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PREFACE

In this thesis I have attempted to give some indication of
the divergence of the theory underlying the Soviet Constitution from
the principles of classical Marxism,

The scope of this subject is such that eaeh facet with which I
have dealt merits further extensive study and analysis, although I
would humbly submit that such further eonsideration would serve only
to verify, substantially, the main conelusions which I have reached,

The subject of the thesis is dynamic, The period with which
I have dealt is too recent and too momentous to permit complete obe
Jectivity to be achieved, and I can only express the hope that my
dislike of the arbitrary use of power has been tempered by my enthue
siasm for economic, social and political experiment based on profound
humanitarian motives,

The bibliography omits my most important acknowledgement, and
I therefore take this opportunity of thanking Mr. D. Novak for his

invaluable advice and assistance.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis deals with the Soviet Constitution adopted by the
Bighth AlleUnion Congress of Soviets of the U.S.S.Re on December S5th,
1936, It is primarily concerned with the extent to which, in certain
selected areas, the Constitution accurately reflects the principal tene
ets of classical Marxism, and it also deals briefly and generally with
the degree of accuraey with which the actualities of the Soviet scene
are reflected in the Constitution,

The Soviet scene is indeed dramatic, It presents to the West a
novel political structure based on a challenging philesophy, and a socio-
economic experiment of unparalleled magnitude. The system of soviets,
and the concepts of democratie centralism and of classless society, are
all elements of a new social system which may radically affect the pate
tern and progress of our civilisation.

The Communist claim of the solution of the economic and social
problems which beset Capitalism is effectively crystallised in the Soviet
Constitution, This document is more than a statement of political prine
ciples or a description of a social, economic and political structure,

It is, in effect, the proclamation of the establishment of socialism,

It claims the attaimment of the classless society which is to be the basis
for the final advance to communism as conceived and prophesied by Marx and
Engels,

There is one particular facet of this elaim which, as has been
pointed out, ;111 form the subject of this thesis., This deals with the
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question of whether socialist society as described in the Constitution
is a true reflection or product of Varxism,1

We will attempt to answer these questions by treating broad
themes or topics relating to various aspects of the Soviet State struce
ture, In each case we will compare the relevant Marxist concept with
that on which the Constitution is based, and we will also compare, in
each case, the Constitution with the reality of the contemporary U.S.S.Re

After offering, as a historical eontext for the discussion, a
short account of the evolution of the Soviet Constitution, the topie of
the Soviet State will be considered, This chapter will be devoted teo
the Marxist and Communist concepts of the States and to the theoretical
problems creatod by the continued existence of the State., The adminise
trative apparatus of the U.8.S.R. will then be discussed, followed by
the system of Soviets and by the Communist Party and the concept of
demoeratic eentralism,

An analysis of these topics should present a broad picture of
the political structure of the Soviet Union and should also serve to
acquaint the reader with the theoretical foundations upon which the Soviet
State and Constitution rest,

The discussion has been limited chronologically to the period
1917«1953, a period originating with the Revolution and ending with the
death of Stalin, events which, it is felt, delineate a distinct phase of
the history of the U.S.8.R.

1, In the course of answering this question, some general comments

on the accuracy with which the Constitution in the areas under discussion
reflects the Soviet scene may not be out of place, although of necessity

such comments must in the circumstances be based largely on reported obe

servations and opinions,
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That the analysis of such a topic is necessary and timely re-
quires no extensive argument., Judged by material standards alone, pol-
itical Communism has many lessons to offer. Within a span of forty
years, a handful of revolutionaries have guided a multi-national state
from defeat, chaos and eivil war to a world-power status similar to
that of the United States. An overwhelmingly peasant State has become
an industrial giant threatening the technoeratic leadership of the West,
and a backward and conservative population has evolved within two genere
ations an unprecedented standard of literacy. ;

In Communism, the democratic system or "way of 1ife", which the
West claims as its own unique erntribution te human society, now faces
its greatest challenge.

The political and economic struggles which now rage are but exe
ternal facets of the challenge, which is indeed all-embracing, and which,
by its seriousness and success, compels an urgent re-evaluation and re-

statement of democracy by the West,
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I. THE EVOLUTION OF THE SOVIET CONSTITUTION

Bertrand Russell once described the Russian revolution of 1917
as "one of the great heroic events of the world's history‘.l Often pree
dicted, and dramatically rehearsed in 1905, the revolution which finally
overthrew the Romanov dynasty was caused by the utter bankruptey of the
Tsarist regime and by the incredibly complete collapse of the Russian
political and military machine under the impact of war,

Although the detalls require no expatiation, it is necessary to
emphasise the totality and rapidity of the eollapse of the Russian econe
omic and political structure, for this is the main reason for the second,
or October, revolution of 1917, which involved the rapid transfer of reve
olutionary leadership from the conservative Kadets under Milyukov to the
right Soeial Revolutionaries led by Kerensky and thence to the Bolsheviks

on the extreme 1&!’0‘2

1. Bertrand Russell, The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism (Londons
Allen and Unwin, 1920), p. 1. ‘ '

2. The observations regarding the situation in Russia in 1917 ave
based largely on the following worksy

N.N. Sukhanov, The Russian Revolution 1917 (Iondon: Oxford University
Press, 1955), :
G Von Raueh, A History of Soviet Russia, translated by P, & A. Jacobe
sohn (New Yorks Praeger, . » VO .

iég?i Steinberg, In The Workshop of the Revolution {New Yorks: Rinehart,
W. H., Chamberlain, The Russian Revolution 1917«1921 (New York: MacMillan,
1935), ¥ol, I,
?@ Mg:;g, The Origin of the Communist Autoscracy (Londons G. Bell and
-Sons, 1 »
V. Chernov, The Creat Russian Revolution, translated by P, E. Mosely (New
Haven; Yale University Press, 1930)s

L. Trotsky, The History of the Russian Revolution, translated by M, Easte
man (London; Gollancz, 1934)e




Unlike the Bolsheviks, the Kadets and the Social Revolutionaries
could offer no solution to the political and social chaos which existed
in Russia in the spring of 1917, and consequently they were not avle teo
adapt themselves rapidly enough to meet the dangers inherent in such a
badly deteriorating situation.

Two major factors prevented any such adaptation on the part of
the Kadets. The right wing of Russian polities which they represented
had a traditional respect for the Russian monarchy and could not look
with any enthusiasm upon any politiecal structure which did not include
iho monarchy as its focal point, Owing to this traditional loyalty, the
Kadet Party insisted upon the continuance of the war against the Hobene
zollern and Hapsburg Empires, These two pillars of Kadet policy were
diametrically opposed to the rising popular resentment against both the
monarchy and the war policy, and it is not therefore surprising that the
Kadets rapidly lost any significant popular support which they might have
held and quickly became identified with the esountererevolutionary elements,

The Social Revolutionaries, also, to a large extent, supported a
pro-war policy. The Mensheviks, who comprised the more numerous and more
popular wing of the Russian Social Democrats, were, for their part, ren-
dered ineffective by their dogmatic insistence upon the fact that the
revolution which had broken out could be a bourgeois revolution only,
and that only after its successful completion could economic and social
conditions mature to the point at which the second and proletarian reve
olution would break out, In the light of this dogma, the Mensheviks were
obliged to exhort the proletariat to assist the bourgeoisie to take power
but mot to take power itself, an exhortation which was not likely to
prove either popular or effective when the proletariat was carrying the



brunt of the revolutionary struggle.

It might have been expected, perhaps, that the Bolsheviks also
would find themselves in this ¢ilemmsa, for they, too, had accepted the
orthodox Marxist concept of a dual revolution, ‘ It was not until the
first month of the revolution, when Lenin published his April Theses,
that the Party learned that a seigure of power by, and on behalf of,
the preletariat would not reprasent a eontraveﬂtion of HMarxist prine
¢iples,

Lenin was a political tactitian, and he was quick to realise
in 1917 that the Bolsheviks, in spite of their mumerical inferiority,
could seige power if they identified themselves with the basic demands
of the revolutionary masses., This realisation was followed by his
enunciation of the theory, similar to Trotsky's, of contiruous or
permanent revolution, which, he realised, provided a vehicle for the
transformation of the revolution in Russia from a bourgeois to a
proletarian rawlmion.:’

Thus under the leadership of Lenin and Trotsky, the Bolsheviks
occupied, in November, 1917, a power vacuum created by the overthrow of
the Tsar and by the ineffectiveness of the Kerensky regime, Recognising
the basic demands of the revolutionary masses, the Bolsheviks secured
massive popular support by proclaiming their faith in the spontanecus
system of soviets, by publicly recognising and encouraging the seizure.

3. It is perhaps worthy of note that Trotsky's theory of permanent
revolution meant two things at two different times. Originally, and as
concurred in by lLenin in 1917, it predicated the possibility of the rapid
transformation of revolution from a bourgeois to a proletarian character,
After 1917, and more particularly in the middle nineteenwtwenties, the
theory was associated with the concept of a continuation of the Russian
revolution to a general Furopean revolution, and it was in opposition to
this concept that Stalints platform of "Socialism in one country" developed,
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of land by the peasantry, and by advocating an immediate withdrawal from
the "capitalist" war., On this platform the Bolsheviks rode the crest of
a vast social upheaval, and emerged, albeit tenuously, as the new rulers
of Russia.

With regard to the question of competition fer power, Timasheff
observess "Other things being equal, among the competitors for power in a
highly disintegrated society, those men possess a greater chance to gain
vietory and receive the authority for reconstruction who offer a program
(a) nearest to the expectations of the revolutionary mass and (b) best ade
justad to its cultural leml".h

This observation applies exactly, of course, to the Bolsheviks in
1917, and their revolutionary program was deliberately designed by Lenin
to meet the demands of the revolutionary masses,. |

Fxternal military pressure, internal revolution, and eoncentrated
leadership had contributed to the success of the Bolsheviks. External
dissensions granted them stability of tenure. For, whilst the wareweary
European powers were heartily opposed to, and even afraid of, the Bolshevik
govermment , they made relatively weak and unconcentrated attempts to
support the "White" opposition in Russia, and their efforts to overthrew
the new regime were severely curtailed by the menacing attitude of organized
Labour in the West,

The attempts made by the Western powers to destroy the Bolshevik
regime were attributable not to their fears of Russian aggression but rather

to their fears of the spread of rgvolutiomry doetrihe and practice,

be No g. Timasheff, The Great Retreat (New York: E.P., Duttom, 1946),
Pe 67.
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stimulated by the example of a successful revelution in Russia, and, for
some time after November, 1917, there appeared to be a strong pessibility
of a rapid extension of the revolution from the left in Burcpe. In Bavaria,
soviets on the anscian.pattern sprang up, and in Hungé:y the short=lived
regime of Bela Kun was established,

The hesitancy and traditional caution of the Social Democrats in
both Germany and Austria, however, prevented th§ anticipated westward
extension of the "red tide" and, after the repulse of the Russian attack
on Warsaw in March, 1921, an uneasy truce based on mutual exhaustion was
established between the Bolshevik regime and the West.

In Russia the exhaustion was absolute, The destruction caused
by the war and by the two revolutions was tremendous. Industrial output
in 1920 was only eighteen per cent of the pre-war level, and in 1921 a
disastrous famine reduced vast areas of Russia to complete starvation,

In the same period, the Bolsheviks destroyed the Social Revolutionaries
and the Mensheviks as political entities, and even intraeparty democracy

was being stifled by persecution of the "Workers! ﬂppnsition’.g

Se The threat to Lenin's leadership of the Bolshevik Party, and indeed
the threat even tc the maintenance of power by the Bolshevik Party, presented
by the "Workers' Opposition® and by other restless factions of the Bolshevik
Party and of the surviving remnants of the Menshevik and Social Revolutionary
Parties, was averted in 1921 only by the fact of the outbreak of the Kronstadt
Revolt, which served to rally the dissident political elements within the
Party behind lenin in defence of the revolution and which enabled him to
brand all opposition as countererevolutionary. It is somewhat ironicsl that
the Kronstadt Revolt, which has been described as the "Unknown Revolution®,
was a revolt against the Bolshevik regime by those sailors who, in 1917,

had formed one of the most advanced revolutionary elemsnts and one of the
most ardent and active groups supporting the Bolsheviks in their seizure

of power. It i1s, accordingly, difficult to underestimate the significance

of the Kronstadt Revolt and of its suppression by the Bolsheviks. For an
account of this subject, see Voline, The Unknown Revolution, translated by

H. Cantine (London; Freedom Press, 1958




The tactical sense of lLenin reacted quickly to the growing mass
unrest and to the economic plight of the country, and he, as a consequence,
dictated the withdrawal from forced requisitions and "Wer Communism®™ to the
New Rconomic Poliey, whicﬁ in essence involved a retreat to a mild form of
capitalism, This opportunism provided for the Communists, as Lenin had
hoped and expected, the opportunity to establish political stability
based on economic recovery, and it alsc served to ameliorate to scme degree
the fears of the Western Powers regarding the extension and severity of the
regime,

It was in the period of War Communism, during the first year of
the new regime, that the Bolsheviks wrote their first Constitution, which
was promulgated on July 10, 1918, as the Constitution of the Russian Soce
ialist Federative Republie. The main principles of this Constitution, as
enuneiated by lenin, were, (1) all power belongs to the Soviets; (2) the
Russian Soviet Republic is organised on the basis of the free union of
free nationsy (3) the Soviet state is a socialist state in which no
exploitation exists; (L) work is the duty of every citizen,

On December 27, 1922, the Tenth All-Russian Congress of Soviets
accepted a report from Stalin which planned the establishment of a Soviet
Union, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was founded officially
three days later.

The creation of the federal structure as described in this
Constitution was to some extent the result of the collapse of militant
communism after the withdrawal of the Red Army from Pbland and after the
retreat to the New Economic Policy. It may alsc have been attributable to

the Communist Party leaders' desire to establish, in the face of a hostile
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world, a more closely knit organisation of Communist Republics than had
previously existed, Purther, of course, this centralised federative
structure was necessary because of the closely integrated, planmed econony
which was being introduced in respeect of all the Republies concernecd,

Unlike the later Constitution of 1936, the first Conmstitution
of the Us8,8.R, did not include a ®bill of rights", but merely established
a federative structure and, with heavy -ﬁauis on centralism, laid dewn
the relative spheres of responsibility of the central AlleUnion Goverrment
and of the member Hepublics, Under the terms of this Comstitution, which
by 1929 applied to nine member Republics, the aveas of forelgn policy,
economic planning, defence, justics, education and public health were
the responsibilities of the Union, All other responsibilities were
exercised by UnioneRepublic Ministries or by Ministries of the Republic,

By 1936, when the second Constitution of the U.5.5.R. was forme
ulated, the membership in the federal State had risen to eleven., The
essence of this Constitution was not merely the proclamation of a bill of
rights granting freedom of speech, press, assembly, association, ete,, but
also of the existence of socialism and therefore of the fact that full
communism was now open for attaimment, The cconemie recovery under N.E.P.,
the intensification of a planned economy under the Pirst Five Year Plan,
and the mass liquidation of the kulaks and other non-proletarian groups-
all these facts were used to support the claim that a classless socciety
had been attained and socialism established,

Another salient feature of the "Stalin" Constitution was the
legal recognition of the Communist Party, described in Article 126



as followss

e » o the most active and politically=conscious eitizens in

the ranks of the working class, working peasants and working

intelligentsia voluntarily unite in the Communist Party of

the Soviet Union, which is the vanguard of the working people

in their struggle to build communist soeciety and is the lead-

ing core of all organizations of the working people, both

publie and state,©

This description ratified and emphasised the fact of a oneeparty
system in the U.S5.S.R., and described the role which the Communist Party
had, in effeet, been playing since 1917.

As was implied in the reference to the "retreat®™ to the New Ece
onomie Policy, the road to socialism in the U.5.8.R. was not a direct
one, and it is possible to divide the history of Russia and the U.S.8.R.
under the Communist rule into distinct phases, the number and character of
which are dependent on the eriteria adopted.

Thus, Timasheff, who is concermed primarily with the ebb and
flow of socialist policies and influences in the U,8.8.R., finds four
distinct phases or periods between 1917 and 19457

The first phase was that of War Communism which lasted from 1917
to 1921. 1In this period, with certain serious reservations, a high dee
ree of socialism, characterised by nationalism, spontaneity of the sove

iets, intra-party demoecracy, and a "revolutionary" foreign policy, was

F.L. Schuman's translation, Russia Since 1917 (New Yorks A. A.
w, 1957). Pe 5560

70 uigt mquI, ‘%' Qit., mmar n.




achieved,

In the second phase, that of the New Beonomic Policy, which
lasted from 1921 to 1929, a sharp reversal of the soclalist experiment
occurred in both economic and political aspects, particularly in regard
to the partial reinstatement of private capitalism and the emergensce of
a personal autocracy in tho person of Stalin, The third phase,from
1929 to 1939, was characterised by an intensification of the trend tows
ards dictatorship, being marked by the overthrow of Bukharin and the
"Right Opposition®, but this tendency was countersbalanced, in the
socialist seale of measurement, by the full introduction of a planned,

a State=controlled economy, This took the form of collectivisation of
the peasantry and a drive towards industrialisation, and it provided
Stalin with the opportunity of eliminating the kulaks and claiming the
establishment of a classless society,.

Timasheff's fourth and final phase covers the periocd 1939 to
1948, a period which he regards as one characterised by a sharp and
steady withdrawal from socialist prineiples and practices, notably in
the fields of culture, foreign poliey, and political doctrine, the
reason :or the withdrawal being the intensification of patriotism.

In the light of more recent mptriama; it may now be legitimate
to extend this fourth stage of nationalism and dietatorship to Stalin's
death in 1953, to add a fifth stage from 1952 to 1956, characterised by
the rejection of the "eult of personality®, and to suggest that the reve
ival of sStalinist elements may now be inecreasing the rossibility of
the emergence of a sixth stage marked by a return to 8Stalinist auteeracy,
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The stages deseribed by Timasheff are, howsver, valid only for
a certain oriterion which he appears t  deseribe as the advanéa to sogw
ialism, Certainly, it is possible to split down the peried into differe
ent phases if more specific eriteria, such as economic or political affairs,
are selected,

However, Timasheff's analysis is sufficient for our purpose in
that it provides a brief background into which the 1936 Constitution
ecan be fitted, It also brings out strongly the fact that from 1923 to
1953, the dictatorship of the U.S.8.R. was personified by Stalin rather
than by the Party, and no survey of theperiod is complete without some
Wisf referense o the emsrgence wd deuinknss of the "man of steel”,’

Stalin had never been a close friend of Lenin, and his backe
ground, experience and inclinations were radically different from those
of the majority of the Party leaders. He was not an intellectual, he
had made only one short visit to Europe, and he came from a lower station
of society than did either lLenin or Trotsky. The latter, together with
Zinoviev, Kamenev and Bukharin, shared greater affinities with Lenin
than did Stalin, and, to the Party at large in 1923, it must have appeared
that any one of them enjoyed a finer opportunity than he of assuming
lenin's mantle,

In the first year of the Bolshevik regime, after playing a rela-
tively minor role in the revolution,? Stalin had been given the post of
Commissar of Natiomalities, but it was the post of Commissar of Workers!

8. See I. Deutscher, St A Political Bio (london, HWew Yorks
(xford University Press, 194Y), for an exce ace of the emergence
of Stalin, and of the Stalin era,

Pe N.N. Sukhanov, op., cit., writes but briefly and slightingly of

Stalin,



and Peasants' Inspectorate which he assumed in 1919 that really provided
him with a tool for the assumption of the leadership of the Party. This
Commissariat was responsible for the supervision of the State apparatus
and this vast area of responsibility, coupled with the General Secretary-
ship of the Communist Party which he assumed in 1922, made Stalin the
"master link" botween the govermment and the Party, enabling him to occue
py with his personal supporters most of the key positions in both the
government and the Party. The faect that, as late as 1922, no one op=
posed this appointment to the Inspectorate is, perhaps, some indmtion
of the lack of respeet in which Stalin was held, and both Zinoviev and
Trotsky referred openly and slightingly to his apparent lack of ability.

