ten per cent per year and on the
assumption that U.S. industrial production will con-
tinue to grow at approximately the same average
Tate of about three per cent per year as it did dur-
ing the post-war period.

09 that basis, the Soviet Union could well catch
up with and be

trial output egﬁn to surpass the level .of U.S. indus-
sponsible UIS) rhaps b){ the end of this decade. Re-
v U.S. economists, on the whole, have little
quarrel with these general estimates. They do, how-
ever, urge and expect that the United States will take
measures to bolster demand and speed up the eco-
nomic growth of the country. An acceleration of
American economic growth would naturally effect a
change in the above prognostication, as would the un-
due persistence of certain difficulties in the Soviet
economy.

There is one amazing exception to the above care-
fully weighed approach. We already had occasion‘to
refer to Professor G. Warren Nutter's juggling with
statistics that was severely criticized at meetings of
the American Economic Association. But that has
not reduced Nutter’s popularity with those circles of
the press and academic economists that are still
trapped in the mire of cold war anti-Marxist precon-
ceptions.

We just received a copy of The New Science of
Economics by George Soule (Macmillan, 1964).
This is a revised and expanded edition of his popular
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Introduction to Economic Science published in 1948.
We were surprised to find that Soule bases his
entire discussion on the Soviet Union on the Nutter
estimates without apparently ever having made an
effort to check whether these estimates are supported
even by the data contained in the detailed statistical
tables included in Nutter’s volume. Soule’s book
seems to be intended as a popular text both for stu-
dents and the general public. According to the blurb
on the dust jacket the 1948 edition of this book was
sold in over half a million copies; it, therefore, can
be more prejudicial to sound public discussion and
understanding of Soviet reality than Nutter’s more
technical volume.

Soule repeats Nutter’s assertion that, “The Soviet
Union may never catch up” with the United States,
and he proceeds to substantiate this forecast by
citing Dr. Nutter’s “homely illustration” as follows:
“A son will get closer and closer percentage-wise to
his father in age but will never catch up, despite the
fact that every year his percentage increase in age
exceeds his father’s.” Soule elaborates: “son at his
eleventh birthday has added 10 per cent of his age at
his tenth birthday. Father at his forty-first birthday
has added only 2.5 per cent of his age at forty.
Father will continue to be thirty years older than

his son as long as both live.”
An elementary examination would show that

barring economic illiteracy, such an illustration
could be offered only in an area of public discussion
that is still helplessly bogged in the morass of pre-
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fabricated anti-Marxist notions. In. the case Oft ht:i:
father and son, both the absolute mc.rease in o
ages and the percentage rate of that increase ; o
year to year is predetermined. Each year the ag

both father and son increases equally exactly by one
year, no more and no less. The percentage rate of

that increase ig similarly predetermined, and ;h?}:
rate is bound to decline from year to year for bo

father and son in an exactly predetermined manner.

Thus, from his first to his second birthday, the age of
the son increageg

by one year which then is equal to
100 per cent; from his fifth to his sixth birthday his
age again increases by exactly one year but the rate
of that increase is now only 20 per cent; from his
tenth to s eleventh birthday his absolute increase
Will again be exactly one year but the percentage
b Seclines to only 10 per cent; at his twenty-first
bl-rthday his increase from the preceding birthday
haye 20 be one year but the percentage rate will
have declinegq
age of the fath,

to only five per cent, and so on. The
by one year
that incregse

€r, too, will increase annually exactly
and the corresponding percentage of
will keep on declining,

WHS fff[llﬂf annual incrense and declining per-

| . etermined
centage rate, ag stated above, arc ngharacteris-
and cannot possibly be changed by any

.. ffort on
tic of father or son or by any activity Oli]e other a
their part. Whether one is a moron a}n.d e areer
gcnius, and whatever course of activity or ¢

father or son may follow, neither the absolute nor
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percentage rate of increase of their respective ages
would or could be affected.

Nutter’s illustration is thus nothing but a meaning-
less restatement of the immutable successive course
of time, i.e. the year 1900 will always precede the
year 1930 by 30 years, and anyone born in 1900 will
accordingly for all time to come be 30 years older
than anyone born in 1930. But that has no bearing
whatever on the question under discussion. It does
not throw any light on the relative fortunes or
achievements of father and son. The son, notwith-
standing his age lag, may still catch up and surpass
his father in education, and become a professor
while the father may never advance beyond the
grade level. Similarly, in the field of politics the age
lag will not prevent the son from reaching, say, the
Presidency, while his father might still continue as
a ward heeler, and so on.