To indicate, therefore, that Stalin's aacamm came as a come
plete surprise to the Communist Party is, perhaps, to exaggerate for the
sake of brevity, but it is true to assert that, not until the last twelve
or eighteen months of Lenin's life did there appear to be any indicaticn
at all of Stalin's growing importance in the Party, and not for a long
time after Lenin's death was Stalin's supremacy finally revealed.

The prosaic, methodical and persevering characteristics yhieh he
displayed in carrying out his organisation tasks served t@ obamm his
purpose from his intellectually more gifted compatriots, and Lenin's
political testament was the first indication of alarm at Stalin's real and
potential pmi'.

After lenin's death, the triumvirate of Zinoviev, Kamenev and
Stalin came into being in 1926 and ruled the Party, Stalin, as alatm,
remaining studiously in the background. It was, however, at his instiga-
tion that the triuwmvirate provoked and attacked Trotsky at the Pam
Conference of January, 1926, and ouatsd him from the leadership,
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The story of Stalint's political manceuvres from 192l omwarde is a
detailed one and requires no elaborate description. In 1925 he and Bukharin,
on a "left" platform, overthrew Zinoviev and Kamenev at the Fourteenth
Party Congress. In 1927, Trotsky was finally expelled from the Party and
Zinoviev and Kamenev compelled to recant their political errors. This
trend towards s personal dictatorship was intensified during the period
19291938, when Bukharin and the "Right Opposiiion' were eliminated, and
the great purges of the *thirties removed the great majority of the
Bolshevik hierarchy of 1917, and with it all vestiges of opposition to the
Stalinist autoecracy,

Until his death in 1953, Stalin exercised a virtually unchalle
enged dictatership and was imbued and invested with all the patriarchal
characteristics of the Tsars, showered with adulation, hailed as the
defender of the revolution and elevated to the highest mansions of Comme
unist hageology.

It is not surprising therefore that the Soviet Constitution of
1936 was deseribed as the "Stalin" Constitution, Thus Yakolev declared
in 1936 that "we are obliged to the best Leninist, the creator of the
new Constitution, the great son of the Soviet people of whom our nation
is proud, who in the family of every worker and peasant is called the
father of toilers = our leader, Comrade Btulinﬂ,lo and Khrushchev also
glorified the w when, in a speech to the Eighth Congress of Soviets,
he statedy

e + o In the Stalin epoch, the epoch of victorious socilalism,
the werking class under the leadership of our great leader will

10, Quoted in F. L. Schuman, op, cit., p. 215,

L AR
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conduet a farersaching battle for the final victory of commune
ism and for its triumph the world over,

A8 we have indicated, the essence of the Comstitution of 1936
wag that it formally claimed the attaimment of secialism and of the
classless society., The fact that such a formal proclamation was effected
is in itself indicative of the evolution of constitutionalism in the
UeSeSeRs and in Communist thought,

In this connection, it should be noted that, although there are
references in the works of Marx and Lenin to the fomm of govermment which
might emerge after the proletarian revolution, there is litile or no ree
ference in Marxist and early Bolshevik theory to constitutionalism in the
sense of the issuance of formal legal instruments ratifying the establishe
ment of a new political and social order,

Indeed, it may perhaps be assumed that, in the light of Marx's
and Lenin's concepts of a transformed and withering State, and of the '
less clearly enunciated prineiple of revolutionary legality, the idea
of a formal constitution embodying a static set of rules and laws would
surely be foreign, Moreover, Marxist thought, which regards the State
and law as sup:rstructural, was reinforeed and emphasised in pre-revolu-
tionary Russia by a marked absence of constitutionalist tradition and
instinet, Tt has, indeed, been suggested by G. C. Guins?® that the exis-

W 11, Isvestia, December 2, 1936; quoted in F.l. Schuman, ibid.,
P 218

12. Go 00 m' 80'1.1’. ag 80'101& mi‘t_z (m E‘m‘
N.Mf,w%), Pe Se




1
tence in Russia of a significant Anarchist school of thought may well
have been due in part to a lack of that legal, constitutional sense
with which West Buropean political theory is imbued,

The issuance of the Constitutions of 1918 and 192k did not come
pletely belie this lack of constitutionalism since, with regard for ine
stance to law, they did not essentially controvert the Bolshevik insiste
ence that law was not a static code but rather a deseription and rete
ification of acts dictated by revolutionary necessity.

By 1936, however, constitutionalism in its wider sense appears
to have developed in the U.S.5.Re, and the prime significance of this
development lay in the implicit termination of the idea of permanent
malut.wnu and in the recognition that a dynamic state of transition
based theoretically on a fluid interpretation of revelutionary necessity
did not provide a sufficiently stable framework of legal doctrine for
the administration of a State.

Thus, as Schlesinger observess

In the discussions of Soviet legal theorists, there are trends

resisting the strict establishment of a rule of law in the Wese

tern gense, i.e,, an unconditional binding of the State Mache
inery in general and of the judiciary in particular to the laws
enacted by the State., These trends represent the traditions of
the revolutionary emergency out of which the present U.8.8.R.
arose, and the needs of which, in many eritical periods, seemed
superior to any other consideration,

The increasing demand for strict legality, with the adjective

"revolutionary® merely describing the origin of the legality,

arises from uomiﬁoratiem of expediency in the working of the
State apparatue,

13, ' The “idea of a permanent revolution® should not be construed as
a reference to Trotsky's theories of permanent revolution, but to the
concept of a constant state of flux and transition,

k. R, Schlesinger, Soviet legal Theory (Londons Routledge and Kegan
m. 1951)0 Pe 332’
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The Constitution of 1936 embodied this growing sense of consti-
tutionalism in the U.8.8.R. and was a statement and deseription of a
developed political, economic and social structure, It formalised the
legal foundations of the U.S.8.R. in its transitiomal phase from sociale
ism to communism and to some extent, perhaps, reflected the bureaucratised
society which often emerges after the revolutionary impetus has ebbed.

The importance of this Comstitution, not only in the history of
the UsS.8.R.sy, but also in the developwent of Communist thought, is accord-
ingly of great significance, for it implies the acceptance of a more norm=
ative and static concept of law than earlier Bolshevik theory and sentiment
would have deemed permissible, It also, perhaps, tended to aseribe to the
#state® a more decisive and permanent role than a purely Marxist, "supere
structural® attitude would allow in a supposedly classless society.

;. In endowing the State with a legal entity, the Communists there-
fore .pﬂnd themselves the problem with which we will deal in the next chape
t&rr.* The problem was one of Justifyirig a severe modification of Marxist
theory to provide a theoretical basis for the existence of the State, It
is obvious that the failure to solve this problem would have many serious
consequences, not the least of which is the loss of any valid claim to
the ideological inheritance of orthodex Marxism,



II. THE SOVIET STATE

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a socialist state
of workers and peasants. - The Constitution of the U.5.5.R., Article 1.

The Soviet Constitution deseribes and reflects an established
State form. It also claims the attaimment of a classless society come
prising "workers and peasants®., When viewed in the context of Harxm
political theory, the co-existence of these two facts pru@ntn a éwadax,
and a problem which faces Communism is the resolution of this paradex.

In order to analyse this problem concerning the State as clearly
as possible, we will deal with it in four distinct phases, which are rese
pectively the Marxist deseription of the origin, the nature, and the end
of the State, the process leading to the disappearance of the State, the
comparison of Marxist predictions regarding the State and its status in
the Soviet Constitution, and, fourthly and finally, the evolution of
Bolshevik theory to rationalise the fact of the State.

The State is conceived in Ma't theory as a phenomenon arising
as a result of a system of social relations which is itself determined by
economic forces, This concept springs from a basic Marxist hypothesis
which Engels described in a preface to ’m Communist Manifesto written

some twenty years after the publication of the Manifesto in 1848, "That
proposition (the central propesition of The Communist Manifesto) is:

that in every historical epoch, the prevailing mode of economic production
and exchange, and the social organisation necessarily following from it,
form the basis upon which is built up, and from which alone can be explained -

16
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the political and intellectual history of that epech®,l

Marx made the same point regarding the fundamental importance of
economic eriteria in the social analysis when he wrote

In the social production which men carry on they enter into

definite relations that are indispensable and independent of

their willy these relations of production correspond to a defw
inite stage of development of their material powers of prode
uction, The sum total of these relations of production constie
tutes the economic structure of soclety « the real foundation
on which rises legal and political superstructures and to which
sorrespond definite forms of social consciousness.?

These passages do not, of course, indicate that there is any
necessity for the emergence of the State as a kind, or element, of a
political superstructure, and Engels claimed, on the basis of historical
precedents described somewhat idealistically by Morgan in his Ancient
Society, that societies had existed in which a system of simple economic
production had predominated and in which there had been no such political
institution as the State,

As production relations evolved, however, as individual production
exceeded individual needs, so the surpluscs thus generated were used as a
means of aequiring and exercising power. This power became the criterion
of social relations; society was divided into the "Haves and have nots"
the master and the slave. Bociety, in short, was divided into classes

each of which had distinet and opposing economic interests to maintain,
1. F. Engels, Preface to The Communist Manifesto, published in Come
mm Wanifestos Minlwb Lan hew appreciation written for the

» ugwhar with original texts and prefaces.
(mm@m Allen & Unwin, 192:3 1.
2
3. ( See F. m*h, The Orig
v

@

7 (Chicagos Kerr, 190L), p. 1l.
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Clearly, the most powerful eclass enjoyed the greatest opportunity to mould
the politiecal supersiructure to its basic need of maintaining and inersasing
its ovm power, and Engels described how such a need was mety

Thus, in the CGrecian constitution of the Herole Age, we still
find the old gentile system (community based on Kingship and
tgimple® production relations) full of vigour; but we also see
the beginning of the decays father right and the inheritance of
property by the children, which favoured the accumulation of
wealth in the family and gave the latter power as against the
gensy differentiation in wealth affecting in turn the social
constitution by creating first rudiments of a hereditary nobile
ity and monarchy; slavery, first limited to prisoners of war,
but already paving the way to the enslavement of fellow members
of the tribe and even of the gens; the degeneration of the old
inter-tribal warfare to systematic raids, on land and sea, for
the purpose of capturing cattle, slaves, and treasure as a rege
ular means of gaining a livelihood, In short, wealth is praised
and respected as the highest treasure, and the old gentile inste
itutions are perverted in order to justify forcible robbery of
wealth, Only one thing was missing: an institution that would
not only safeguard the newly-acquired property of private indi-
viduals against the communistic traditions of the gentile order,
would not only sanctify private property, formerly held in su&h
light esteem, and pronounce this umtifiaatian the highest pure
pose of human society, but would also stamp the gradually devele
oping new forms of acquiring property, and consequently of
constantly accelerating increase in wealth, with the seal of
general public recognitiony an institution that would perpetuate
not only the newlyerisen class divisions of society, but alse
the right of the possessing class to exploit the nonepossessing
classes, and the rule of the former over the latter, '

And this institution arrived. The state was invented,l \\

According to Marx and Engels, therefore, the State arises emt of
class conflict, "A product of society at a certain stage of devtlo%gnt s
it is the admission that this society has become entangled in an inso\\i\.lble

contradiction with itself, that it is eleft into irreconcilable .ntxgot\iim

which it is pmrlaao to éiapel.'5 \
ke Ibid., pp. 17?-175- \"

SQ . &12.’ p. l9h. \l
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The State, then,is a suppressive political instrument evolved to
maintain and favour the interests of the predominant class in gocilety,

It is purely a weapon of the ruling class, and as production relations
evolve, as one ruling class replaces another, so the State becomes the
ﬁawmt of the new master, After the dismpiion of primitive communism,
and until the class struggle ceases, the State is always in existence
precisely because dialectical materialism postulates the contimuous
generation of contradictions, the contimuous emergence of new classes
in the wamb of the old society.

Having defined the State as a supersiructural political entlty
arising out of class struggle and evolved for the purpose of mmmian,é
the next step in the analysis is to argue that if ever class differemtiation
disappears, the State must also disappear.

This eventuality, the end of the class struggle, and the consegquent
disappearance of the State, ia precisely what Marxism predicts, Thus
The Communist Manifesto declares that if the proletariat carries through
a successiul revolution against the bourgeoisie, becomes the new, dome
inant elass and abolishes the old conditions of production, "then it
will, along with these conditions, have swept away the conditions for

6. Law also is a superstructursl emtity. Oumplowicz wrote in his

General % of State that "law is conceivable only in a state, It

an with state,” Kelsen has observed in his

of that "the Marxian thcwofhwia inseparably comecied

eory of state,” and Marx has observed that “every form of

production ereates its omc legal relations®, An interesting problem
in this connection is the form which law will take in a eommunist society,
when class struggle has disappeared and when law, as a normative system
by which class supremacy is ratified and regulated, has also consequently
lost its raison dletre. Although Marx does not deal with this question
at any length, It can only be assumed that, in s communist, classless
society, law will emerge as a sort of Natural Law depending for its
execution on enlightened interest rather than on eoercion.
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the existence of class antagonism and of classes generally, and will

thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class®,’ This point was

also clearly expressed by ngelss

Then ultimately it [the State] becomes really representative
of society as a whole, it makes itself superfluous. As soon

as there is no longer any class of society to be held in sube
Jectiony as soon as, along with the class domination and the
struggle for individual existence based on the former anarchy
of production; the collisions and excesses arising from these
have also been abolished, there is nothing more to be repressed
which would make a special repressive force, a state, necessary.
The first act in which the state really comes forward as the
representative of society as a whole - the taking possession of
the means of production in the name of society e is at the same
time ite last independemt act as a state. The interference of
the state power in social relations becomes superfluous in one
sphere after another, and then ceases of itself. The governe
ment of persons is replaced by the administration of things

and the direction of the processes of production. The state

is not ‘abolished?; it withers away.

Finally, in this connection, let us note the emphatic manner

in which Engels postulates the inevitability of the disappearance of

the Statep

The state, then, has not existed from all eternity. There have
been societies that did without it, that had no conception of
state and state power., At a ecrtain stage of economiec develope
ment , which was necessarily bound up with the cleavage of
sogiety into classes, the state became a necessity owing to
this cleavage. We are now rapidly approaching a stage in the
development of production at which the existence of these
classes not only will have ceased to be a necessity, but will
become a positive hindrance to production, They uiil fall as
inevitably as they arose at an earlier stage. Along with them
the state will inevitably fall, The society that will organise
production on the basis of a free and equal association of the

Te
8.

Em, 1935) PP.

K. Marx and ¥, Bngels, The Cowmunist Manifesto, p. 1h6.

F. Engels 5. Eugen Duhrings Revolution in Science (Chicago:
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producers will put the whole machinery of state where it will

then belong: into the Museum of Antiqu%tiaa, by the side of

the spinning wheel and the bronno axe.

This statement regarding the inevitable "withering away" of
the State leads directly to the second phase of our discussion, namely,
the process or chronological sequence of events, which culminates in
the disappearance of the State.m

First, there is effected "the overthrow of the dominance of
the bourgeoisie, the conquest of political power by the proletariat," >

This overthrow is achieved at a stage in the dwelapmnt‘ bf
production and social relations, and, therefore, of the class struggle,
when the bourgeois State can no longer withstand the pressure exerted
by the proletariat. Because, moreover, the ruling class will not sure
render power . voluntarily, the revolution must always be politieal, and

often violent, in nature, 12

9e F, m@ﬂh, The Grigin, PPe 283‘28,10

10. It is important to discuss this process because communism in
the form of a classless, Stateless society was not the unique preserve
of the Marxists., "he Anarchists also aspired to the attaimnment of a
communist society, but differed essentially from the Marxists in that
they believed in the abolition rather than in the “withering away® of
the State. The abolition would be accomplished, according to the
Anarchists, by the Revolution, and there would be no need for any "dic-
tatorship of the proletariat®™ as postulated by the Marxists,

11. The Communist Manifesto, p. 142,

12, Towards the end of his life, Engels appearsd to have been cone
sidering the possibility that the “ralotariat could achieve power
through exercise of the franchise (aee his Introduction to K. Marx's
The Class 8t les in France, p. 20), This view was doubtless dic-
Tated by auu§ measures as the British Reform Acts of 1867 and 1868k,

but it is clear that the enunciation of such a view is not conpatihh
with the central Marxist position that the ruling class will not concede
power peacefully,
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The effect of this successful revolution is the transfer of
State power from the bourgeoisie to the proletgriat. ILenin himself
pointed this out when he emphasised that "The passing of State power
from one c¢lass to another is the first, the main, the basic principle
of the revolution®,13 Tt is important to note, however, that in Marx-
ist theory, the transfer of State power does not mean the preservation
of the mechanism or apparatus of the State. Rather, the Marxists, and
lenin in partieular, emphasise that the revolution could be successfully
accomplished only by the complete destruction of the State in its pree- - :
revolutionary form. Thus Marx warned that the working class "cannot (
simply lay hold of the ready-made State machinery, and wield it for
its purpotelp: but must "oreak up'ls the govermmental authority., Sime
ilarly, BEngels, who regarded the Paris Commune as an example of the dice
tatorship of the proletariat, described it as "no longer a state in the
proper sense of the rm't:l".:"6

Ienin also insisted that "Revolution must consist not of the new
class commanding and governing with the help of the old state machine,
but in the smashing of the machine, in their governing with the help of

a4 new maﬂhim'.17

13, V. I, lenin, State and Revolution (New Yorks International
Publishers, 1932), p. 1B,

L, K. Marx, The Civil War in France (lendons Lawrence, 1933), p. 37.
15, K, Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of louis Bonaparte (Lendong
Lawrence, 192L), p. 131, :

16, Ietter to A, Bebel, in K, Marx's Critique of the Gotha Proe

m. APPQW I’ Pe 1610
170 bm‘ 22 D Qit., Pe 960
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Finﬂly ‘Stalin repeated this point in his lectures in 19%,
later pubuahad as The Fbuudmion of xm:mm
#The Mmph of the dictatorship means the erushing of the bourgeoisie,

mn he indicated that

the breakeup of the ‘bourgeois state “mhm, and the replacement of the
bourgaoia desvaraiy by e pralaturiat dmmey‘ 18 ‘

‘ 'xma the proletariat seises %ata power but "puta an end to the
mitm s e o8 utato'l Mut is the appautna mth which the pmlmh-
 ariat mheu tho State? "What®, asked Marx in his mﬁigm u:f the
gmm e, Yare the ahangn which the state will undergo e i
munm Mcxety'r What are the social tunouonl mahgm to the !un-s
ctions of the existing utuu, which will be left thereprl?

. Marx pmmd the answer in the Oritique when he stated that,
3.1: tho transition periad sepmting the malation from full umm,

*tht mts can be nething but the molutim‘ dictatorship of the pro=
1mm# 20 In the Paris Comsune Marx found what he thought was the
embryo of a pnmwa}miamry form of gevomnt, and Engels, as we
m"..;..g,ﬂ called it the dictatorship of the proletarist, In his
State and Revolution, shich he wrote in 1517, Lenin repested the Marxist
thm,m,w,ht”.d'?”imm’ nature and purpose of the dictatore
.hm,

W Ve Stalin, The Foundations of leninism (Londone Modern Books,

1926), I, 18,
19, - Marx,
20, Ibid., p. 28,

21, Above, Chapter II, p, 20,

¢ Pe 27:
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The dictatorship of the proletariat is the chief fulorum of
the proletarian revolution its main instrument, The first
aim of the dictatorship is to break the resistance of the ex~
ploiters. Next it must lead the revolution on to final vie~
tory, to the complete triumph of socialism., The revolution
can achieve the first conquest of the bourgeoisie, the over
throw of the bourgeois dominion, without the dictatorship of
the proletariat, But if the resistance of the bourgeoisie is
to be ecrushed, if the conquests of the revolution are to be
maintained, if the final victory is to be won by the establishment
of Socialism, this special revolutionary organ, the dictator- ‘
ship of the proletariat, must be created in the approprhte
phase of the revolution,22

Again, he asserts that "The dictatorship of the proletariat
is a rovolnﬁionhry authority forcibly imposed upon the benrgcoinh“.” |
Thus the dictatorship of the proletariat is regarded as a dice
tatorship by the majority of the people over the remnants of the defeated
bourgeoisie; as a new apparatus composed of armed worlmrﬁ; as a Cco=-
eroive authority which lasts at a diminishing rate until the class-
less louiotjr mrgu.% Lenin even goes as far as to say that a Marxist
is one "who extends the acceptance of the class struggle to the dicta~

ea. J. V. Stalin, op. eit., p. 110.
23, Ibidl’ Pe mo
2k. The term "dictatorship of the proletariat® has been the subject

of much misunderstanding, and the harsh adjectives common to the Commun-
ist vocabulary have done mh to emphasise the ruthlessness and arbite
rary nature of this dictatorship. However, there is a significant
school of thought which asserts that the "prohtarim dictatorship® was
to Marx and Engels the antithesis of the "bourgeois dictatorship® of
the modern State and that, in this context, it comnotes or implies
merely a liberal democracy which would extend to the bourgeoisie the
political rights now enjoyed by the working classes., See o.g., Sidney
Hwk Reason, Social and Democr (New York; Humanities Press,
S,"‘WMW. ist Manifestos Socialist Land-

mk Introduction, pp. 63=67.
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torship of the proletariat® .&5

It may be noted at this peint that the organ of govermment
which the dictatorship e according to the Bolshevik leaders in nnagia
in 1917 « employs is the soviets, organs which we shall examine in
greater detail in a subsequent chapter., Stalin described the soviets,
which were a spontaneous creation of Russian society in 1905 and 1917,
as "the most comprehensive mass organisations of the proletariat®, as
%the only mass organisations which enrol all the oppressed and exploited®,
and as "the most powerful instruments of the revolutionary struggle of
the masses, of the political activity of the masses, of the revelt®,26
In the context of the Russian scene, therefore, the Bolsheviks regarded
the soviets as instruments of the dictatorship of the proletariat,

The final stage envisaged in the Marxist theory of the State is
that which marks the end of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the neee
essity for which disappears with the socialisation of the means of
production, with the elimination of the remnants of the bourgeoisie,
and with the arrival of the classless society. It is at this stage
that the State “disappears" into "the Museum of Antiquities, by the side
of the spinning wheel and the bronse axe®, The disappearance is the
result of the elimination of class differences, and of the consequeht
removal of the only raison d'$tre of the State.

This final stage is, therefore, the advent of the full sommunist

2s, VoI, lenin, op, eit., p. 30.
260 Jd.Ve mm’ 22; ! & iv.‘ Pe 11&.
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society, There is, at this stage, no State in the historic sense of the
wrd., There is merely an administrative apparatus of "“such comparatively
simple processes as to be within the reach of any literate )p.mn".w

This disappearance or "withering away® of the State takes, of
course, considerable time and, according to Lenin, "The transition from
capitalism td communism represents an entire oponh".“ In this conne
ection, however, an essential point to remember is that, although the
final "withering away" of the State machine can take place only when
a classless soclety is attained, the process actually begins with the
initiation of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

This point is extremely algn‘&fmm in so far as the subsequent
Communist rationalisation of the power of the Stalinist State is cone
cerned, and it may be well to remember that in their discussions of
posterevolutionary sogiety neither Marx nor Engels drew any distinot
line between the first and second stages of socialism or communism.29
According to them, therefore, the appearance of the dictatership of the
prolstariat would mark the beginning of the attack on oclass differences

370 Ve I hnM, ﬁt cito‘ P 3'8-

28, V. I. Lenin, The Prolstarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky
(New York: Intcrmtion%”ﬁ‘n'fﬁm s 10350 Ps 306 '

29. Both Marx and Engels appear to have regarded "socialism® md
"communisn® as synonymous terms, although it may be possible that in cerw
tain cases they regarded “communism® as a social objective and "sociale
ism® as a philosephy and as a program Jdesigned to attain communism,

The Russian Comsunists, however, appear to differentiate between the two
terms by regarding "socialisu® as the first or lower phase of communism
and “communism® as the higher, final phase, Thus Vyshinsky, in his work,

% law of the Soviet State,pp. 12i+125, describes the "Stalin® Constitue
n as o) on of victorious socialism, ™ which * , , , cone
firms faith in its forces among the toilers of the U.8.8.R. and mobile
izes them to struggle for the complete triumph »f communism®,
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‘md a{ the trend from "a goverment of persons® to an "administration

‘nf %hingﬁ* Por the dictatorship would be exercised only against a
m&w and, under a socialised economy, mankind would advance steadily
to the olassless and Stateless society, Certainly, prior to and ime
mediately following the revolution of 1917 the Bolsheviks generally proe
peun&ad this view, In }.919, for instance, the Communist Party's program
| axpranmd the mawbmn that money would soon be abaliahad a8 a means
of exchange and that this abolition would first be mmw in the relations '
h&ﬁm State enterprises, L ER

Hasard provides two fmtmv examplesy

Isnin expressed his hopes for the future of industrial admine

istration when he reported that the Supreme Council of Nationw

al Beonomy represented the type of organization which would

ultimately triumph throughout the govermnmental apparatus.

Mambin ¢ thought 1t would lead to a “withering mny" of

the State,

'In viewing Soviet statutes on soeial sescurity and the judicial

decisions concerned with tert claims, it 1s evident that Soviet

policy makers no longer think in um of the replacement of

the tort suit by the social security payment, as they seem to

 have done inﬁc -wily yaars when law was expected soon to
withar away.
. It:iis now possible to wyatanin our discussion by asserting

that mxm, ‘a8 preached by Marx, and by the Bolsheviks up to at
least 1919, postulated the emergence of a classless communist sooiety
with no State or law in the historic sense, but only an administrative

appara paratus withmt coercive powers, and based on a system of social relations

e in the U,5.8.R, (Torontos Casswell,

30,  Hasard, Law and Sooisl Cha
1953)9 pPe 37, ‘ ‘ iR

Ibids, p. 2hkk.
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fonndad_ on "natural" moral principles,

This theoretical situation is a far cry from the "Stalin
Constitution® and the arguments of the chief legal apologist of the
Ue8.5.R., Vyshinsky, In the Constitution of 1936, a single class, or
¢lassless, society is claimed to have been attained; "The Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics is a socialist state of workers and pease
ants®, Yet, where are the signs of the witheriig away of the State?
¥Where is the pure "administration of things", envisaged by Marx and
Engels? Why does not Soviet society reflect the social situation
which, according to Marxist theory, should have been in existence with
the achievement of socialised production and a classless society? How
could Stalin, and the Bolshevik theoreticians of the nineteensthirties,
claim to be Marxists when the discrepancies between the Soviet State
and larxi@t predictions were so marked?

The development of the theory of the State from Marx to Stalin
is an involved one. The theory was subject to constant modification
in the light of the continuing emergence of hard political facts and
situations., The fact that the rovoluﬁon succeeded in what was bgsice
ally a rural, agricultural, rather than an industrial, country, and did
not spread throughout Ewrope, that the retreat to the New Economic Pole
icy (N.E.P.) was necessitated, that a prolonged struggle against inte
ernal enemies was waged, that the rival claims for personal leader-
ship had to be resolved = all these facts and experiences imposed the
necesaity of modifying Marxist prognostications and changing Communist
policies ostensibly based on Marxism.
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At this point it may be advantageous to stress the passionate
belief of the first generation Bolsheviks,and indeed of all the marly
Russian Marxist groups, ‘i.n the inevitability of the advent of commune
ism, and their fierce and genuine intentions regarding the early intro=
duction of socialism after the revolution. The possibility of poste
revolutionary autocracy and suppression was not anticipated and was
far removed from the sincere intentions of the imnmm. How, then,
do we sccount for the rapidity with which, even in Russia, Bolshevik
Communism became synonymous with coereion and ﬁnatmhip, with mass
suppression, with rigid autscratic leadership and with the strengthen=
ing of 8tate power?

The transformation begins with the seisure of power in 1917,
The experience of 1905, involving the apantmoua ereation of workers!
soviets, had fired lenin's imagination, had drawn for him a picture of
& Russian industrial commune of the type described by Marx, and had,
above all, conwinced Lenin of the possibility of mass participation in
goverrment, In his polemic, The ,l:gohurun Revolution and the Renee

gade Kmtlg. Ienin had enthused as follows;

But & state of the commune type, a soviet state, openly and
directly tells the people the truth by declaring that it is
the dictatorship of the proletariat and the poorest peasantry,
and by this very truth it attracts tens and tens of millioms
of new citisens who are oppressed in gny one of the democratic
republics, but whom the soviets draw into pg%itiul life, into
democracy, into the governing of the state, :

As Meyer has pointed out, this represented a sort of anarchoe
syndicalist phase of Isnin's thought, when he genuinely expressed his

32, V. I. lenin, op, cit., p. 81,



intentions of effecting actual mass participation in govermment. In
November, 1917, a law was issued, in the first month of the rule of
the new regime, eatablishing workers'! control over industry, and, four
months later, lenin reiterated his demand for “universalisation of
accounting and control over the entire production and distribution of
products®,3 Again, Meyer quotes lenin as writing, in November, 19174

Fellow wrkingmen, remember that you yourselves now govern
the state, No one will help you if you yourselves do not
unite and take the whole business of state into your own
hands, Your soviets are from now on the organs of stagte
authority; they are plenipotentiary, deeiding organs,

In 1919, when signs of change towards less democratic rule
were already emerging, Lenin was still roitouting his determination
to rid Russia of the old bourgeois type of State. Thus, in a lecture

delivered at Sverdlov University, he declared;

The machine called the state , . . the proletariat casts it
away, averring it a bourgeois lie, We have taken this machine
from the capitalists « taken it for ourselves, With it , , .,
we shall smash exploitation of every kind and « when there
shall be no more the possibility of exploitation in the world,
when there shall be no more possessors of land or of factories,
when there shall be no more surfeiting of some while others

are starving = only then, when these possibilities exist no
more, will we turn this machine over to be bygken up. There
will then be neither state nor exploitation,

33. Quoted in Meyer, leninism (Cambridges Harvard University Press,
195&) » Po 132,

31‘0 Mo o Pe ‘2000

3s. V. I. lenin, The State and Revolution, Twentieth Century legal
Philosophy Series (Cambridges Harvard mvnrsﬁy Press, 1951), ¥V, 115,
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This quotation deserves particular attention, for, whilst it
emphasises lenin's determination to get rid of the State apparatus, it
also appears to indicate his graduasl raal:l.aaﬁion that certain practie
cal eonsiderations were arising which tended to refer to the remote
future the implementation of the progess of the withdrawing away from
the State, |

A further point to remember is that for quite a few years

after 1917 the value of the Russian revolution was seen, by the Bolsheviks,
to be primarily in that it provided the springbeard for a revolution
which would soon sweep the more "advanced" capitalist countries of
Europe,

Moreover, Lenin and many other Marxists felt strongly for
some time after the October Revolution that the failure of a general
revolution in Europe would mean the overthrow of the Russian revolution.
As late as March, 1918, lenin emphasised that international imperislism
could under no conditions co=exist with the Soviet Republic, and in the
same year, he again stressed that "We live not in a State but in a system
of States, armd the existence of the Soviet Republic side by side with
imperialistic States for an externded period is nnthinkabh".’ 6

For soms years after 1917 it did indeed appear that this proge
nostication might prove to be true, and it was not until after the re-
verse at Warsaw in March, 1921, ard the rapid deterioration of the
Communist cause throughout Eurocpe, that the Bolsheviks finally began

36, V.I. Ienin, 'The Food Tax?, a speech delivered to the Tenth
Congress of the Russian Communist Party on March 15, 1921,
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to face and tackle the problems of creating and maintaining a politice
anyiinhted State in a more general way.
~ Coincident with these external influences there were, as we shall

note in a later chapter on the Communist Party and Demoeratic Centralism,
internal influences in the forms of War Communism, e¢ivil war, growing
pthr lioltnity to the Communists, rising intra-party friection and
disunity, which forced the Communists radically to increase State
power at the price of subversion of the dﬁmratio socialist prin-
c¢iples upon which their philosophy and program were founded,

| One of the tasks which was imposed upon the Soviet inheritors
of Marxist thm was to provide a theoretical nodificati_nn of Marxism
adequate to support the political structure which political isolation
and economic dislocation demanded. For, as the dream of attaining
full communism became obviously more remote, the necessity for em=
phasising it, for strengthening faith in Marxist science and method,
became even greater, Hence, while still regarding Marx as the prophet
and founding father, the reinterpretation of his vision to fit harsh
realities had to be brought about. lenin had already provided a pree
cedent for such a modification of Marxism in his concept ofitht small
centralised Party as the vanguard of the proletariat, One might note
at this point that, although the adaptation of theory was not in ite
self un-Marxian in that it was based on changing conditions, the
reinterpretation did involve a radical change in the "political fore-
cast" offered by Marx. As a matter of fact, as we shall note, the
change was ‘no radical as to nfteét a4 basic premise of Marxism cone-

cerning the superstructural nature of the State and law,
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Vyshinsky, who has already been referred to as a legal apologist
for the Stalinist State, provides some indication of the gradual drift
‘bmm this modification of the Marxist thought on the State and Law in
’shg postersvolutionary eras

Iaw = like the State = will wither away only in the highest
phase of Communism, with the annihilation of capitalist ene
sirelement, . . . Until then, however, there is necessity for
general eontrol, firm discipline in labour and in community

' 1ife, and complete #ubm'dinhﬁén of all the new society's wark
to a truly demoecratic state. ' :

Vyshinsky was not the first to consider the necessity for such
a reinterpretation; and lenin himself had felt the need for it. This
point is brought out clearly by Scott, who writess

While giving lip service to the class will strand of thought,
with its talk of the statet's withering away, lenin actually
introduced through the back door the state which Marx and
Engels had ejected through the fromt., The State and Revolution
might almost be regarded as written for % irpose, Jin it
lenin combats the withering away dootrine accepted at the time
as the orthodox Marxist view., He sought to alter this view
by emphasising a distinction that played only a small part in
the writings of Marx and Engels; the difference between the
lower and higher phases of communism, The state is to wither
away, said lenin, only when the higher phase of communism is
reached, an entire historical period from the time at which
the mi.m-m seizes power, Until that time the dictatore
ship will exist and with it the state. . . . Lenin seeks to
escape the problem by casting the withering away of the state
so far into the future that it ceases to be embarrassing,-

Scott is a severs oritic of Communism, and one can hardly ac-
espt the inference that Lenin lacked sincerity when he emphasised his
b«lm in the disappearance of the State. Yet, Lenin was a political
realist, and the revolutionary fervour which he shared with his Marxist

s

37, A. Vyshinsky, The law of the Soviet State (New York: MacMillan,

38, 8cott, Anatomy of Communism (New York: Philosophical Library,
1951), p. Sk }




colleagues was not the less genmuine because of the elarity of his
analysis of hard political facts and necessities, The State and Be-
volution was, amongst other things, a sincere expression of intentions,
and Lenin is not to be blamed for his foresight in noting difficulties
to be encountered in the immediate realisation of Marxist prophesies,
A8 iwe lave noted,>? the Bolsheviks, immediately after assuming power,
gave legislative nvidenci of their intentions amd hopes regarding the
“withering away® of the State, ‘rhh; however, does not contradict the
mibility that, when writing The State and Revolution in 1917, lenin
had foreseen the difficulties involved in the rapid hplmntaiion of

such a process and had, accordingly, u on previous occasions during
the Iskra period, started to modify, either consciously or subeonsciously,
Marxism without conceding any diminution of his fierce doctrinal orthe

odoa.,

Thus, in The State ;m Revolution, Lenin began to distinguish
between the two phases of socialism and to defer to the sesond or highey
phase the more utépian aspects of Marxist predictions, such as the
withering away of the State, and to stress the length of time involved
in the completion of the first phase and the transition to the sesond.

The reasons for such a reservation by lLenin undoubtedly lay
primarily in the intermal difficulties which, he foresaw, might emerge
after the revolution, for, as we have seen, he was convinced that exw
ternal influences at least would tend to promote rather than hinder
the advance to socialism, Before his death in 192}, this convietion

39.  Ses above, Chapter I, p. 30.
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proved false and lenin began to appreciate the problems of an isolated
Soviet Socialist State. However, it was left to Stalin (and partly to
Vy-hihuky) to develop fully the second major argument, based on polit~
ical isolation, for the intensification of State power and the removal
of the "withering away" stage to a safe chronological distance. Stalin
insisted on the necessity of first achieving "the annihilation of cap-
italist encirclement® as a pre-condition of the diminution of State
power, The clearest statement of his position is as follows:

Consider, for example, the classical formulation of the
theory of the development of the socialist state given by
Engels. . . . Is this proposition correct? Yes, it is
correct, but only on one of two conditionss (1) if we
study the socialist state only from the angle of the in-
ternal development of the country, abstracting ourselves
in advance from the international situatiény or (2) if we

- assume that socialism is already victorious in all countries,

.. or in the majority of countries. . . . Well, but what if
socialism has been victorious only in one country, and if,
in view of this, it is quite impossible to abstract oneself
from the international conditions -~ what then? Engels' fore
mula does not set him this question, and therefore could
not have given an answer to it. . . . But it follows from
this that Engels' genersl formula about the destiny of the
socialist state in general cannot be extended to the partial
and specific case of the victory of socialism in one country
only, a country which is surrocunded by a capitalist world. ., . .
(and which) cannot, therefore, abstract itself from the in
ternational situation, and must have at its disposal a
well-trained army, well organised primitive organs, and a
strong intelligence service -~ consequently, must have its
own state, strong engagh to defend the conquest of socialism
from foreign attack.

The validity of the argument, in terms of the need for the
contimued existence of the State, is unquestionable, but it is equally
clear that the attempt to resolve the contradiction between the exist-

40. J. V. Stalin, op. eit., I, 30.
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enéia' of the State and the Marxist "theory of the development of the
State® fails completely. Marxism deals in eonéroho, factual situations,
ard the development of the State inthe mammer described by the Marxist
is a historical inevitability, In such circoumstances Stalin's claim
that Engels did not consider the problem in the context of the intere
national situation is preposterous, for in making such an assertion,
Stalin charges Engels with having dealt with the State under abstract
and "impossible® terms, Further, if Stalints reasoning is correct,
ore might assume that Marxism implied that the State would wither away
only if the revolution broke out simultaneously all over the world or,
failing that, only if it were possible to sbstract the State from the
international situation,

What Marx and Engels :éul]y implied was that "socialism in one
country® was an unatiainable situation precisely because the free deve
elopment of soclety would be prevented or distorted by bourgeois prese
sures, Stalin 1s therefore certainly correct when he indicates that
*Engels® general formula . ., , cannot be extended to the partial and
specific case of the victory of socialism in one country®, not because
the case is different but because the viectory of socialism in one country
only is impossible, This argument of Stalin's provides an interesting
example of the 'hngtha to which the Communists have gone to retain the
ideological mantle of Marxism and to avoid any admission of contra=
dictions between fact and Marxist theory.