The fact is that so far as the economics of the
United States and the Soviet Union are concerned,
nothing is predetermined and everything depends on
the nature of their respective socio-economic systems,
Both the absolute growth of the United States and its
percentage rate are subject to great fluctuations, and
in years of depression and recession the growth is neg-
ative and both GNP (gross national product) and ip-
dustrial output decline rather than increase. In the
Soviet Union, on the other hand, with the exception of
the war years, industrial output has continued to jp-
crease from year to year (see Chart). While some
relatively mild fluctuations have occurred, the rate of
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Soviet economic growth has never shown any declin-
ing tendency, as can be seen from the following data:

RATE OF GROWTH
OF SOVIET INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION

Years Annual Average Rate
1929 to 1960 11.4%
1929 to 1945 10.5%
1945 to 1960 12.4%
1953 to 1960 11.2%

We have dwelt at some length on the Nutter-
Soule illustration because it reveals an attitude
exposing the tendentiousness and statistical manipu-
lations of the Nutter approach. He claims, for in-
stance, that Soviet industrial production is equal
to only 30% of the U.S. level, while the United
Nations, in its compilation of world industrial pro-
duction, estimates the Soviet output as equal ap-
proximately to 65% of that of the United States. Or,
to take another example: in his article in U.S. News
& World Report (March 1, 1957), Nutter stated
that the Soviet coal industry in 1955 lagged behind
the United States by 55 years. In his book (page
273) he reduces the lag for 1955 to 47 years and
for 1958 to 44 years, but since 1960, according to
his own table, Soviet coal production was greater
than the peak U.S. output for any year up to that
time.

So even the Nutter tables show that during a
period of but two years the Soviet Union succeeded
in overcoming a 44 years’ backwardness to surpass
U.S. production in coal. Similarly, according to the
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same tables, the Soviet cement industry in just five
years, 1955-1960, has overcome a lag of 32 years
to surpass the U.S. peak level. Any thoughtful
reader, if not obsessed by anti-Marxist notions, is
bound to ask: if the Soviet Union admittedly did
overcome within two to five years decades of lagging
behind in coal and cement, isn’t it logical to assume
that, in spite of Nutter’s tendentious forecasts, it may
similarly catch up with and surpass the United
States in total industrial production?

While the optimum in the planning system has
not been reached by far, while cadres are still in-
adequate in many respects, and here and there anti-
social conduct still crops up, the socialist planning
system of the Soviet Union has proved its efficacy
and superiority beyond peradventure. During the
first five years (1959-63) of the present Seven-
Year Plan, fulfillment has exceeded the Plan; in-
dustrial production actually increased by 58 per
cent against the planned increase of 51 per cent.

Breaking New Ground in Industry and Space

Slgfliﬁcantly, Soviet science and industry are
breaking new ground in developing a number of
new and more efficient methods of production.
“Soviet steel makers,” says a staff reporter of the
Wall Street Journal, Edmund K. Faltermayer (April
17, 1963), “apparently lead in building large auto-
mated blast furnaces to make iron. . . . The Rus-
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sians also lead the U.S. in adopting the technique
known as continuous casting. . . . This eliminates
four steps from the standard steel-making process.”
According to press reports (New York Times, Aug-
ust 7, 1963), a leading American steel company has
been negotiating in Moscow for the conclusion of
a contract entitling it to the use of the Soviet con-
tinuous steel casting process which, it is said, can
save the United States up to $8 a ton in making
steel.

In 1950 the USSR produced about 30,000,000
tons of crude steel, less than a third of the 97,000,-
000 produced by the United States. In 1963 stee]
production in the Soviet Union increased to over
88,000,000 tons, over four-fifths of the U.S. tota]
of 109,000,000. At present the Soviet Union is
slowing down the rate of growth in the steel indus-
try, putting greater emphasis on chemicals and some
light consumption industries. But as Faltermayer
points out in his article mentioned above, even a
five per cent growth will send Soviet steel output
ahead of American production in this decade. More
significantly, the “unplanned” private enterprise stee]
monopolies of the United States are incapable of
utilizing more than about two-thirds of the capacity
of the steel industry, leaving a large proportion of
machines and men idle, while the planned socialist
economy of the USSR is working its steel industry,
as well as all other industries, at full capacity, with
no idle machines or unemployed workers.