In Stalin's case an ulterior motive for the full and emphatiec
development of the concept of "sccialism in one gountry® may have lain
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in the mmdty for developing a dramatically opposed theoretical
platform to that of his srcherival Trotsky, whose concept of permsnent
revolution had been eagerly accepted by lenin in 1917, This point
does not perhaps require any further comment, but certainly, in the
middle and late nineteenstwenties, Stalin was at great pains to stress
the need for State power and, comsequently, to put into the distant
future the withering away process,

It may well be that Stalin felt that this modification of the
theory of the State imposed strains even upon the Party because, as
Hunt points out, Stalin was amxious,at the sixteenth, seventeenth and -
eighteenth Congresses, to emphasisze the need for the State and to note
that his concept of the role of the State was in accordance with Marximm,
Runt notes the significance of Stalints warning to the Soviet Communists,
at the Nineteenth Party Congress in 1939, "not to look at the classical
Marxist writings for 'ready made solutionst of their problems, or
suppose that they understood ¥the essence of Marxism® because they had
learned ‘by rote'! a few of its general tom’ta'."l

There lies in this emphasis by Stalin on the role of the State
& more significant, and indeed a deeper, modification of Marxism, which
evertually undermined one of its basic tenets, For any undus emphasis
upon the positive role of the State must of necessity stress its dynamic
role in #ociety. The more positive the role of the State is said to be,
the less parasitic and superstructural it becomes,

Thus, the new conception of the role of the State implicitly
challenges the classical Marxist distinction between the fundamental or

L1, Quoted in Hunt, op, eit., p. 183,
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substructural role of economic relations and the superstructural role
of the State and Law, If such a distinction is successfully attacked,
then the primacy of esonomic relations is open to question and the
whole Marxist edifice of dialectical materialism also becomes open to
question,

Admittedly, Stalin did not pursue the argument for the powsr
of the State to this point. Yet, it must be realised that his insise
tence upon the role of the State in society, irrespective of the valid
reasons which he gave, began to raise the possibility of the emergence
of such a dilemma, Obviously, a serious modification of Marximm, to
which the Communists have been forced by their retionalisation of
State power, must be noted in this fact, It was to be expected that
the Soviet Constitution would reflect a concept of the State based
upon the Communist modifications of Marxist theory which we have just
reviewsd. In spite of the alleged existence of a classless society,

a claim which we shall shortly examine, there is no indication what-
soever of the withering away of the State in the Soviet Union, On the
contrary, the State has been strengthened and buttressed by a revised
legal concept evolved in the erucible of political events. The higher
phase of Communism and with it the withering away of the State have
been removed to a remote future, and the State is accorded a solidity,
primacy and premansnoy not envisaged in Marxist thought.

We have already noted that the Soviet Constitution claims the
existence in the U.8.8.R. of a classless socisty, a claim which 18 ime
plieit in the first article of the Constitution, This articles sayss
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#The Union of Soviet Socialist Republies is a socialist state of workers
and peasants®, that is, a Jtate of one class comprising the toilers in
industry and agriculture,

It is, of course, possible to assert with some validity that
the U.8.8.R. is socialist, in the sense that private capitalism has
been virtually abolished and that the State exercises compl te control
over the instruments of production, It should be noted, however, that
this remark relates to the economic facet only of Socialism, Socialism
is, however, a philosophy of life and embraces concepts of individual
freedom and political and social obligation which must be realised in
practice before any claim to the attaimment of Socialism can be successe
fully established,

A segond part of Artiele 1, however, is the claim that, by
1936, a classless society had been achievedj classless in the sense
that there existed in the U.S.5.R. an unstratified society of workers
and peasants unified and directed by the Commurist Party as its van-
guard, This claim did not, of course, imply that the Soviet leadere
ship would not admit the existence of groups other than the prolete
arian peasant class, but it involved the assertion that such groups
were not representative of opposing class interests, and that, followe
ing the liquidation of the kulaks during the Pirst Five Year Plan, the
existence of distinct classes based on divergent economic interests had
disappeared,

The validity of such a claim is central to the success of the
Soviet experiment, at least in so far as it purports to be the reale
isation of Marxist pmmuticutiqn.. For if a classless society has



not been achieved, it means that the dictatorship of the proletariat
and the eontrol of the insiruments of preduction which the dictatore
ship effects have failed to secure the soccial ends postulated in Marxe
ism. This point serves to explain why the introduction of the New
Economic Folicy was socompanied by the compensating intensification
of the role of the State as an instrument of rciamaion over the
nascent and resurrected capitalist forces that might emerge under the
NeEoPo

In discussing legal development during N.E,P., R. Schlesinger,
for instance, refers to "both sides of that general evolution; the
establishment of an economic regime that gave ampler space to private
capitalism, and the strengthening of the dictatorial features of the
political regime to check the growing capitalistic forces®,l2

All the available evidence would appear to suggest that the
Soviet leaders had, in faet, by 1936, succeeded in eliminating, if
not a capitalistic psychology, at least all those classes other than
the proletariat and the poorer peasantry, which had played such a dy-
namic role in the last period of Tsarist Russia and which had tended
to emerge again under the wan economic sunshine of N.E.P. The upper and
lower bourgeoisie, which before the Revolution found political expres-
sion in the Constitutional Democrats led by Milyukov, did not long
survive the revolution and the rigours of War Communism, and the recove
ery of the stature of the sntrepreneur under N.E.P. was ephemeral,
Moreover, the drive to the kolkhos and mass agrarian collectivisation at
the begimning of the nineteen~thirties spelled the drastic and ruthless

k2, R. Schlesinger, Soviet lagal 3 Its Bac and Devele
opment (londons Routledge and Paul, E?ﬂ. P. 85,




L1
elimination of the rigch and middle peasantry personified by the kulak,
Class elimination, however, was the easier half of the Bolshe
evik problem, The more difficult element of the problem lay in avcide
ing the creation of economic conditions favouring the rise of new
classes nurtured in the wamb of the new society, It is indeed in this
area that there exists some doubt about Communist success,

Two major social factors would appear to account for the emere
gence :ln the U.8.B.R. of new social groups since 1917, These are the
existence of a huge State apparatus, staffed by a specialised bureaue
eracy, as a deliberate product of leninism, and the growth of a teche
nocratic leadership based on the rapid technological development of
the U.8.8.R. |

The element of the bureaucracy which might be deseribed as the
doctrinal aristocracy is the Communist Party, which we will consider at
greater length in a later chapter, For the moment, suffice it to remark
that, despite the intentions of lenin and the Iirst generation Bolsheviks,
the economic and social disparities between the Party membership and the
masses-appear {0 have increased with the solidification of the Party as
the ruling clique in the State,

The original Lenist concept of equal pay and status for
equal labour disappeared with the increasing enjoyment of power and
its appurtenances by the leaders. In referring to the period after
1934, Moore writess

One outstanding characteristic of this era has been the ene

deavour to reconcile the older leninist doctrine that the
masses are the masters of their country and their fate with

the fact of the goncentration of power at the top levels of
the Party. lLenin's theory of a conspiratorial and diseiplined
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elite provided a basic starting point in this process, Under

Stalin there is & recognisable tendency for the reigning idecl-

ogy to approach more closely the actual facts of the distribue

tion of power in the Russian state, b3

Thus, although it might be rash to deseribe the Communist
Party Mera, and the noabws generally, as elements of an hereditary
cm: system, the stress upon the role of this elite, as well as the
momm and social privileges attmdant upon the status, were in 1936
buéiming to give evidence of the emergence of a reigning oligarchy.

In this connection it may be significant to note that, between 1926
and 193k, the working class element of the Communist Party in the U.S,8.R.
dropped from about thirty«&ivi ‘per cent to nine per oent.,hh thus emw=
phasising the growing disparity between goverrment and the governed.

This development of inequalities, which might support the ine
troduction of new classes and sectional interests into the Soviet scene,
was stimnlated by the necessities of the technological and industrial
development of the U.5.8.R. It grew to such significant proportions
by 1931 that Stalin was beginning to provide for a theoretical recog-

nition of this fact,

L3. B. Moore, Soviet Politicss The nmm of Power (Cambridge:
Barvard University Fress, 1950), PPs 221,
kk. Ivid., p. 258, These figures relate ehieny to the number of

produetion workers in the Party. It is often the practice of Soviet
sources to quote "worker® element percentages on the basia of prode
uotion workers plus those who are of working-class origin, thus ine
corporating a large number of people who are actually at managerial
levels in Soviet society. Obviously, the use of such a method can lead
to erronsous conclusions regarding the relative strength of soclo-econe
omie¢ groupings within the Party.



Moore precisely descoribed this evelutions

In introducing the new Soviet Coustitution in 1936 Stalin
stated that the Soviet population was divided into two major
classes, the working class and the peasantry, and a third
group, the intelligentsia, which as a genuflection in the
direction of Marxist orthodoxy he called a stratum, The
members of all three groups were defined as being equal in
rights within the Soviet society, and Stalin further asserted
that under Soviet conditions the amount of social distance

and the political and economic contradictions between the groups
were diminishing and indeed were being eliminated. Even as he
made these declarations the actual relations between and
withing the major social groups were moving in a very different
direction under the impact of social forces which Stalin hime
self had set in wmotion in 1931, Por in that year, faced by
severe problems in relation to the productivity of labour, and
an extraordinary high rate of labour turnover under the first
Five Year Plan, Stalin launched an attack against ‘equity-
mongering? and wage equalisation and began a movepent for
personal incentive based on differential rewards.

In 193k Stalin emphasised that ™It is time that it was undere
stood that Marxism is an enemy of equalisation®,l6 gnd he deseribed the
*harm these infantile equalitarian exercises of our left blockheads caused
our industry."i7 Any attempt within the Party to assert equalitarianiesm
and to resist the eapiﬁalistia principle of personal eeonomic incentive
was thus met with vigorous and fatal charges of left deviationism,

This theoretical shift provided the rationalisation for the
Stakhanovite movement and for the tmeridaun increase in the number of
relatively highly paid and soclially privileged technical and adminise
trative officials who staffed and directed the new economis, political
and industrial machine in the U,5.5,R. By 1939, the Soviet buresucrecy
had swelled to an approximate total of 10,000,000, and comprised a blec
rvms@ting some seventeen per cent of the popﬁhtion of the U,8.8.R.

hSo 'Bo mm; QEJ utu, p.; 2:6»
k6. Quoted ibid., p. 238.
k7. Quoted ibid, .
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This rapid increase in noneproletarian, non-peasant elements was acce
cmpanied by an equally rapid increase in economic disparity and in
differences of the standards of living., Impressive statistics of sharp
salary and wege differentiations in the Soviet Union since 1931 have
been produced by various observers,h

In this connection, again, Timashef{ has gone so far as to
refer to this rise in the importance and number of the technoeratic
or managerial class (which he categorises generally as Non-Party Bole
sheviks) as "one of the main social processes characterising the pere
ia&".h9 and he also emphasises the significant economic disparities
even within the working class itself, He then summarises the "class"
sgituation in the U S8.8.R. in the nineteenethirties as follows:

The social strata ares: (a) the ruling elite plus a few

fellow travellers; (b) the Non-Party Bolsheviksy (¢) the

peasants and the artisansy and (d) the paupers or the

formerly dis-enfranchised [sic]. This post-revolutionary

society is still in flux, Further changes are probable.

But the veloeity of change has substantially decreased, and

for the individual the chance of gaining higher soaial
status is no greater than in bourgeois seaiaty.5°

As Moore has pointed aut,‘thp manuuru'er soclal and economie
disparity is evidence of olass development only when social stratifie
cation erystallises, that is, when perpendicular social mobility ceases.
Thus, although by 1936, the year of the Stalin Constitution, there was
mach to suggest that thers were in the U.8.8.R. wide economic and
social disparities, there does not (in spite of Timasheff's claims)

h8. = See, 8.g., H. Sohwarts, in some of his writings.
k9. K. S. Timasheff, The Great Retreat, p. 308.
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appear to be sufficient evidence accumulated to indicate any serious
horizontal erystallisation in society., Wew social groups were emerg=
ing, the working class content of the Party was diminishing, and it
may be that there was a somewhat greater limitation of access to highe
er educational faciiities. However, it would be rash to assert that,
at least by 1936, definite antagonism based on class differentiation
had appeared, although, as Moore concludes, "All these forces are at
work in the Soviet Union, and it is a safe prediction that they will
eventually result in the emerging of a class system resembling in
many ways that in the United States excluding the South,"51

We have thus concluded ocur brief analysis of the Communist
claims embodled in Article 1 of the Soviet Constitution of 1936,

We have noted that the legal concept of the State involves a
radical departure from Marxist predictions and the threat of an even
more radical attack on one of the basic tenets of Marxism, the supere
structural nature of the State.

In terms of the first article of the Constitution being s
realistic statement about contemporary Soviet soclety, it msy be suggeste
ed that the claim to a classless society, whilst enjoying considerable
validity, may be threatened by the contimming development of socisl
forces in the form of technical and bureaucratic aristocracies and by

the consequent emergence of social stratification and new class confliots,

Si. Moore, op. cit., p. 2L0,
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What is definite is that there exists in the U.5,5.R. a State
uehina of unparalleled size and complexity, of a type and power far ‘
removed from Marxish and leninist concepts. It is with the oxtent of

thie apparatus that we shall now deal,



III. GOVERNMENT IN THE SCVIET UNION

The highest executive and administrative organ of state auth#i |
ority of the U.S.85.R. is the Council of People's Commissars of the =
0:8.8.Rs~ The Constitution of the U.8.8.R., Article 6k, i

. Vyshinsky described the State administration of the Soviet
&5 "n indissoluble unity of administrative and economic gove =

Union
erment® ,1 extending to "all sides of the economie and social life of
the poap&'.a In contrast, Engels! famous description of the evolue
tion of the role of the State after the suocessful proletarian revol-
ution is: "Govermment of persons is replaced by administration of
thinga‘.3

The disparity between the fact of the extent and complexity of
the Soviet administrative system on the one hand, and the prediction
of classical Marxism on the other, is marked. As in the case of the
concept of the State, this disparity has arisen primarily as a result
of the k"j‘)rellure: which economie and political circumstances have ex-
erted ﬁpon the Communists, ;

It has been noteds that the State was regarded by Marx and
Engels as a superstructural emtity owing its existence to class struge
gles, and losing its raison d'étre when class struggles ceased.

1. A, Vyshinsky, The law of the Soviet State, p. 369.

2. Loc. cit.
3. ¥. Engels, Herr Eugen Duhring's Revolution in Seience, p. 309.
e Above, I, 19.
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Therefore, ss the classless soclety emerges, as the State graduslly Al
sppears, the m&aasiﬁy for o technione and & complex apoarvatus of gove .
ernmant stesdily decreases. A8 diflerences in economic power are elise
inated, as soclal ﬁmai&z@ Ptade, s0 the need for a2 suppressive gxecue
tive mechanizm dles away, snd natural, hermonious social relations
dovelop, with their ém regulatory system based on moral prisciples

and standards dictated by the soclal «:@mm«m@ww of the individusl.

A suppressive system thus becomes wmmmmxy and government applies
ouly to the administratigerof things.

Neither Merx nor BEngels sus ol any grest paine %o amplify the
soneept of the "administration of thing:®, since such a development
followed logloully frow the ®slibering assy® of the Btate, since the
concept belonged to & somewhat dlstand stage of the Marxiet prognos-
tieation, and since the analysia of conlemporary society snd ‘he probe
lem of evolving & technique of rewslntlon were subjects of move lome
ediste interest to them,

~ Leoin, of course, was not 1o such a happy sitnatlons The rowve
elation had wirveady oocurred. The Polshevik Puriy wss the instrument
snd the spearhesd of the _;irul@mr}.am ravolutdon In Dussia. The dioe
tatorahip of the proletarist wes s political zmd soelal facty wnd
Lenin wae accordingly obliged not only to define the Marxist concept
of governsent morve preclsely than had been done mmm, bt slso to
tekes measures o implement those policles which would serve to reallse
Wﬁm aspirations and predictlons,

An we have noted, one of the "phuses" of Lenin's development
va0 sinilar to the theory of aarcho-syndic:lism, in which phuse he
sxpreased his confidence in the abillity of the proletariat to participate



in govermmsnt, %0 control the upparetus of government, This phese
of his thought sprang from a rather neive view of the developuent of
eapltalist nansgewent and sdninistretive tedhuniques and was pevrhaps
typleal of the heavily theoretieal proclivities of ths profesuionsl

fgssian revolutioparies. In his The Btate snd Rewo

idon Lenin stresse
od the deed for Intenaification of the State contrel of industry. The
adminlotration of this Btate control was, however, to be rvemoved from
the hunds of the profsssional burssucracy and was sctually to be
garried sut by the aversge working man. Noveover, at this tise, Lenin
did not think that this syndicalist stiitude wes unrealistde in cone
temporary conditions, Sukbanov, for instsnce, in disoussing Lenin¥s
pizns on the eve of the Russian rewolutlon, records that
Lenin's idees included 'the thoroughgeing revision of the
whole governmeni apparetus and its replacement by sduine
istratoras from among the working class', ¥the liability to
election of all officlals'y compulsory Mw batwgen
specialists® wages and %m sverage workers's Aind theve

ware some other phantasies vhich all venlshed at the first
contact with reality.B®

Although Sukhenov was, of course, wvery eritical of Lenin and
the Bolsheviks gener s the socuracy of h.w observation tends to

find support from Lenln himself who, in The Siate & B, offers

the following quotetion from Murx's The CLvil Jur in §

The Qommune wes formed of muniecipal cowncillors, chosen by
wniversel sulfrage in warious werds of the twwmy responsible
to and revocable at shord feras, The majority of its members
ware naturally working men,; or acknowliedged wembers of the

Bs H.Ra mmﬁv' ‘ Pe 570
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working class, « « » The judieial functionaries were to be
divested of thair independence. . . « Liks the rest of the
publies nrgm. » magistrates were to be eleactive, responsible,
revocabls,

lenin goes on to amplify and assert:

Instead of the special institutions of a privileged minority
(privileged officialdom, heads of a standing army), the maj
ority can iteelf fulfil all these functions; and the more the
discharge of the functions of State power devolves upon the
people generally, the less need is there for the existence of
this power,/ ;

Again, in attacking the revisionist Edouard Bernstein's rejection of
this concept of “primitive® democracy, Lenin explaines

Capitalistio culture has oreated large-scale produsction fag~
tories, railways, the postal service, telephones, eto., and on
this basis the great majority of functions of the old “state
power® have become so simplified and can be reduced to such
simple operations of registration, filing and checking, that
they will be quite within the reach of every literate person,
and it will be possible to perform them for ‘workingmen's’
wages, which circumstances can (and must) strip those functions
of every ‘gadmr of privilege, of every appearance of ‘'official
grandeur?, ‘ '

Finally, one might offer a quotation from lsnin's treatise,

How to Organise Competition, written in Jamary, 1918, in which he

emphasised that "we must bresk the old, absurd, savage, despicable and
disgusting prejudice that only the rich (i.e., the educated) can ade
minister the state, since &ery rank and file worker who is able to read
and write gan do organisational work®.?

6.
7.
8.
9.

Q&otod in V.1, hm, The 8tate and MOIutiW' PPe 36' 37.

v. 1. bm' 2. 01‘-, Pe 37.
Ivid., p. 38.