A similar situation exists in petroleum, another
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very important basic industry. In 1950 the Soviet
Union produced only 800,000 barrels a day, one-
seventh (slightly over 14 per cent) of the U.S. level
in that year. In 1962 the Soviet daily average oil
production grew to 3.7 million barrels against 7.3
in the United States. During these 13 years Soviet
oil output increased more than four and a half times
while U.S. output doubled. In this field, too, Soviet
oil engineers have perfected some drilling equipment
which American companies have sought to acquire.

In housing, the Soviet Union since 1957 out-
stripped all capitalist countries including the United
States. In 1962 the Soviet Union built 11.7 new
housing units per each 1,000 of its population, while
Switzerland produced 10.2 units per 1,000 people,
Germany 10 units and the United States 7.3 units.
Here, again, the Soviet Union perfected improved
methods of construction.

Soviet'production of prefabricated panels and
fully equipped rooms for housing and the assembly
of fully equipped apartment houses from prefabri-
cated units have attained record levels. During our
Tecent visit to the Soviet Union my wife and I had
the opportunity to observe the springing up of en-
tire new districts of such apartment houses in sev-
e'ral urban centers, Prefabricated room after prefab-
ricated room was lifted by cranes and put into place
while We watched, and completed apartments Were
emerging as if at the touch of a magician’s wand.

Let there be no misunderstanding. Despite the
high rate of construction, the housing shortage, due



BREAKING NEW GROUND IN INDUSTRY AND SPACE 13

to the indescribable destruction during World War
IL, is still very great. During the four years (1959-
1962) of the 7-Year Plan, 50 million people were
supplied with newly built apartments and an addi-
tional 20 million with renovated housing units, but
many more millions have still to be provided with
adequate housing. However, taking into considera-
tion the rapid and increasing rate of construction,
there is no longer any doubt that the plan for pro-
viding separate decent apartments for every Soviet
family will be fulfilled, and in all probability before
the date prescribed by the plan.

It should be added that the extremely accelerated
tempo of the construction did adversely affect its
quality. However, in the opinion of this observer,
the standards achieved are superior to those of
many private popular housing developments in this
country. The Soviet building organizations, subject
as they are to strict public accountability (the pub-
lic including the occupants of the housing) have
had to and did take measures to correct and elimi-
nate building deficiencies.

The first triumph of mankind in the conquest of
space was achieved by the Soviet Union in 1957. It
was followed by the first manned spaceship, piloted
by Yuri Gagarin in April 1961, and the second in
August 1961 with German Titov who completed
17Y% orbits. In the last two years the attention of
the entire world was focused on the two “Celestial
Brothers,” Nikolaev and Popovich who, in August
1962, in a simultaneous group flight in adjacent
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orbits, kept in touch with each other in space by
sight and radio for days at a time; the world’s first
space flight by a woman, Valentina Tereshkova, in
June 1963, and her rendezvous in space with Valery
Bykovsky whose spaceship was launched two days
earlier; their appearance at various times on TV
screens by “live” telecast during which Bykovsky
was seen floating freely in his cabin, confirmed their
ability to unstrap themselves from their form-fitting
padded couches. Finally, came the orbiting, on
November 1, 1963, of the first maneuverable un-
manned space vehicle, Polyot I, which by radio-
signal orders from the ground was guided into
repeatedly changing speed and direction, and was
also made to change the orbital angle of inclination
to the equatorial plane. This triumph freed the
Soylet astronaut from being a prisoner of the space-
ship and put him in full command of it.

As this manuscript was about to go to press, the
Soviet Union recorded another “first” in the con-
quest of space. On October 12, 1964, on the eve
of the celebration of the 47th anniversary of the
O?tObET Revolution, the first multi-manned space
5}}1P Voskhod (Sunrise) was orbited. Besides the
pilot Commander, Col. Vladimir Komarov, there
Were aboard the Voskhod a scientist, Konstantine
Feoktistov, and 4 physician, Dr. Boris Yegorov. In
El_ddlt{On to being multi-manned, this flight was dis-
tinguished by two other “firsts”: the three cosmo-
nauts were dressed in ordinary clothes rather than
in the special pressurized space costumes; they also
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were not strapped to their seats and moved about
freely in the space ship. “The cosmonauts boarded
a ship [the Voskhod], in 24 hours orbited the globe
16 times, and landed on the ground as if in a
conventional passenger plane.” (Official statement.)

Almost a year earlier, on January 28, 1963, Vice-
President (now President) Johnson told Congress
that, “at year’s end they (the Soviets) were still
ahead in the size and total weights placed into or-
bit, in the thrust of their operational rocket engines
and in the development of the art of rendezvousing
in space.” Now, it must be added, the Soviet Un-
ion is also ahead in the first maneuverable and multi-
manned space satellite.

These great achievements should suffice to put
an end to the preconceived notion of the anti-
Marxists that the abolition of the private profit mo-
tive must lead to a retardation, and even paralysis,
in the development of individual talents.

Soviet triumphs in space are not, and cannot be
represented, as a case of special concentration on
this particular objective—and therefore not charac-
teristic of the economy as a whole. The construction
and orbiting of satellites depends on the coopera-
tion of most of the major industries—engineering,
electronics, metals, ceramics—and technological
innovations such as complex mechanization and
automation, as well as the major sciences of biology,
medicine, astronomy and mathematics. Achieve-
ments in space in a very direct manner represent
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the general level of the development of science, in-
dustry and individual talents. The fact that the
capitalist world, including the United States, still
lags behind the Soviet Union in the conquest of
Space, tends to show that the abolition of the pri-
vate profit motive, far from obstructing the devel-
opment of individual talent, greatly stimulates such
development.

The anti-Marxist thesis that in the West the profit
motive is a powerful force in stimulating individual
talent to capacity is one of the concepts of the classi-
cal school of economics which, with certain limita-
tions, was true for pre-monopolist capitalist society,
when the capitalist owner personally controlled and
managed his enterprise. But this proposition has no
application to the corporate (monopoly) system.
Multi-millionaire stockholders have no mission or
function to perform in the enterprises they own or
control. The profit they get in the form of dividends
1S Compensation for mere ownership, and it cannot
Possibly serve a5 5 force to stimulate the develop-
.ient of their individual talents. The profit motive
> Increasingly becoming a force for retarding eco-
non.nc growth apd stultifying the development of
socially usefy] talents,

.V Ounting profit yore often than not, stimulates
1ndulgenCe in wastefy] luxuries, spiced by call gils,
and in capricioyg and corrupting philanthropy of
“benevolent” feudal lords of monopoly capitalism.
Even the talenteq “technically trained men who
supply skill, ideas, apg research” to monopoly capi-
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talism “have to do their work and make their in-
dividual decisions within a bureaucratic framework
which evokes only a limited initiative and a dimin-
ishing daring and accents the less admirable quali-
ties of manipulation and success.” Max Lerner, one
of the most devoted eulogizers of present-day Amer-
ican civilization, finds in America as a Civilization
that, “this becomes clear when you compare even
the most generous big corporation with the typical
exciting story of earlier business enterprise—that
of the obscure man with an idea who throws his
whole life into making a product, carves out a small
business until it makes its mark and becomes na-
tionally known, and has the satisfaction of con-
structive achievement.”

The age of pre-monopoly business enterprise and
its economic categories is past. Any attempt to use
those categories as a yardstick for contrasting Soviet
socialist economy with present-day monopoly capi-
talism is an exercise in misleading illusions and
futility.

Use of Capitalist Techniques

Entrapped in its own wishful preconceptions,
anti-Marxism seems unable to escape from lapses
into shabby journalism. Consider for instance the
two following passages of Crankshaw’s article in the
New York Times Magazine: “Khrushchev knows
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all about this and frequently condemns it, but the
tolkach continues to flourish. . . . Khrushchev also
knows the other side of the story” that “the guiding
hand of the planning is often a dead hand.” Is not
this passage meant to convey the false impression
that the magnified and distorted story about the
alleged flourishing of the tolkach—and his pre-
sumed importance as a corrective to the “guiding
dead hand” of planning—is somehow vouched for
(directly or indirectly) by Khrushchev himself. In
the same vein, in another passage, we are told that
“in the Soviet Union Khrushchev goes about saying
that Russia must learn from the capitalists. He also
stimulates discussions on how to incorporate some
of the advantages of the market economy, above
all the profit motive, into an economic system which
officially forbids free enterprise and is centrally
controlled.” Without as much as a by your leave,
Khrushchev is dragged in to bear false witness
against the socio-economic system of which he was
the titular head!