V. I. lenin, Row to Organise Competition, in Lenin; Selected
Works, II, 258,
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As we have noted, =il this wes itded up closely with the expec~
tations that the State would wither mway, .émd whilst 1t expressed ithe
sgolrations of ﬁtmﬁ and Bugels, it is clearly open to the chsrge of
pilat tivion vhioh the Foviatoniots 1afd agadnst 18,

Owing to the pressure of the economie and social collspse of
Eussia during and immedistely after the revolution, however,i® this
naive approach to the 'mestion of suss participation in the’ adminiss
tration of the Stute was rapidly revised in spite of conalderable
wpeaiuamn

This revision was carried out st Lenin's insisience, and it
had to cover two main polnts, Plrsty, it was necessary to dismiss the
notion that a revoluticnavy, nekeshift State spparatus would suffice
to earry the commtry into o higher phase of soclalism, Second, it
wag neceasary to provide for the re-admission of the expert and the
bureanerats

As early as April, 1918, only six months after the inaugure

30, Hunt goss so far as to assert that "ihe atiempt to run the
‘gountey in this mavner was ceriainly cne of the factors which reduced
:&t within tm ;mm w a mdiﬁan of utter prostration.® HeH.Ce Hunt,

¥ and PACLLEE C BT B {Qﬂﬁhﬂl Ga Blaa, 195@)’ pe 148,

e ﬂem Mm Wt m Mntmﬁw of t.ba entire matmal ‘
seonomy be entrusted to am 'All-~Russisa Producers'! Congress's They
- wanted to reduce the role of the Party to naught, and denied the lmporis
snee of the dletatorabip of the prolelariat to ssconomiec developments

The 'Workers'! Opposition' contended that the interssts of the trade
unlons wore opposed to those of the Soviet state and the Commumist Party,
 They held that the trade umlons, and not the Party, were the highest
fora of workingwclass organisalion. The "Workers' Opposition' wag
essentially sn anarcho-gyndicalist anti-Perty group.®
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ation of the new regime, Lenin was reluctently concluding that the boure
geoisie was the maln source of expert skill, and he publicly admitted
that these oxperts were already recelving bigher selsries than those of
general administrative personnel. A% the Eighth Party Congressy; as Humb
points out, we find Lenin insisting upon the necessity of using these
bourgeois experts, and at the Ninth Party Congress in April, 1920, he
deelared that "for the work of organising the state we need people who
have state and business experience and there is nowhere we can turn
for such people except the old class; « « « We have to adminigter with
the help of people belonging to the class we have overthrown,?® 1z

Thus, Lenin is clearly acknowledging that the simple "administrae
tion of things® is not a mechanlical task which the litsrate workingman
gan perform, and is consequently insisting on the use of the remnants of
the defsated bourgeolsie to carry on the administration of the 8tates
This in itself raises a further problem of trusting & class
enemy to faithfully serve the proleterian State introduced avowedly to
amnihilate the bourgeolsle. Fuinsed has described this problem in these
wordss
The pre-Revolutionary buresucracy was 8 repository of estabe
lished governmentel voutines and procedures, but its skills
were not readily adaptable % the new order, end in any event,
many of its members regarded their new overlords with enmity,
The Pariy itself attracted few members trained in the arts of
eivil administration, The problem of transforming & revolution-
ary party inte a governing party presented real problems, The
qualities that made for success in asgltation and propsaganda
were not easily trensfersble to industrisl mansgement or other
administeative responsibilities. . + « . The Party leadership

resorted to a variety of expedients in order to cope with the -
problem of its inadequate adminisirative resources. 8ince it

1z, Guoted in Re Ny G, aunt’ M&f’ Pe 148,
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could not dispense with the old-regime specielists and buresue
er&ﬁs, it enlisted them in its service and surrounded them

garty and police controls in order to ensure their loy-
&3&. t;‘)ﬂ

Another student of Soviat affairs, Es H, Carr, commenting on
this matter, writes;

The task of managing a state demands different qualities from

the task of making a revoluiion - even opposite qualities,

¢« s« The prolonged civil and intermational war created & site

uation in which rewlutionary enthusicsm continued to be more

waluable than the organisation of e¢ivil administration, but
with the coming of NEP consolidation wss the order of the day,
and the issues it presented were of a practical kind, Many of

Lenint's last articles were devoted to the problems of bureaue

Cragye. 14

Coupled with this recruitment of bourgeois sdministrators, the
Party set up industrial acedemies snd implemented a long-term program
for the development of administrative and organisational skills,

Three significant factors served to hasten the creation of a
vast administrative edifice in the Soviet State. First, the planning
designed to centralise and control the whole of Soviet industry was
initiated in 1920 when the State Commission for the Electrification
of Russis was created. This gave notice of an extension of State
econtrol over the entire economy, and imposed upon the governmeni a task
- which not even the highly developed bursaucracies of the Weast were
equipped to carry out.

The extent of this task wes greatly increased by the second

factor, namely, federalism, when the Union of Soviet Socialist Repube

e

15, M. Fainsod, He Led, (Gnmbr&dgesﬁarvard University
Pross, 1955), p. 380, .

14, Ee He Cm, 'Bf»&lin', W (oﬂ@m Bl&aimall;
My, 1955*54), Vs 8.




lios was established in December, 1922,

The federal structure nade it necessary to create not only
unifors administrative sgencies for the member Republics, but alse
gentral, "all-Union® ministries io deal with matiers pertaining teo
the regpongibilities of the cenitrsl government of the U.S.8.K,

Thirdly, the rapidly growing necessity for developing the
silitsry strength of the U.8.5.8. %o meet the threat of Pascism served
not only to incresse that element of the Stute apparatus concerned
with military affeirs, but alse to hazten the industrislisstion of the
UsBsBsKe through the Five Year Plans., As Hasard remsrks, *The simple
adninistrative structure of the early years was not to 1&&@",“ and
Towster notes that the incresse in the scope of government in the U.8.8.Rs
was paralleled by the decrease in empbasis upon the withering away of
the States

As, however, the emormiiy of the tramsformation sought rew

vealed itself in the process of pereecution « . + The Soviet

leaders' conception of the scope and duration of governmental
power also grew, And the Soviet govermmenit has actually
operated a3 & crisis govermment over the greater part of its
existence, making extensive use of the immense authority of

the dictatorship to mobllise men and ma%ri&lf‘mr the titanie
tagk of construction, war and reconstruction.

The Constitution of 1958 gave ample indication of the scope
of government in the U.85.8.K. and of the slie of the buresucracy re-
quired to administer s State machine of unparalleled size., article 8,

e crencre . ;s e

18, Jds No ﬁnm, A

18, Js Towstery, Political P
m’s’ 1943), Pe 581,
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for instsnce, describes the extent of State property, ranging from nate
urel resources to industrial utilitles and to "state-organized agrice
ultural enterprises®, as well as "munlcipal enterprises and the bulk
of the dwelling~houses in the clties snd industrial localiities.®
Lrticle 7 refers to "The common enterprises of collective farms and
co~operative organisations." Article 1l statea thal "The economic life
of the U,8.54Rs 18 determined and directed by the State naturai%aﬂenm
omie plan” , . ,™he State has, in fact, ss implied in the Constitution,
begome ideritical with the whole of soclety and =ith the national
gconomy, and it is not therefore surprising that the bureameratic ele-
ments which Lenin hated and feared are among the most rapidly growing
elements ln Soviet soclety. Harper indicates in this connection that,
from a State apparatus of one million people which the Bolsheviks ine
herited from the Tsarist regime, the number swelled to four million by
1927 and to & reported 11.5 million by 1987,27

Fainsod, noting that "One of the salient outgrowths of modern
totelitarianism is the bureasncratisation of 1lits power structure®, goes
on o observe:

The Soviet buresucrzcy manifests many of the tralte chersctere

istic of buresucratic behaviour genersally. « « « . %8 scope
ig ell~embracing . « « It seeks to organise the total exper
ience of men in Soviet soclety. Every branch of the economy
and every form of social experience, from art, music and
letters to sports and the circus, are subject to adminise
trative regulation and direction. The totalitarisn imperstive
drives to transform the nailon inte a hierarchy of public sore

vants operating within a fremework of disciplined subordination
to state purposes,if

b & 8+ Re Harper and R, Thompson,
{Bew York: Nostrand, 1848), p. 189,

18, M, ?ainaod, Ogniﬁt»’ pe 588,




The origin of the aduinistrative, or executive, srm of the
Soviet Government may be traced to November 8, 1917, when the
Second Congress of Soviets decreed the creation offa Provisional
Workers' and Peasants' Government, which would be called the Council
of Peoples' Commissars.* This Couneil, or Sowvnarkom, as it was known,
was accountable to the (Congress of Soviets and to the Central Exece
| utive Commitiee, and was responsible for the asdminlstration of the
affairs of the State, being described in the first federal Consti-
tution as "the executive and administralive organ of the C.E.Cs of
the U,8,8.8." This body slso enjoyed some legislative powers in
addition to its executive power, although these legislative powers
were partly withdrawn by the Constitution of 1988, Thus the Couneil,
known since 1948 ss the Council of Ministers, has the right to issue
decrees and ordinances, but omly within the framework of existing law,}®

By 1988 the (ouneil had become "the most continuvously operate
ing end moat potent organ of the Boviet hierarchy in both the admine
istrative and leglslative fielda',@ and "the greatest producer of
obligatory, stste-snforesd, activityeguiding morms in the Soviet
system®,°* Article 68 of the Constitution gave it the following

fanctlons;

i
19. M. Fainsod, wo’ pps 362 - B78.
20, J« Towster, QE&%&A\* pe 278,

2. M’ De 276,



{a) Coordination end direction of the work of ghe allelUnion
and Union-Republican Ministries of the U.S5.3.K. and of
other institutions under its jurisdietion;

(b) Adoption of measures to cerry out the plan of the
national economy snd the state budget, and the strengtbe
aning of the credit-monetary system;

{c) adoption of measures to secure public order, defence of
the interests of the State, und the safegusrding of the
rights of ecitizens;

{(d) Exereising genersl supervision in the sphere of relations
with foreign siates;

(e) Directing of the yearly quotas of citizens subject to
call for active military service, determining the general
organisation and development of the armed forces of the
country;

(f) Formation, in the case of necessity, of special commibie

ees and chief administrations attaghed to the Counegll of
Ministers on matters of econowie, eulturel and defence
organisations,

Purther, under Article 69, the Couneil enjoys the right, on
matters within its competence, to suspend or amnul orders and decrees
of the Counecils of Ministers of the Uirlon Republics, and %o anhul
orgers and instructions of the Ministers of the U.S8.S.R.

Although the formal power of the Couneil of Peoplels Commissars
wag somewhat eclipsed during the war years by the State Committes of Deiw
ence, the Council of Ministers; the Chairmen of which is generally
known a8 the "Premier® of the U.S.40.8., stunds at the apex of the wvast
pyramidal executive and administrstive apparatus of the U.S.8.Re

The membersnlp of the Cruneil was originally thirteen, a figure
which rose to fifteen in 1935, to twontiy-six in 1988, and to sixty-
four in 1948, another reflection of the siaggering growth in the

Atate apparatus. This body also has a large number of Comsittees sand
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other bodiea attached to it covering many social and selentific active
ities, ranging from religion to telegrsphy, and from mmmlogy o
agriculture.

Yet, when the Sowmarkom was established in 1917, itiwes exes:.-
tremely simple, its apparaitus uncomplicated by the administrative demands
of & federal, multi-8tate structure. The commlssariats were collegial
in nature (a ssnuﬁéctioa in the direction of syndiczlism), with the
Commd ssar serving as Chairman of & Collegium appointed by the Council
of Peoples' Commissars., Lenin insisted upon this prineciple of group
menagement in order te satisfy the widespread desire for mass participa-
tion in government. Although, by the end of 1918, he had begun to rec
lise that collegial management involved serious delays in decision making,
the econsiderable opposition within the Party to any withdrawal from this
policy served to delay the full introduction of the practice of single
management wtil at least 1920, when the administrative demands of the
first Five Year Plan emphasised the need for a reduction in discussion
and an increase in the rapidity of decision-making. ’I‘hé gtrengthening
of an autacrat:gn paychology in the U.S.58.Hs in this period may slso
have santrihut;’d to this reverssl of administrative policy. The coll=
eglate principle was re-gstablished in 1956 but it is worthy of note
that the dnﬁmmn of the Msw vuu’ uphelid in the event of disagreew
ment between him snd the ministry collegium, |

The structure of the Soviet administration, with the Couneil

of Ministers as its apex, is now essentially the same as it was at
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‘ the formstion of the U.8.5.8. in 1928, namely a pyremidel hiersrchy
ranging downwards from the Council of Ministers of the U.85.5.H. to the
Council of Minisiers of the Union-Republics, to the Regional adminig~
trative units (such as oblasts and autonomous republics), to raions or
distriet units, and, finally, %o local mits comprising towms and villages.
The largest eities report directly to the Republic, the medium slse clties
in the ReS.Fy8,Hs to the oblasts of that Republic, and the small towms
to the wnimua.mz

A% each level of this structure, the sdministration reports
not only to the next higher emecutive level but slse to the Soviet
at that same level, thus ensuring, at lesst theoretically, a marked
dagrae of “popular® influence and control,

The necessity for maximum compatibility beiween the demands of
centralisation and autonomy in = federal Stale was the primery reason
for the ereation of the Rall-Union* and Unlonw-flepublic Ministries
which together enmprias the Commeil of Ministers of the U.S.5,0.

" Briefly, the allqﬂnion Ministries sre central administrative departe
ments responsible throughout the U.8.5,R. foradparticnlar seector of
industry or for s particular utility, for example, the coal industry
and the railweys. From the various production-territorial sections of
these Ministiries is exerted the control over the relevant industry in
the various territories of the U.S.0.H. ’

The Union Republic Ministry, on the other hand, is more like

28 This pyramidal structure is more effectively described by
the Chart in Appendix *aY,



& federal counterpart of a Republican Ministry, which it actually sup-
ervises, Iis officisls report directly to both the Union Republican
Ministry in Moscow, and to the Council of Ministers and the Soviet of
the Republic in which it is situated. It i, in essence, the Heade
Qﬁ»ﬁers of the relevant Republican ministry. Obvlously, the Unione
Republic structure is less centralised than that of the all-Union Ministry,
which fzct serves to spresd the burden of government and to create an
illuaion of local sovereignty. '

In terms of numbers, the all-Unlon ministries rose from five
in 1924 to thirtyesix in 1947 and decressed to twelve in 1958, The
Union-Bepublic ministries also followed thias patiern, rising from five
in 1924 to twenty-three in 1947 and decreasing to thirteen in 1955,
By 1958, the number of the latter had once again risen to twenty-three
and of the former to twenty-two, Articles 77 and 78 of the Conatitution
detall the ministries of each type. ot

As of 1924, the Minisiries of the U.5,5.Hs had been broadly
ddvided into three categories, namsely all-Union, Unione-Republican and
Republicen Ministries, which divigion preserved some degree of local
sutonomy. However, in the early nineteen-thirties most of the Nine
istries in the lsst category were transferred to the Yshered" or
Union-Republic category, this emphssising the steady shift to cente
ralisation. In spite of the trumsfer in 1944 of the Mnistﬁeo of

28, These details are tukenm from Fainsod, op. git., pps 535, 388,
and do not reflect more recent changes which have occurred in the
Soviet Uition since 1953,



Foreign Affuirs and Armed Forces {rom the All-~Union to the Unione
Republican category, the tremendous development of industry and comme
mnieations hag continued this trend towerds centralisstion with the
vonsesuent emphagis upon the importance of the all-Union Ministries.

4 farther significent feature of the development of the zdmine
istrative spparatus of the UsZslyBe hag been the rapidly inereasing
emphasias on economi¢ affairs, Thue, although only two of the sixteen

Commigsarinte established by the Constdtution of 1918 covered economic
affeirs, thelr number, relative %o other ministries, sccording to
F&iﬂggé,a‘ rose as follows after 1994
Administretive-political 4 _HIRG MR SR B
Seedad-eultural o 1 B 5 & &
Eeonomic 6 12 8 8 & 16

In the inditial period of War Communism effective economic
gontrol was st a minimum, prineipally becsuse the machinery of control
was weskened by the lack of skilled sdministrative stuffs, by the chaosg

of eivil wary and by the mess opposition to centralised burssucracy.

The éinypnwas;gc of these obstacles by 1024 served to incrsase cente
ralising tendencies at & time when the implementation of the New Bcone
omle Policy eppeared to be allowing for the partlal re-adnm
private capltallsm, sad, with the introduction of the First Five Year

salon of

Plan in 1928, the sres, penetratlon and intensity of economlie contrel
in the Soviet State resched unprecedented proportions.

e Mo Painsod, 0ps cites Pe 536s
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The economic interest diasplayed by the ftate may be sald
have legally originated with the State Commission Tor the mgaﬁmﬁ»
eation of fAussia (Goelrs) in 1918. In Februsry, 1981, s second Comse
isaion, known as the State Plamning Commission (Gesplan), was created
by statute to organise labour; industry and material distribution ﬂur-
ing the period of War Commmism. According to Haszsrd, "The precise
natare of its sctivities is havd to deteruine from this distance as
Boviet authorities m&r 0 its eurly days only in passing as marking
but 2 milestone at t&w ‘haﬁming of plamiuﬁas

The first federal Coustitutlon of the UesS.84Be, adopted prove
islonally in July, 1928, guve the central government not only the ususl

‘sgonomic responsibllities scoorded to & State executlive, but also that
of formulating and implesenting an economic plsn for the whole of the
UeB.54Be To this end a Supreme Counell of National Bconomy, known as
847404, waa created to supervise sll nationalised industiries. Gosplan
wag made into & Commission of tids Cupreme Jounell of National Heonomyy
gnd in 1938 it becume s permanent Commliszsion of the Sownarkom and plays
ed & vital role in the economic organisation of the U.S5.3.0
Originslly, Gosplan appears %0 have been responc lble merely
for the combining éf the production plans of the several Commissuriabs,
and in 1926 and 1926 control of plamning indices was: published Ly Lt
By 1928, wshen the mmm to advance fvom HeZels to the First Five Your

£Se
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was taken, Qosplan was equipped to formulate the production objectives
of the Plan, to lay domm for the Commissariet of Finance the fiscsl
requirements of the Plan, and %o estimate snd allocate the raw
materiale requimd for the fulfilament of the Pl»samt.@6

The tremendous sdministrative tasks imposed by the Pirst Five
Year Plan and its successors, under the aegis of Gosplan, have affected
 every sector of the Soviet adminisirative system and heve been respone
asible more than any other single faetor for the vast inerease in the
sise and range of the meﬁtng apparatus of the U.8.3.R.

The Phin 39 tudesd S oemtend Tash of Beviet sy Shutnate
ing indusiry, affecting the whole of domestiec and even forelgn
policy, and phﬁag & large part in Party politics, as the struggles
between Stalin and Trotsky, as well as Kruschev and Halenkov, indicate,

It is hardly necessary to emter here into the details of the
economie reorganisation involved in the transition from REP to the
planned economy. Suffice it to say that the First Plan involved more
than just a percentage increase in productivity. It also involved the
m;né; m%wllaﬁ transition of the U.2.8.R. from an owrmlminm
rural, peassnt country to one with a lsrge-scale, modern industrial
soonomy, This drive towards industrialisation, in the words of Towe

ster, "imposed its own inaamtim.*ﬁ After the blase of propagenda

28, Por an sccount of the evolution of this “economic-admine
istrative® apparatus in the UsS.8.R. seer (a) M. Painsod, Wﬂ PPe
5‘3. 55‘9’ (b) 8e He Harper and R. Thompson, The Gov Brmen e Soviet
Union, (Toronto, New York, London: Van Nostrand, 1949 @mpur mx.

m; ‘tg ?@WI’W!‘; v}
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came the harsh necessity of acquiring production disciplines, adminis-
trative and organisational techniques, and design skillse Peasants
had to be trained in indusirial practices, Party polititisns to be
converted to lactory mensgevs, and engineers had to be turned out by
the thousands from sn educational gystem which was in the process of
being rapidly reconsiructed and extended. Incentives had to be re-
introduced in violation of doctrinal orthodoxy, and & whole system of
egonomic authority had to be evolved to unify and coordinate the
tremendous affort being exerted.