Naturally, Soviet planners have no objection to
whatever effective techniques may have been de-
veloped by capitalism, especially in the rationaliza-
tion and improved accounting systems of the indi-
vidual enterprise, and they are always ready to
adapt such techniques to the socialist mode of
production.* But they have no use whatever for
* Lenin, in an article on “The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet

Government,” published in Jzvestia on April 28, 1918, said:
“The Soviet Republic must at all costs adopt all that is valuable
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“private enterprise” or the “private profit motive.”

The private profit motive is not merely formally
prohibited, it is totally and irrevocably rejected by
the Soviet socialist economy. The question of
“profit,” if and when it is discussed by Soviet econo-
mists, is only as an accounting technique applicable
to the individual enterprise, with a view to measur-
ing how effectively it is operated. This has nothing
in common with the profit motive of capitalist so-
ciety, the motive of making a profit for the investor,
or for the private owner of the means of produc-
tion. In Khrushchev’s words at the plenary session
of the Central Committee of the CPSU on Novem-
ber 19, 1962:

“In capitalist production profit is the purpose
of production, the major stimulus of its develop-
ment. In the Socialist economic system the main
purpose is to satisfy the wants of the society. Our
industry turns out production not in order to make
a profit, but because it is needed for the society as
a whole.

“The case is different with regard to the individ-
ual enterprise. In this case the question concerning
profit is of importance, as an economic indicator
of the effectiveness of its work—does it work at a
loss or does it bring a profit, does it use up social
resources or does it multiply them.” (Italics added.)

in the achievements of science and technology in this field. The
possibility of building socialism will be determined by our suc-
cess in combining the Soviet organization of administration with
the modern achievements of capitalism.” Lenin, Selected Works,
International Publishers, 1943, v. VII, pp. 332-33.)
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The State as “Exploiter”

We may now return to the scoffing allegation
that, “In the Soviet Union there is only one per-
mitted exploiter, and that is the state.” This is a
gratuitous stricture; it is another anti-Marxist pre-
conception seeking to apply a capitalist yardstick to
a socialist state.

The major function of the capitalist state, how-
ever formally democratic it may be, is to protect
and safeguard private property—primarily the pri-
vate property of the owners of the means and fa-
cilities of production, which includes the right of
these owners or capitalists, whether active or pas-
sive, to make a profit. Thus, by its very nature and
constitution, the capitalist state is an instrument of
exploitation.

By contrast, the purpose and function of the so-
cialist state, from its inception, is to destroy the
very foundation of exploitation, namely, private
property in land and other means and facilities of
production. In June 1919, only a short while after
. the Soviet socialist state was launched, Lenin de-
fined its task in the following terms: “It is clear
that for the complete abolition of classes it is neces-
sary not only to overthrow the exploiters, the land-
OWners and the capitalists, not only to abrogate
their property rights, it is also necessary to abrogate
all forms of private property in the means of pro-
duction, it is necessary to abolish both the difference
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between town and country and the difference be-
tween people of physical and mental labor” (Works,
4th Russian Edition, Vol. 29, p. 389).

When nobody can build up a private fortune for
himself, his family and his heirs; when the very
concept of private property and private profit is not
only formally outlawed but is also socially ostra-
cized; when all income-producing facilities are
owned by the nation as a whole; when no one can
get any income except in return for work he has
put in; when the income of everyone is determined
by the quantity and quality of the work he per-
forms—under such conditions it is absurd to speak
of exploitation by the state. Whatever inequalities
still exist in the first stage of communism, or under
socialism, the socialist state by its very nature and
constitution is the instrument for their elimination
and, as shown above, tangible progress in that di-
rection has been made by the Soviet Union.

Anti-Marxist literature has at times maintained
that the socialist state created a new type of ex-
ploiting class—the communist elite which presum-
ably lives on the fat of the land at the expense of
the exploited workers. But this contention is utterly
untenable both in theory and as a matter of fact.

An elite is usually a small minority whose privi-
leges, generally based on constitutional law, are
hereditary, passing from generation to generation.
In the United States there are various estimates of
the number belonging to the elite: 60 families, 200
families, 2,000 families—but, according to all esti-
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mates, it consists of an insignificant fraction of the
population, the billionaires and multi-millionaires
who own the means and facilities of production and
whose property passes from one generation to an-
other. Sometimes, members of the civil and military
bureaucracy are included in this elite. However, it
is admitted that all such elements of the bureaucracy
are nothing more than the brilliant servants of the
super-rich propertied class.

But the Soviet elite, the Communist Party, has
more than 10,000,000 members, and the Young
Communist League (age 14 to 26) about 20,000,-
000 (as of January 1, 1961). If we eliminate the
younger members of the Young Communist League
(say, the 14 to 18-year olds) the total may be
reduced to something like 25,000,000. The total
labor force of the Soviet Union (as of January 15,
1959) numbered 99.1 million people. The Soviet
elite, accordingly, comprises some 25 per cent of
the total population engaged in any economic ac-
tivity, physical or mental. And eligibility to the
ranks of this elite is based not on property, not
on hereditary privilege, but on service, cultural
achievement and dedication.

During the 30-month period between the 21st
and 22nd Congresses over 2,500,000 new members
were added to the ranks of the party. Of that num-
ber almost 41 per cent were factory workers, nearly
23 per cent collective farmers, over 35 per cent
office and professional workers and one per cent
students. Two-thirds of the office and professional
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Workers consisted of engineers, technicians, agrono-
fnists, livestock-breeding experts and other special-
1sts engaged directly in production. As reported to
the 22nd Congress, “over 70 per cent of all party
members and candidates are today engaged in the
Sphere of material production.”

The program of the Communist Party adopted
by the 22nd Congress in October 1961 provides
that, “The affairs of state should be so organized
that the paid state apparatus should be reduced and
that ever broader masses of the people should learn
to take part in the administration [of the affairs of
the state] and that work in the government ap-
paratus eventually ceases to constitute a separate
profession.”

The Next Stage

With the profit motive eliminated as an important
social factor and with the more complete identifi-
cation of the state and its apparatus with the people
as a whole, the moral sense of the community is
bound to rise to a much higher level. Not only wil]l
all vestiges of jobbery and petty chiseling be elimi-
nated, but the survival of habits of seeking to gain
some personal advantage in whatever form is bound
gradually to disappear.

Professor Jan Tinbergen, head of the Netherlands
Economic Institute which, according to Business
Week (December 8, 1962), has become “the kind
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of mecca for itinerant American economists that
Britain and Sweden were in the Keynesian era,”
admits that, “They [the Communist regimes] have
shown that it is possible to operate industries with-
out private ownership of the means of production,”
and that, “They have eliminated some of the sense-
less materialism of the West and in their countries
there seems to be more awareness of the need to
give a meaning to life than in many Western cir-
cles” (Lessons from the Past, Elsevier, 1963).

The Resolution of the 22nd Congress instructed
the Central Committee to mobilize all the resources
of the country for the implementation of the pro-
gram. Among the major tasks the Resolution em-
phasizes, the following deal with the subject under
review:

—to secure a continuous rise in the standard of
living of the people, including the further shorten-
ing of the hours of labor and the work week.

—to develop and perfect the socialist social re-
lations: to consolidate the national and kolkhoz
forms of socialist property; to combine correctly
the material and moral incentives to work; to widen
the participation of the masses of the people in the
administration of all the affairs of the country; to
strengthen the friendship among the various peo-
ples; to support by all means the aspiration of the
Soviet people to work and live in a Communist way.

“To create the material-technical base for com-
munism, to mold man for a communist society—
these are the most important tasks the party faces
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in the sphere of domestic policy during the period
of the intensified construction of communism.” (Em-
phasis in the original)

The party program, as adopted by the 22nd Con-
gress, declares (p. 13):

“The supreme goal of the Party is to build a
communist society, on whose banner will be in-
scribed: ‘From each according to his ability, to each
according to his needs.” The Party’s motto, ‘Every-
thing for the sake of man, for the benefit of man,’
will be put into effect in full.”

And that is what communism in the Soviet Un-
ion is about.
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