This coordination, which has by material standards achleved
a significant degree of success, was the responsibility of Gesplan,
Using as its reference pointe the general aims of the Party emunciated
through the Central Commlitiee of the Party, the Sowmarkom and the
Suprewe Comnell of Natlonal Economy, Gosplan translated them into szels
of major integrated objectives in terme of productivity. Production
goals were estublished for all major industries as well as agriculture.
Labour was recruited; trained and drafted to the production frontes.
Standards were set, raw materials produced, ratloned and distributed,
Ballways, rolling stock, and all itransport were organlsed and devele
oped, All aspects of the Plan and its implementation wers constantly
revised, controlled and monitored. All this called for a degree of
organigation unknown to the Wéat, and 1t involved bursaucratic control
of Qvery facet of national life.

It was to be expected, therefore, that Gosplan, ss the plamning

authority in which was vested the plamning responsibility for this vast
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enterprise, should play a leading role in the Soviet administrative
apparstus. Its Chalrman was thus a member of the Council of Minlsters,
In 1848, the responsibilities of Cosplan were broken down and shared
with two new bodies, Gossnab (the State Committee for Material Teche
nicel Supply) and Gosstech { the State Committee for the Introduction
of Advanced Technigue), bui the imperatives of centralised planning
and decision-making in the sconomic field led to & re-unification of
these reaponsibillties under Gosplan after Stalints death. Since 1983,
however, the responsibilities and activities of Gosplen have been cene
tred wore on planning aspects rather than upon the implementation of
plang and the sllocation of raw materials to meet these plans.

Other productes of the economic dominion of the State are the
Ministry a§ Finamnce and the State Bank, which orgsnise, e/femt, and

allot the finding of these econcmie programs, as well ss monitoring
clogely the kxganﬁituraa and preparing the State budgets.

A brief reference to oilher controlliing bodies, such as the
Kinistry of Sisate (ontrol, the Minisitry of Justice, end the State Comme
igsion im the (ivil Service, completes our brief sketch of a State
sxecutive and administrative system of an wnprecedented ambit, sisze
and complexity, representing s significant experiment in the fStute
gontrol of all aspects of aaﬁ&aty*%ﬁ

This structure is very different in character and contents from

28, Sée M. Fainsod, op. cit., Chapter 12, and 8. N. Harper and
J« Thompson; 9p. glt., Chapter IIT.
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the simple administration envisaged by BEngels and by Lenin. The prog=
nostication of the "government of persons® being replaced by the Wadmine
istration of things" shows no sign of being validated, whilst the Marge
ist and Bolshevik conﬁg;t of workers' control over industry and governe
ment has disappeared completely, Instead, there now exists in the
Soviet Union a vast specialised buesucracy regulating and planning
every aspect of Soviet life and comprising its owm specific social
stratum. For the developmenti of technology has been paralleled in the
modern State by the development of the technique of administration, snd
the result of such a development has been & tendency towards the social
stratification of the growp in which su;h skills reside. The signs of
such & tendency heve long been realised in the U.S.,5.H., and the sharp
reduction in the number of Ministries In 1983, following Stalin's death,
may well have been im part attributable to atiempis to reduce the power
of the centralised bureaueracy. Yet Stalin, also, had taken measures
to combat bureaucratic influences. Under his leadership, the Commun—
ist Party frequently "spot-checked" industrial management, groups of
workingmen had temporarily participated in menagement activities, and
frequent "purges® of top-hesvy managerial strumetures had been effece
ted. TFinally, the attention of the Soviets and other bodies had been
ungeasingly referred to these problems through the press and radio,

But all these measures, all these attacks upon the stultify-
ing tendencies of bureaucratism could neither conceal nor seriously curw
tall the inevitable entrenchment of a distinet class, holding specific
gkills and thereby enjoying special privileges. The bureaucracy in
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the UsBs8s8s 13 aproduct of the 3tete control and orgunisation of zll
, aspeets of soclety, and it will remain as o distinet and potent factor
in Boviet sffairs as long as the State iteelfl remeins. This, a3 we
bave noted, is likely % be for » long tlme.

The one final facet wpon wshich some comment is recuired relates
to the sssertlon, in irticie 64 of the Constitution, that the Council
. of Ministers ia the highest execulive organ in the U.0.8.ER,

The Council of Hinlsters, the suecessor m the Counell of
Paoples' Commissars, is a sort of executive body sppointed by the
Supreme Soviet, sund its Chdrmanship is normally held by ome of the
top members of the Soviel State. Since 1917 the post has been held
sueceseively by Lenin, Rykov, Molotow, Stalin, Malenkov, Bulgsnin and
Bhrushehev, which gives some meassurs of the importince of the post amd
consesuently of the functions of the Council m’f Ministers,

It i essential, however, to realise that the lmportsnce, power
and anthority of the indlviduals numed did not rise from the fuct of
their holding the Cheirmanship of the Council of Ministers, Rather it
is the reverse, 1.8,, their holding this post derived from the power
which they slready helds Thus, Stelin snd Kbrushehev have derived thelr
power from thelr positdon as Secretaries of the Central Committee of the -

Comzunist Party, and their asswmption of the Premiership was an aequise
ition of a further title of honour rather then a seizure of the source
of authority. |

It may also safely be asserted that the supreme exstutive power
in the Us8.5.Rs does not reside in the Counell of Winisters, but rather
in the Central Committee of the Comm
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ectly, in the Preesidium of the Central Committee-and only the fact
that the same people are at the head of both organisations serves
to retain any illusion that the Couneil of Ministers is a source of
power in the State.

- It is the Party which formulates the basic assumptions of the
Five Year Plans and which details the platform of Soviet foreign pele
iey. It is the Party which effectively controls the instruments of
national security and military policy, and it is the Party, speaking
Shrough the Besretary of the Prassidiom of its Central Cemmittes, whioh
controls and rules upcn all aspects of Soviet affairs, including the
arts and sciences. History and biology, architecture, linguistics,
literature and so on - all are expected to conform to a line evolved
and monitored by the Party, and thol Council of Ministers is essentially
a subordinate body which merely implements plans formulated in some dee
tail by the Party. Thus, although the Council of Ministers is the apex
of an administrative structure unparalleled in sise and complexity, the
real formulation of policy is effected by other bodies of greater execu=
tive power. |

As we shall see, this comment is also true to some degree of

the Supreme: Soviet, which is alsc subject to Party influensce. It is
necessary to make it in order to _aveid any unfortunate analogy with
executive structures, such as that of the United Kingdom, where the
executive is answerable only to Parliament. In the U,.8.5.R. the
constitutionally defined executive in effect answers to the Supreme
Soviet, but both groups in reality answer to the Communist Party, which
is the source of all power in the U.8.8.R. This being the case,



it is obviously relevant and necessary to draw attention to the fact
that the realities of power in the U,8.S8.R. belie the importance which
the Constitution ascribes to the Council of Ministers.



IV, THE SYSTEM OF SOVIETS

The highest organ of state power in the U,8.5.R. is the
mm Soviet of the H«ﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁ. = The Constitution of the 3.5,3,3‘,
Article 30.

As we have noted in the chapter on the Soviet State, the
Paris Commune of 1871 provided Marx with a clue to the type of spon=
taneous popular govermnment which would'anérgt as the ewbodiment of |
the dictatorship of the proletariat after the successful proiaﬁarian
revolution. In Marxist theory, this government will last only as
long as the dictatorship of the proletariat, and will disappear with
it when Communism has been established.

In Russia, the political form of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat remained a relatively minor point in the accepted body
of the theory of Marxism. In the revolution of 1905, however, there
emerged in several Russian cities a popular revolutionary organisation
which closely resembled that of the Paris Commune., This was the
soviet, or council, a spontaneous organisation of labour delegates
from the factories, created for the purpose of expressing the grievances
of the workers and of unifyying their demands., Vyshinsky has dese
eribed these soviets as "a new revolutionary form of the people's
creativeness . . . created solely by revolutionary strata of the
population, in violence of all the laws and regulations of Tsarism,
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¢ o o [and 23] "manifestations of the self-help of the people, who
had arisen to struggle against Tearism. "1 The soviets were indeed the
product of a vast gulf which existed in Tsarist Russia between the
rulers and the ruled, between the bureasucracy and the proletariat,
Perhaps they were also the resuli of the tremendous political agite
ation carried on amongst the workers by the left wing parties,
comprising the Sccial Rewelutionaries, the Anarchists, and the Social
mamm.“

Lenin himself deseribed the use and significsnce of the

vividly to the emergence of this political phenomenon:

In the fire of battle a peculiar mass orgenisation was

formed, the famouns Boviet of Workers'! Deputies, meetings of
delegates of all factories., In several cities in Russia these
Soviets of Workers' Deputies begen to play more and more the
role of a provisional rewlutionary government, the role

of organs end leaders of rebellion, Attempts were made %o
organise Soviets of Soldiers' and Sailorst Daput.ioaé and to
gombine them with the Soviets of Workers'! Deputies,

Karl Keutsky, a famous (erman soclalist and one of Lenin's
adversaries, also eulogistically extolled the éoviata &8 "The most
all-embracing form of proletarian organisation®, and he asserted that
"he Soviet organisation is one of the mest important phenomena of
our time, It promises to acquire decisive importance in the great decis~
ive battles between Capital and Labour towards which we are marching, u3

i, A V’yshinaky, LaiE

2‘ VQI‘ Lonin, e He
n&m@n&l. 135“), B 84;

5, K. Kautsky, The pro]
quoted in VoI, Lenin, The : pd the fenogadg
Ksutaky (New York: anmational Publiﬁhar, 1%1 ¢ P 89;
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Trotaky, the author of the oconcept of ‘ermanent lewolution,
when eontemplating thls new phenomenon in the calm of bhis prison cell,
gommented in the following penetwuting way on the Soviet as = political
form; ¥The Soviet was in reallty sn embrye of revolutionary governments
s & o The Soviet is:the firet democrsiie power in wodern Russin + » «
There is no doubt that the firsi new move of the rewolution will lesd
0 the ereation of Soviets all over the country. né

With the exception of Lenin, the Bolshewiks do nod appesr
have originslly appreciated the real significance of the soviet, pere
haps because they thought that the soviet would compete with them fopr
influence amongst the workers, and because, therafore, they sould not
envisage the possibllity of integrating the work of the soviets and
the Bolshevik Party. Rather ironicelly, perhaps, it was Lenin who
saw the nature and vslue of the soviet ss an organisationsl form,
From Swltzerland he urged the 5t. Petersburg Bolsheviks to reverse
their policy of hostility to the soviets and to attempt to secure
control of them, thereby identifying the Bolsheviks with mass sspire
atlons and gaining working class support. Thus he wrote, "G
Badin + « » o 18 wrong to pose the question: The Joviet of Workingments

Deputies or the Party? It seems to me thet the solution ought to bes
Both the Soviet of Workingmen's Deputies snd the meg ‘

fadin may Dot have been wrong, howeverysince it does not
mpm 1o bave been found pami.m, in the Soviet Union, to effect any

gar 1808, quoted in Bs D. Wolfe, Three
k; Dial Press, 1948), p. 569,

Se Vols Lenin, Qur Tasks and the Soviet of §
Sochineniya (4th ed., !nmuu, 249} 5 X ,3s
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balance of power between the Sovietsz and the Party, compatible with
the real indapamdm@ of the Tormer.

Procisely beecause of theiyr different views on the role of
the Party and the political and revelutionsry potentiel of the proe-
letariat, the Mensheviks, the other wing of the Boelal Demcerais,
enjoyed much greater influence in the soviets of 1906 than the Bole
gheviks., It was not, indeed, until 1917 that the Bolsheviks succeedad
in selzing control of the goviets.

The question of the soviet and the Bolshevik attitude to it
again came to the fore inm March, 1917, when the bread riots in §%.
Petersburg sparked the revolution which finally overthrew the Romanov

dymasty., The State Duma, which had been the advisory puppet legis-

lature under the Tsarist regime, was challenged at an early stage in
the revolution by the creation of the Soviet of Workers' and Soldierst'
Deputies with its headguarters in the Tauride Palsce., Thus a sort of
dual government was created, a dusl power, with the Duma being con-
trolled by the Constitutional Democrsts but with the sympathy and supp-
ort of the nasses amwed‘ in the mrﬁ left wing body, the soviets.

It was at this point that, for obvicus tactical reasons, Lenin
began to regard the soviets as the vehicle by which the proletarian
revolution® and the Bolshevik sssuuption of power could be achieved,

8 Lenin's view thet in Russia the bourgeois revolution could

pass over immediately to the proletarian rewolution, or at least
a yevolution and post-revolutionary government dominated by the pro-

‘letariat, is not too dissimiler from Troteky's concept of permsnent
revolution, Strong hints as to the possibility of th- mpﬂm: ef ms

mam had alroad;y been sim by}‘.azzin in his Tweo

partienlarly Ghaptsr vz af tha .



74

In The April Theses, which he presented to the Party immedlately upon
his arrival in 3t. Petersburg in April, 19817, Lenin was at.pains to
emphasise the role of the soviets and to assert thelr conformity with
the historieal demsnds of Marxiet doctrine by drawing attention to
their similarity to the Paris Gﬁmﬁﬁnds

Bat rewolutionary epochs, beginning with the end of the nine-
teenth century, bring to the fore the highest type of demo-
- eratic state, the kind of state which, in certain respects,
to quote Engels, cesses t0 be a state,'is no state in the
proper sense of the word.' This is the state of the type of
the Paris Commune, a state replacing the stending army and
the police by a direct arming of the people Litselfs « » »
This is the iype of state which the Russisn Revolution began
to create in the years 1905 and 1917. A Republic of Soviets
of Workers' and Soldiers', Peasants', etc., Deputies, united
in an all-Russisn Constituent Assembly of the people's represente
atives, or in a Soviet of Soviets, etcey « « « (Will be set up)
- upon the initiative of millions of people who, of fhelr om
accord, are creating a demogragy in their own way,

As a result of the acceptance of The the Bole~

L i d A

shevik Conference of April, 1917, adopted the slogan "All Powsr o the
Soviets®, and Lenin continued to assert and emphasise that the soviets
were the Russian form of the proletarian dictatorship and to reject
Ksutsky's theses that the soviets could not mature from a class o a

State organisation,

From the point of view of practical pelicies, the idea that

the Soviets are necessary . . » but must not be transformed
inte state organisations is infinitely more absurd than from
the theoretiecal point of view . . . am organisation like the
Soviets, which embraces &ll workers, all industries, all the
soldiers, and all the tolling and poorest sections of the rural
populstion - such an organisation in the course of the
struggle, by the simple loglc of attack and defence, auto-

Te Ve 1e MR; 189 Las8s O L tas
(London: Martin Lawrence, 1932), p. 1&.
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matically has to raise the cuestion of power point blank. 8

In May, 1917, lenin wrote “An Open Letter to the Delegates of
the All-Russian Soviets of Peasant Deputies®, in which he proclaimed
that "We aim at a republiec in which the whole power of the state, from
top to bottom, belongs exelusively and entirely to the Soviets of Worke
ers', Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies."’

Again, in the draft of an article on the Soviets of Workers',
Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies, written in June, 1917, we find Lenin's
assertation that the Bolsheviks "hold that the unique institution known
as the Soviets of Workers', Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies is the
nearest approach to an allepeople's organ for the expression of the will
of the majority of the people, a revolutionary pralourht.*w

Finally, one might be permitted to quote from Soldatskays
Pravda of May 16, 1917, which reported on the rapidly growing power of
the Soviets as follows:

In a whole series of provincial localities the revolution

progresses by the proletariat and the peasantry organising

on their own initiative into Soviets. . . « This growth, in

scope and intensity, of the revolution in the provinces marks,

on the one hand, the growth of the movement towards giving over
- all power to the Soviets and towards control by the workers and
peasants themselves over production; on the other hand, it

marks the preparation, on an all~Russian scale, of forces for
the second stage of the revolution which must give all state

8. V. I. lenin, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade
Kautsky, p. Ll
9 Quoted in Lenin: Collected Works, Vol. XX, Book II, p. 59.

10. mﬂ‘ﬂd Ibh!., Pe 2h’a
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power inte the hands of the Sovists or other organs expressing
directly the will of the majority of the people,dt

Although the fallure of the "July days® produced a general
disillusionment within the Bolshevik ranks concerning the potential of
the soviets, Lenin continued to cling to his theory thst the control
of the soviets would lead to the control of the revolution, and it was
the subsequent Bolshevik selzure of maﬁ@r&hﬁaa in the Petrograd and
Moscow soviets that paved the way for the suecessful Bolshewik goup
in @ﬁt&buf. fHaving recelved a majority in the Soviet of Workers' and
Soldiers' Deputies in both capitals, the Bolsheviks can and must take
gtate power in their owm &aﬁd&ﬁ;iﬂ wrote Lenin from his temporary ex-
ile in Pinland, and, in October, State power passed into the hands of
the Bolsheviks, "

The boneymoon of the Beolsheviks and the soviets ended, of
eourse, almost as soon sz it began, for it invoelved a basic clash be-
tween the concept of mass participation in the aﬁminiétrat&an of the
State, and the Leninist concept of the Party ss the controlling element
of the revolution and of the dictatorship of the proletoriats We will
note many attempte by Lenin to provide room in the new State structure
for both elements, attempis which were doowed to fullure owing to the
incompatibility of popular government and elite control of the States
ﬂ The solution of this problem, however, slthough decided actu-
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ally iﬁ favour of the Party, was never allowed to reduce, theoretically,
the importance of the soviets as ap experiement in nass democracy.

By thé termg of the first Russien Constitution of 1918, "Soverelg nty in
the Russlan state . . . lies in the local soviets,w "

In thig Qonstitution, the first paragraph of which declares
that¥Russia is a Republie of Hoviets of Workers', Soldiers' and Pease
ants' Deputies®, the basic framework &f‘gavarﬁmant founded on the

gystem of soviets was to be what Lenin termed "a higher type of democrabe

ic institution", vreplacing the hourgeois perliementary structure. By
the terms of the Constitution, all those who worked elected delegates to
the local soviets. These local soviels chose executive commitises and
gent delegates to assemblies for larger areas. At the top of thie

yyranidal structure was the All-Rmssisn Congress of Soviets which

gontained about 1400 members and met twice a yesr, Between itﬂ-maa%m'
ings, power was exerclsed by the exscutive commitiee elected by it.

It is important to realise that the soviets, in Communist
theory, represehted a radical departure from "bourgeole parlismente
arianism® in at least one lmportani rsspect. Basing his position on
& that ®it{ should have been not a

. Warth appraissl of the Parie Commun
parliaementary, but a working institution - legislating and executing
 stetues at one and the sanme tim@§* Lenin insisted thaty in the dictat-
- orghip of the proletariat, the division of powers must disappear and

the soviets must sct as the legislative, executive and

Re Go Getell, "The Russian Soviet Constitutdc ";ﬁ%@
Bl a b ; j | : \., oy ","f’. Revigs ; : Pay Cilm ' 4 »




judicial bodies in the State. As Vyshinsky remarks, "The specific
peauliarity of the state of the Soviets is that here is no contrasting
of the legislative body with the enitire mass of the population immede
iately participating in stote government and in building up the sta’smm‘

The pyramidal structure of the soviets as legally established
in the Constitiution of 1918 was complicated when the Constitution of
1923 established a federal system in the U.S,8.Ks This Constitution,
in effect, consolidated the alliance betwesn the BeS.FuSslly and the
Ukraine of 1920, and between the HeS.FuleRe, the Trans-Cauncasian, and
the White Russian Republics of 1922, Under the terms of the Constite
ution, the apex of the organisation of soviets became the All-Union
Qongress of Soviets, with its‘pmenids.m, the Central Executive Comm-
ittee. Reflecting the origin of the soviets, as factory workers' ore
ganisations, 1t should be noted that their structure at this time was
based on production or functionsl rather than territorisl units,

The Stalin Constitution of 1988 effected important changes in
the structure crested under the first federsl constitution, The re=
presentation on the primary organs of the soviet system wss changed
from a functional %o a territorial basis. The All-Union Congress
became the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S54Re, comprising two chambers,
the Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities, All soviets
bslow that level were unlcameral and comprised only a Soviet of the
fndivideal Republie of the Soviet Union, Suffrage became direct and
secret as opposed to the "show of hands® previously in force, as well

as universal and equal. Moreover, the executive, or Prassidium, of

14. A+ Vyshinsky, Mﬁ’ Pe T84
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the Supreme Soviet, does not enjoy, between meetings, the same powers
as did the Central Executive Committee before 1936.

At the base of this massive pyramid are the workers and pease
ants electing representatives to soviets of villages, towns, districts,
cities, etc,. At the top of the structure, and also directly elec
ted, ;s the Supreme Soviet, the "supreme organ of state power®™ in the
U.8.5,.R.

The Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities
have about 700 members each voting on a simple majority, and, when in
Joint session, are constituticnally capable of amending the Constitution of
the U,5.5.R. by a two-thirds majority in each chamber. The Supreme
Soviet elects not only its own Praesidium (composed, until recently, of
33 members), but also the Council of Ministers and the Supreme Court,
both of which are answerable to it. Thus, theoretically, the Supreme
Soviet is indeed constitutionally designed as the supreme State organ
in the U.S.S.R., and enjoys control over all legislative, executive
and judicial powara.15

That its predecessor, the All-Union Congress of Soviets, was
originally and genuinely intended as an active executive as well as a
legislative body is evidenced by the faet that in 1917 and 1918 the
Congress was convocable on a threeemonthly basis. This was changed
to a yearly basis in 1921 and, in 1927, to a two-yearly bggis. After

15. See Appendix B for a diagramatic presentation of the structure
of the soviets.



1931, the Congress was not convened again until 1935.

As the convocations of the Congress decreased in frequency,
s0 their sise increased. Thus the membership rose from 649 in the first
session in 1917 to 2016 at the eighth convocation in 1936. 1In this peried,
the mantle of authority tended to pass to the Central Executive Comme
ittee. The Congresa became in effect a platform from which the Party
delivered decisions for "rubber-stamp® ratifiahtion, thmvpausiva aude-
ience of popular representatives approving the decrees of the autoce
racy. Thus, within the structure of the soviets, the Central Executive
Committee became the virtual head, enjoying the same rights, powers and
jurisdiction as the Congress, including the right to appoint or dismics
members of the Sovnarkom.

Like its parent bedy, however, the C.E.C. grew unwieldy in
sise, rising from 2L6 members in 1917 to 757 in 1935. As the mumbers
rose, the effectiveness of the C.E.C. as a decision-making body de-
clined, and inevitably the C,E.C. gave way to its own praesidium,

As we have noted, the 1936 Constitution created the Supreme
Soviet as the supreme organ of power, and this body in turn elected
its own Praesidium which, however, held a more subsidiary position
than the C.E.C. Moreover, the nineteenwthirties saw an inereasing em-
phasis being placed upon the legislative rather than the axeeuttvé role
of the Supreme Soviet.

This mighty pyramidal structure then represented what Stalin

has deseribed as comprehensive mass organisations "of the oppressed



and exploited", as "powerful instruments of the revolutionary struggle
pt the masses", as "direct organisations of the masses™, as "the embod=-
iment of thq dictatorship of the proletariat.“16

The soviets were thus the instruments pf mass participation
in, and mass control of, the govermment. ‘Eleative in nature at all
levels of society from the rural commune to the Supreme Soviet, they
were intended as checks upon the administration and as policye-makers
for the administration,l? Lenin, as we have seen,18 had gome to
great lengths to emphasise the nature of the soviets, and Stalin also
described at length this new form of State organisation, %"The Soviet
power is the unification and transformation of the local Soviets to
constitute a general State organiaétion of the proletariat as the
vanguard of the oppressed and a:ploi;gd masses and as the ruling class.
This united State organisation is the Soviet Republic,"l?

Stalin goes on to assert that while classes exist,

e « o the Soviet power is the most comprehensive and the most

democratic . . . the most international of all State organisa-

tions that are possible in a class society . . . in virtue of

its structure, it facilitates the guidance of the oppressed

and exploited masses by their vanguard, the proletariat . . .

in uniting legislative and executive authority in a single
organ . « «» the Soviet power established direct ties between

16. J. V. Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, in Lenimism (London: ...
Modern Books, 1938), VeI, I, p. 110.

17. For general accounts of the system of soviets, see R. M, Fainsod,
How Russia is Ruled, Chapter II, S. N. Harper and J. Thompson, The
Tovermment of the Soviet Union, Chapter VII, and V. Karpinsky, op. cit.,

18, ' Above, Chapter III, p. 71.
19. J. Y. stllm, 93: Qitol « 119,
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the workers on the one hand, and the administrative apparatus on

the other « + « is able to withdraw the army {rom the bourge
eols command . . + i8 able to pave they way for the gradual
dying out of the state ., . » i3 the long sought and at length
discovered yaiitiaal form ﬁithia mhm&g framevork §Eﬁ complete
triumph of socialism will uwitimetely be realised.
From the exemple of the Paris Commune of 1871, the Marxist
‘varsion of the diotatorship of the proletariat bas been transplanted to
the Russian scene in the form of the soviet: It is interesting
note that, in the course of an interview which Stalin granted to the
first American Labour Delegation in September, 1827, he sscribed to
Lenin, as one of his contributions to Marxism, "the discovery of the
goviet form of government as the State form of the dietatorship of the
prwletari&t"al From the earliest days of the Soviet regime to the
1938 Constitution the pri&aey'af the soviet, as a legislstive and exe
-exutive body, was emphatically agserted., There would sccordingly appe
‘ear o have existed an unbroken chain of development, from Makx to the
 present day, of the concept of popular government in the transitory
atage between the revolution and full communism.
Yet it =ould be illusory to assume that such coanditions as

are deseribed in the 1936 Constitution refleet the real situation in

the Soviet Union, and reference has slready been made to the fact that

the close allisnce of the Bolsheviks and the soviets could not and
. 344 not long survive the revolution of 1917.°2 T4 should be stated

2 See above, Chapter III, pe T6.



now that the aﬁmﬂnﬁm of the soviets occurred basicslly bscause
of the Leninist concept of the Party. Por, if Lenin discovered the
soviets as u form of government, be also discovered something elsey
namaly, the concept of the Party, which conflicted viclently with the
conoept of the soviets, and this econflict posed o serious problem to

uniat theoreticians, Although we shall desl with the concept of
the Party more fully in the next chapler, it m&y be noted here that
the Party as Lenin sow 1% was & amall dedicated minerlty which would
lead the proletariat through the revolutdon, mstaliise its desires,
and think and set for it at & political level; in brief, it would
‘serve as its vanguard,

A8 we have noted, > Lenin saw in the soviets not only & form
- of transitionsal government, but olso a vehicle by which the Bolsheviks
sould obtain control of the masses sud sweep inte power with them. The
covollary of this was that the alliance conld last only as long a3 the
soviets represented the most rewolutionary wing of the popular revolt,
and only as laﬁg as they were successful. Lenin thus described the
evolution of power after the overthrow of Tsurdom as lnvolving, firet,
& division of powey betwesen the Provisional government and the soviets -
the revolution being still in its bourgeols form - and, second, the
agsumption of power by the proleteriaty; the revolution reaching now the
stage of the dietatorship of the proletariat,
April Theses we [ind Lenin emphasising {or almost rate
fonalising) this approach:

. T



The peculiar feature of the present situstion in Russia is
that 4t is a transition from the first stage of the ReWole
ution, which, owing to the faet that the proletariat was not
sufficlently class consciouns and organised, gave power fo the
bourgeoisie, te the second stage, wileh should transfer g&a%r
to the proletariat and the poor sections of the peasantyy.
In the early phase of the revolution of 1817, as in the case
of that of 1905, the soviets were dominated by the Menshevik faction
of the Soclal Democrats and to » lesser extent by the Soclal Revolue
tdonaries. It is extremely lmportant to note this facl because neithey
of these groups could accept the thesis thad, in the current state of
the development of Russia, the rewolution could be anything wore than
& bauémis revolution ‘hich would be followed by a proleturisn revoe
lution only after a considersble period of conselidation and of mature
ing of production relations on the pattern established by "scientiiic®
 soclslism, In this theoretiocsl context, the Mensheviks could envisage
~ the gﬁalatn.riut, in the 'soviatxa; carrying ocut only & supporting role
in the bourgeois revolution, ory at nost, carrying through the revolution
tn behalf of the bourgeoisles Consequently, the soviets, prior to the
end of July, 1917, did not play a vital role in the dictation of State
poliey, What is even more important is that the soviets, by thelr
bomparative inactivity, in many respects tacitly accepted the
peliey of the Kmieta in the Duma regarding she continuation of the war,
Kerensky was typleal of the "moderate? socialists who not only scospe
‘md this poliey bu}‘. actually helped to curry it out in the Provisionsl

S

24 This is & passage “m the sscond of the theses presented hy
Lenin to the Csucus of the Bolshevik members of the All-Russian Cone
farence of the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputles on April 17,
@91?0 See W’ Vol. XX, Book I, pe 97.



Governments The fallure of the "July days® was mainly attributable
t this passivity of the sovieis, and the result was a tegporary abande
onment by the B

Asheviks of thelr slogan, "All Power to the Sovlietoe",

which they bad sdopted in April. This abandenment would last, of

gourse, only until the control of the 'aa%i@ta eonld be selzed by the
Bolaheviks,

Thus, in July, 18217, Lenin wrotes

Soviets cen and must sake thelr sppesrance in that new revoe

lution, but not the present sovists, . . . Even then we shall

advocate the orgasnisation of the santire state according to the

soviet pattern, that iz true. I am not discussing soviets in

general but am talking sbout the struggle sgainst the present

a@untsvmggvalat$:% and asgainst the treachery of the yresent
sovieta,

Thus the soviets were useful to the Bolsheviks only if they
moved from a moderate to the exireme left position, oecupled by the
Bolsheviks. This ashift actually occurred becauss of mass dissatise
r‘faaﬁi@m with any poliey favouring the eontinuation of the war,

By October, 1917, the Bolshevika had secured eontrol over the
Petrograd and Hoscow Joviets, and as & consequence the "proletarian®
revolution was initiated snd carried outs As welhave aaﬁmﬁ,aﬁ the
goviet structure was then constltutionally recognised, but the tacte
ieal uneed for the alliance of ﬁh@<&$¥$ﬁﬁﬁ and the Bolsheviks had by
then substantially disappeared, snd the inhersnt contradiction between
tihe concepis of the Party snd of the sovists wes forced into the open by

the imperatives of power politics.

25 Ve I. Lenin, "On Slogaus?,op. git.,XXI, 55,
26 Above, Chapter ITX, ps 77 “
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By April, 1918, the lLeft Opposition within the Communist Pariy
was voicing complaints against the Party interference with the local
soviets, As an American observer, Moore, puts it, "At this time all
ideas about the soviets as a new social invention sensitive to the
will of the masses were pushed rudely into the backgroum."”

In this connection it might be noted that one of the prineipal
slogans of the Kronstadt mutineers in 1921 was: "Soviets without Comme
unists®, and that only the outbreak of this revolt, which rallied all
the dissident elements in the Bolshevik Party behind the leadership in
defence of the revolution, saved Lenin from a serious revelt over this
issue,

The Bighth Party Congress, held in March, 1919, had tried to
arrive at some formal definition of the realtions between the Soviets
and the Communist Party, and had proclaimeds

The Communist Party seeks especially the realisation of its

program by its . . . complete dominance in the contemporary

state organisations - the soviets o + ¢ the R.C.P., must conquer
for itself undivided political dominance in the soviets and
actual control over all their work , . « The Party should

;ﬂmﬂ:::x.gg guide the activity of the soviets, not to supp-

In spite of this final qualification, it is difficult to avoid
the conclusion that Ienin aimed at a supremacy in and over the soviets
which, bearing in mind Lord Acton's dictum on power, could easily lead

to a complete undermining of the constitutional position of the soviets.

27. B. Moore, Soviet Politics: The Dilemma of Power (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1950), P. 127.
28, Quoted in L. Schapiro, The Origin of Communist Aut

phase,

Political osition in the Sovie® ¢
{Tondons and Bons, 1956), Ps 10k
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Lenin's reversal of his "anarcho-syndicalisti" phsse, and his growing
impatience with democratic progesses at such & criticel juncture, P
isted in the process of strangulation of freedom of dlscussion within
the soviebs, By the same token these factors resuited in the transe
. ferring of decision making from the Congress of Soviets to the Party
hierarchy. In spite of this obvious process both Lanin snd Stalin
‘gontinued to stress the luportance of the soviets. In 1928, for ine
stance, we {ind Stalin mi%@mﬁng that "The Party « » « leads the
Soviets » « + but it cannot and shonld not Wp’;&m m,*

If the Party did not m}ﬁl&wyt.hs asoviets, its mmﬁ of sooome
plishing their eclipse was more effsctive, This wethod took the form
of the elimination of all opposition parties within ths soviets, snd
indeed in Russia ms s whole, and of the filling of most of the importe
ant posts in the Soviet hiervarchy w=ith the lesding members of the Comu-
unlst Party. ‘

The eclipse of the soviets begen in the perlod of "War Comm
uniem®, when the strain of war and economie stagnation virtually imposed
upon the Communists the choice between dictatorship and abiication from
powers For instance, Trotsky's asbolition of Soldisrs' Councils within
't-he Red Army, together with the introductlon of compulsory amilitery
service, re-~introduced. the tradition of & professionul army and made a
wockery of the Horxist concept of the srmed masses. As Rosenberg rew

The creation of the Red Mmy was & vital neceasity for Russis

in those days. Hevertheless, it marked the first definlte and

decisive breach with ihe Soviet system « . » 48 early a3

e : - Aot : e w

st Quoted in n.ﬁ mfe, ap gites pe 132,




1818 the leocal Soviet# in places vhere detachments of the Red

Arny were garrisoned . . . could het interfere in any way

with the dispositions of the regimental commanders. This

meant tha.?ueogatruet&mn Qf -y 1mpa?%anysgart of the edifice

of the suthoritarian middle-class State,

Rosenberg procseds to comment on the considerable opposition
aroused in Rusala agailnsi the oreation of the Red Army, and quotes
Trotaky, ons of the founders of ihe Red Army, as upbraiding the Left
®ing Soelal Revolutionaries and Anarchists for thelr "reactionary fedw
eralist doctrines®, Rosemberg's couclusion is that *Ever since 1918 it
~was evident that govermmeat by Soviets had become an illusion in Russia.
‘s s o o Thls extremely complicated system is in reality only a clesk
for the dictatorship of the Bolshevik PMWJ&

The daniﬁ#tion of the soviets by the Communist Party was facile
itated by the provisions of the Constitution of 1818, such as voting by
show of hands, and other clauses which a power hungry exscutive could
 obviously use to adventage. Paragrapn 28, for example, stuted that
- #7p gafeguerd the interests of the working class as a vhole the ReS.F.S.Re
Mgs to individuals and groups rights vhich they may use to the det-
‘rmmt of socialist revolution.® Horeover, an'electoral commission
o was provided for with power to refuse the exercise of the vote, and
~ elections of candidates could be annulled, Obvicusly, these consti~- .

. tutdonal provisions presented the opportunity for comsiderable abuse,.
 Behapiro offers evidence that the opportunity was teksn in fall measure

~ and in this comnection he quotes from the Menshevik address to the

—— ——" o ——

80, As Rosenberg, A Hiszto iam (London:Oxford Univere

sity Press, 1934), p.
g4 51‘ Ib‘ﬂ*, Pe 1210 4




Moscow Soviet in March, 19203
We say nothing of the innumerable instances of direct acts
of violence against the will of the electors, terrorisation,
pressure, and other abuses, which took place in the electoral
campaign. But it is impossible to be silent about the shocks
ing inequality of electoral rights conceded to different cate-
egories of workers. Unheard of privileges are conferred on
the higher organisations as are in communist hands , « «
Constituency boundaries are manipulated at will . . « Twenty
four hour limits for the nomination of candidates play straight
into the hands of the party which enjoys the monopoly of the
means of communication . « « Who can affirm, in such condie
tions, that the results of the election can with any degree of
acouracy represent the real will and feeling of the workers3e
After November, 1917, of course, only one opposition party, the
Mensheviks, had any legal existence, and delegates of such groups as the
Socialist Revolutionaries and the Anarchists were allowed only a consule
tative veice in the Congress of Sovists. The Mensheviks themselves had
been subjected to violent attacks immediately after the Revolution, and
State trials of some of the Mensheviks were held in 1920 and 1921 in a
desperate atiempt to reduce their influence in the soviets and Trade-
Unions by branding them as counter-revolutionaries. However, Menshevik
strength amongst the proletariat and in the soviets contimued to be great
and there is little doubt that, by 1921, a strong wave of public opinion
was flowing against the Communists., It was only after the violent and
arbitrary destruction of Menshevik sources of power in the Trade-lnions
and by flagrant abuse of electoral laws, culminating in 1921 in mass arre
ests, that the Communists succeeded in reducing Menshevik opposition te
impotency. Lenin, the champion of proletarian freedom, proclaimed at

that time that "We shall keep the Mensheviks and the Social Revolution=

32, qQuoted in L. Schapiro, op. eit., pe 177.



arles in priaon.*as

It was left o Maria Spiridonova, the illusirious foe of Tsar-
ist antocracy and a leading member of the Soclalist Revolutionaries, %o
pen, in her "Open Letter to the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party®,
the wost vivid indictment of the Bolshevik betrayal of the basie prineciples
of the soviets, an indictment all the more dramatic because Spiridonovs
was at the time herself a prisoner in Bolshevik handss

The destruction of our Psrty signals the destruction of the

Boviet revolution, . « » It was truly a revolution of the

working people, and Soviet power was drawn {rom their depths.

Provinelal and district Soviets were elected spontansously.

s « » But your policy has turned out to be utter deceit of

the working people « . . « With your gynical attitude to

the Soviets; with your high-handed disbanding of Congresses

and Soviets and the unpunished arrogsnce of Bolshevik agents,
you are the true mutineers against the Boviet po-or.5‘

All non-Communist groups within the soviets were thus reduced
to impotence by the application of terror, whilst within the Party, as
we shall see, the Left and Workers' Oppositions vere eliminated in the
name of Party unity., By the time of Lenint's death the soviets had
become & cypher, masking the power of the Communist Party, and the
atrophy of thie instrument of mass demoeracy continued under the rels
entless pressure of the Stalinist autoeracy operating through the bur-
esucragy of the Party. The Constitution of 1838, in declaring the
Supreme Soviet to be "the highest orgsn of State power in the UsSeSeRe",

88, thﬁd‘m.p ps 208

% WM 11& I«iﬂ.‘ $mmg" :ii A ’”;,) ¥ Y: “ a Ra
{New York: Rinehbart, 1953), pp. 245, 24(




was thus perpetuating a fiction und was aseribing to the soviets a
powsr which its "pabber-stamp® function openly belled, Democragy fyom
balow, operating from and through the soviets, had diseppeared by
1988, and the dynemie of the sovist structure had reversed its direg-
$on.

Originally, of course, the sovlet had been regarded us the
embodiment of the dletatorship of ithe proletariat, sniorganisstion
which would facilitate mass control of govermment by providing for

‘masa particlpation in decision making end by reflecting the social dese
ima of the proletariat and the Wh’n

In actuality, however, as aj result of Party control, the posse

ibility for expression of political opinions was soon stultified, wnd
inereaaingly the soviets becmve s platform for the enunclation snd
vatification of Party politica. Thus

tant political or organisational question is deeided by our Soviet and
otier mags organisations without gulding directions from the P&rﬁys&

In fact, therefore, instead of political control being exerted
upwards through the soviet system, policy decisions were directed downe
werds from the Party through the soviets. In this way the soviet system
became, on the one hand, sn insirument for the popularisation snd dissemw
~ ination of pollcies, and, on the other hand, a means of guaging "m0 a8t -
essing, as far as possible, the mmm and mmﬁ of popular reaction
%o Party measures.

<o

55, Quoted in Hoore, w;, pe 131,
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nioation are controlled

In a State in which all means of comm
by the administration, the sbility of the foreign observer to gauge
popular reactlon %o any policy is very limited. Nodern totalitearisn
methods make 1t simple to loocalise and suppress any active expression
of discontent and tho seme methods render suspecit any deductions dramm
directly from election results,

4% bas already been indicated,>® the slectoral system detailed
in the Constitution of 1918 provided opportunities, which were taken,
for conslderable sbuse, It also ensured a disproportionate represent~
ation in the soviets for the proletariamt, Thus, originally, the Alle
Russizn Congress of Soviets was composed of one representative for
 every 25,000 urban voters and one representative for every 125,000
- rural vobers, Worveover, these reprosentatives, or deputies, were elected
anly indirectly, thus making for a limitation of popular control which
was inereased by the practice of co-option,

By the terms of the Conptitution of 1988, the Soviet of the
‘Eﬁim was to conasist of deputies chosen from districts of 500,000
population each, whilst the Soviet of Hationolities consisted of 28
deputies for each Union Republic, 11 for each Autonomous Republic, 5
for each Autonomois Reglon, and 1 for each Natlonal Regions The vote
was no longer denied on the basls of class, and, ss slready noted,

- R—

36 See above, Chaplter III, p. &8,



guffrage becane mmwn},, direet, equal and ammt.m
Theae provisions formed an admirably democratic basis for the

Boviet system, and the results af‘ the first election held on December
12th, 19387,under this new system, could be nothing but gratifying teo
the Soviet leaders. In this electlon, ninety-six per cent of the
slectorate voted, and ninety-eight per cent of the wotes cast were in
fabour of the "Bloc of Party and Non-Party Pea;ale."m

| This voting pattern was continued in the elections of 1946 snd
- 1964 when "pro-government® element’ of the wotes cast totalled appe
roximately ninety-nine per cent in each case. Although, since there is
no official opposition in the U.S.0sHey 4% is not possible to produce
Srrefatehds evidende of the lesh of weildtiy of thess slbetica statistiess
the recurring, overvhelming, electoral approvile of the Soviet system and
policies by theilr very unsnimity tend to cast reausonable doubt upon the
obvioua conclusions to ve drawm from thems This doubt generslly does
not relate to the arithmetical asccuracy of the returning officers.
Rather it concerns the selection of candidates :nd the nature of the
slectioneering, The control of the Party at all levels is such that
there is little, if any, chance of any mliticauy macceptable candldate

37, These detalls are dramn from F. Le Schuman, Russis Since 1917,
Pps 215+218, A diagrammetic statement of the elegtoral ba:
ed by the 1936 Constitution, is presented in Appendix QY.

38, M. Falnsod, op. git., p. 288,
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nominated or even advanced for nomination. Secondly, owing to total
gentrol of the media of communication, the electorate is submitted
to tremendous pre-election propaganda in favour of the selected cane-
didates.
In short, while the electlon results acclaimed so enthusiaste
dcally in the U.3.5.R. may be significant in that they reflect a
general approval of the regime, the methods of obtaining these results
are such that they do not invalidate the argument that the soviets
exert little, if any, "grass-roots" pressure on the Soviet leadership,
Thus, the direction of control had, in the U,S.5.R., been
completely reversed from that envisaged in and before 1917, and from
that proclaimed in the "Stalin" Constitution. Instead of holding
"supreme power®, the Supreme Soviet is in a secondary position to the
Party leadership.
Stalin desecribed the Soviets as one of the "belts" and
#levers" of the diectatorship of the proletariat which links up the
Party as the "workers' vanguard" with the masses, He wroteg
with their manifold national and local ramifications taking
the form of administrative, industrial, military, cultural and
other State organisations together with a multitude of spont=
aneous mass groupings of the workers in the bodies which surre
ound these organisations and link them up with the general pope
ulation, the soviets are the mass organisations of all those
who labour in town and country. They are not Party orgenisa-
tions, but are the direct expression of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, All kinds of measures for the strengthening of
the dictatorship and for the upbuilding of Socialism are carr-
ied out by means of the soviets, Through them, the political
guidance of the peasantry is effected. The soviets unite the
labouring masses with the proletarian vanguard, . . » Lenin
identified the Soviet system with the dictatorship of the prolete

ariat, and he was right to do so, for the soviets, our soviets,
are organisations in which the masses of those who labour are
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anitedrgonnd the proletariat under the leadership of the
Party.3

This last sentence, with the exception of the reference to the
"leadership of the Party", is an acceptable statement on what the
soviets, as instruments of the dictatorship of the proletariat, should
be in the first stage of communism, according to classical Marxist
concepts. However, both Lenin and Stalin (and more particularly
lenin) appear to have found it difficult to appreciate the inconsise
teney of insisting upon the special position of the Party whilst at
the same ti&a proclaiming the independence and suthority of the soviets.
For the leninist ooneept of the Party involved the tramsfer of sovereignty,
of "State power", from the soviets to the Party, with the consequent
demise of the soviets as a dynamic el«&ani of a pﬂﬁtnwavaiutiannry socliety.
In a sentence, the soviets lost "State power" and became an ins-
trument of govermment, an arm of the administration, a medium for the
communication of power rather ihan the source of it. ‘ :

The old Marxist concept of the Paris Commune, as a form of the
dictatorship of the proletariat,and that of the saviﬁﬁs as the Russian
“form" of the Commune, became distorted % a degree of which the succe
essive soviet election results have given ample evidence. As in the
case of the Council of nini#téra, the Supreme Soviet as a source of
power has become a fiction of the Constitution of 1936, a fietion which
barely conceals the reality of the power of the Communist Party, or,
more specifically, of th& Praesidium of the Central Committee of the Party.

390 J‘ v' Stalin,. mm’ I’. PPe 30’, hao



In a few brief lines Wolfe expressed the gist of the rise,
deeline and fall of the soviet:

It wes conceived in the matrix of the Henshevik 'autonomous
local rewolutionary selfeadministrations! . ¢« » . It was
nourished by Trotsky's wnd Parvuls doeotiine of Ipermnanent reve
olution' s + ¢ ¢« In 1817 1t was to matuPe « « « into Ythe org-
anised power of lhe masses themselves over their component’
parts «+ . » and the embryo of revolutionary government.! jnd
1% was o go :um decline efter 1918, in accordunce with the
Leninist fo ‘81‘; & single party that controls 2ll mass ovrge
‘mﬁ.ﬁaumm v %

It is % the "Leninist formula of & single party®, to the
 reality of power in the UsSc8els, that we must now turn our attention.



IV, THE COMMUNIST PARTY AND DEMOCBATIC CENTRALISK

And the most active and politically-conseious citisens in
the ranks of the working class, working peasants and working intelli=
gentsia volountarily unite in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
which is the vanguard of the working people in their struggle to build
communist society and is the leading core of all organisations of the
mkingi > gggpla, both public and state. = The Constitution of the U.8,5.R.,
Artic] e

One of the central tenets of Harxism is ﬁhe concept of the
spontaneity of the proletarian revolution. This tenet must in turn
be the core of any discussion of the emergence of the Bolshevik Party,
the existence of which is closely related to Lenin's modification of the
Harxist concept of spontaneity. | :

The central hypothesis of dialectic materielism is that the
thesis will generate within itself its own antithesis, the relatione
ship between these opposites will mature, and from the struggle will
emerge the synthesis, which will in turn form the thesis of the next
dialectical cycle.

In socio-zconomic and class terms this dialectic implies that
the bourgeois society of Marx's day was inevitably developing, through
the growth of capitalism, its own internal contradiction in the form
of the proletariat. This contradiction would mature by the increasing
polarisation of wealth and status until the revolution broke out spone
taneously.

97
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Resolution by revolution is, in this context, an event
which would need to occur at a precise and predictable point inm
the socio-economie development of a State. Plamenats makes this
point in the following observations

Warx had written, in the passage accepted by all Marxists

as the classic exposition of his fundamental doctrine, that
'no social order ever diseppears before all the productive
forces for which there is room in it have developed, and new,
higher relations of production never appear bhefore the conde
“itions of their existence have matured in the womb of the old
society. I

Thus the disappearance of a social order occurs at a precise
stage in the evolution of society, and the proletarian revolution which,
according to Marx and Engels, is the means by which the old, Wﬁ.&
order is overthrown, also occurs at a similarly precise stage. It might,
of course, be argued that it follows f{rom this analysis that an active
role in precipitating the proletarian revolution would result in its
premature eruption, and that the socialist must therefore adopt vire
tually a passive role. In this connection an American observer writes:

The revolution was to be the direct organised action of the
proletariat as a class - or it was not at all., Marx and Eng-
els did not recognise any other agent of the revolution nor
any ‘'substitute' for it, for substitution would signify the
immaturity of the class as such., The 'greatest productive
force is the revolutionary class itself'. The 'conquest of
political power' can only be the result of the political
movement of the working class which as a class opposes the
ruling classes. The class organises itsclf into a ‘party’,

but this party develops naturwuchsig out of the 'soil of
modern society itself's It is the self-organisation of the

1. J. Plamenatz, Cerman Marxism and Russian Communism
(Londons longmans, 1954}, p.




prolew:lat.a

Reverthaless, in spite of this counotation of spontaneity,
Horx 4id sseigs a role to the politieally conscious element M‘ma
proletariat, a role which consisted of agquainiing the proleterist
with the iron laws of the dlalectie, “of explaining the role of the
proletariat in soclal evolution, and of imbuiag the ;nmlewriat withia
 ¢glass mm&mmwa and sollidarity which would mwmﬁ it to set uwp g&

¢arry through the revolution and the smamwmm;a mﬂ:.th the ninimmm of
| exertion,

Marx and Engels balleved, with the example of the Paris Comm
wne to support them, that from here ou the liberated masses would
spontansously exercise and partdcipute in thelr owm dietatorship over
the remnants of bourgeols soclety, and would from thence advance to
Pull communloms

In Russiay this advance to communism was confidently expected
by at least three politically consclous segments of the intelligente
sia, only one of which, however, adopted the road to communism pointed

- He WMereuse, Soviet Mermisn (New Yorks Columbis University
Pross, 19568), p. 26, nis #oP provides an excellent account of the Lene
inist m«iiﬁc&t:wn of classical Marxiasm, although I sust express swphatie
disagreement with at least one of ite conclusions. This peint relates

0 the assertion that "Violence was at least not inherent in the action
of the g:mlebariat* (pf 25); VParcuse may well have drasn support from
Lenin who, in State and Revolution, expresses the opinion that violence
will *gmamny" oaw. iy o opinion on this point is that any such
conclusion throws doubt upon the deteraination of the ruling class to
paintain power and wpon the mm«m of polarisation, To accepi the
gonclusion, therefore; is to modify Marxism to the point of contradleting
itz Dundamental prineciples.
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out by Marx.

Pirst; we note the Anarchists vho believed that full commun
ism could be achleved after the rewolution, without the necessity of
regorting to temporary rapressién in the form of the dictatorship of
the proletariat.

Second, there were the Soclal Rewolutionaries, the heirs and

successors of Populism and the N va, Yolya,who believed that,

owing to the weakness of the bourgeoisie in nineteenth centuwy Russia,
the bourgeois-capitalist stage could be by-passed in Russia and that it
would be possible to proceed directly to a largely agrarian communism,
based on the Russian mir.

Finally, there was the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party,
‘& Merxist organisation which had evolved from the Emancipation of Labe
our group of 1883, The elder statesman and acknowledged leader of the
Party was G. Plekhanov, who had been almost solely responsible for ihe
introduction of Marxism to Russia and who was in fact known as the
nfather of Russian Marxisa®,.

i The views advanced by the Soclal Revolutionsries regarding the
pogsibility of by-passing capitausg enjoyed some measure of support
from "respectable" authority, for Marx and Engels themselves, in con-
aidering the special nature of the Russian situation, had accepted the
poasibility of by-pasasing capitalism and of achieving a communist soc-
iety based on the rural commune. In 1882, Marx and Engels had inclu-
ded the fouowins‘pamage in the introduction to Vera Zasulich's Rusa~

ian translation of The
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If the Russian revolution sounds the signal for a workers!'
revolution in the West, so that each becomes the complement of
the other, then the prevailing form of communal owmership of
land in mm‘:m \my gorge as the starting point for a communist

course of development, ,

This view was encouraging, since the Russian revelutionaries
thought of the revolution in Russia primarily as a starting point for
a general European revolution. The authority of Marx and Fngels for a
time, therefore, lent some weight to the Populist arguments,

In the eighteen-nineties Plekhanov sharply attacked the Fopulew
iﬁt position, and argued that by then capitalism in Russia was not a
future stage which could be escaped, but was in fact already in its
aibryanic form, and making rapid headway. Thus, the bourgeois-capite
alist stage could not be by-passed, and Plummw asserted that the
mhtarut in Russia must first assist tho bourgeoisie in achieving
the bourgeois revolution, and then work to develop its own class cone
wionsm in preparation for the maturing of socio-economic conditions
for the proletarian revolution.

The argument regarding the existence of nascent capitalism
ia was brought home sharply to the Russian intelligentsia
a8 a whole by the publication in 1898 of a significant work entitled

m Development of Capitalism in Russia. This book drew attention
%o the tremendous rapidity of the growth of capitalism in Russia in

the latter half of the nineteenth century, as well as to its author,
a rising star in the Secial~Democratic party by the name of Vliadimipr

3; Quoted in B. D. Wolfe, Three Who Made a Revolution, P« 312,
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Ilyich Ulyanov, later known under the revolutionary pseudonym of

Lenin,

The Social Democratic Party leadership in the eighteen-nineties
comprised Plekhanov, Axelrod and Vera Zasulich, while the younger ele-
ment included lenin, Martov, Potresov and Trotsky. Having disposed of
tha Populists, the Social Democrats were primarily concerned with come
bﬁ‘king the "economists® and "legal" Marxists, and necessarily paid
mh attention to the m‘&a of the Party in Russis and to ths attitude
ta be adopted mgarding ttm concept of spontaneity.

» Plekhanov insisted that the role of the Social Democrats was
te sharpen the class consciousness of the proletariat in preparation
for the coming struggle. Thus he proclaimed: ‘

| The indispensable sondition of the victory of the proletariat

is the consciousness by them of their position, of thair hi;-

torieal role, and of their social and political tasks,
' new socialists consequently consider it is their ehm, ;

to say their only, obligation to aid the growth of this con=

sciousness of the pwlatﬁmt, which they call, for short,

its class consciousness.'

It should be noted thai Plekhanov was insisting upon the active
role of the revolutionary intelligentsia in developing the class
consciousness of the proletariat, and in doing so he was injecting an
element of determinism into Marxism which might have proved unaccept-
able to Marx and Engels, in so far as it suggested that class consc-

iousness was being developed from without, and thus tended to qualify

L. Quoted in I, H, Haimson, The Russian Marxists and the Origins
of Bolshevism (Cambridges Harvard University rress, 1955)s DPe 5O
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the concept of spontaneity.

Nevertheless, Plekhanov continued to pr@élam his faith in the
inevitable development of social forces and to assert that the Party
‘eould act in a supperting role only.

The workers' strike of the early eighteen-nineties "shattered®,
as Haimson puts it, "the fine web of theory, exposing the breach between
the ignorant masses and the intellectual elite which had iﬁaaliaed
them, the gap batween the irmediate demsnds and needs of the nmms
and the ideology of the inwnig@num.“g

Yet the Social Democrats, with one or two significant except-
ions; ignored these lessons and went on believing in the imré?}i&
evolution of capitalism and the bourgeoisie, and went on dmgmw
recruiting mass support for the Party. o

One of the exceptions was Lenin, whose mentality could not
accept the purely educational role sssigned to the Party by Plekhanov.
Two of lenin's characteristics, a deep hatred for the bourgeoisie and
a driving mpatienag with "unrealistic® theorising, compelled him to
effect a serious modification of Plekhanov's Warxism regarding the
eoncept of spontaneity and of the Party. Thoese modifications were deve
‘eloped essentially in two pamphlets, wfiﬁten in 1901 and 1902 respective-
1y, and entitled, Where to Begin and What is to be Dons, the first pamph-

let being in the nature of an introduction to the latter.
In What Is to be Done, Lenin wrote: "We said that there could

5- . Ea:immn, 0P ¢1twp Pe %ov
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not yet be Social-Democratic conseciousness among the workers. This
consciousness could only be brought to them from without, The histery
of all countries shows that the working class, exclusively by its own
effort, is able to develop only trade-union uemionnneas."é
He then proceeded to denounce the Social Democrats on the

issue of spontaneity:
And so, we have become convinced that the fundanental error
thought lies in its subservience to spontaneity, and :m t’ail-
ure to understand that the spontaneity of the masses demands a
mass of consciousness from us Social-Democrats. The more sSpon-
taneously the masses rise, the more widespread the movement
becomes, so much more rapidly grows the demand for greater
conseiousness in the theoretical, political and organisational
work of Social Demoeracy.?

This insistence that the proletariat could not develop its own
political consciousness was repeated by Lenin in his One Step Forward,

Two Steps Back, when he wrote:

We are the Party of the working class., Consequently, nearly
the whole of that class . . . should work under the guidance
of our Party, should create the closest contacts with our’
Party. But we should be guilty . . . were we to believe that,
under capitalism, all or nearly all of the workers will become
class conscious and will be prepared to share the activities
of the vanguard, the socialist party. . . . We should be
deceiving ourselves and closing our eyes to the immensity of
the task . . . were we tg overlook the distinetion between the
vanguard and the masses.

Lenin, therefore, implicitly rejected the Marxist concept of

6. V. I. Lenin, What 1: to be Done, in Lenin, Collected Works,
Iv’ 11&-115.
Ts Ibid‘, Pe 13h.

8. V. I. lenin, One Step Forward, Two St.epa Back, ibid., VI., 205206,




gpontaneity by denying the abgixty’wf the proleterisl %o echieve its
politicsl ends independsntly, and amghaﬁiaﬁéiﬁa & much greater degree
the element of determinism in Marxist theory. In doing so, he ascribed
a new importance, snd 8 far more active re$$$ to the Party. Furthernove,
in the light of Russian conditions, be attempted to modify the whele
ooneapt of the Party, es then conceived in Social Democratic theory.
The Social Democrats had envisaged themselves as & democratie
Party of the masses, intent on educating snd on drawing them into the
party. Leuin, however, parily because of his atirsction towards the
idesa of conaplratorial orgunisation,; but malnly beceuse of his reslis-
ation that & mass soclalist party on the Cerman pattern could not funes
tion effectively, or even survive, in the police State of Tsarist
Russis, insisted that the Party bhe small, comprise only *full time®
revolutionaries, and that it be rigidly directed by its Central Comme

ittee., Thus he was o write in

NG Sten Forvard

Bureaucratism versus democratism, i.e., precisely centralism
versus sutocracy, such is the organiszational principle of
revolutionsry soclsl democracy as sgainst that of the oppore
tunists, The latter principle sitrives o go from below upwsrd,
and therefore defends as far as possible and wherever possible
antonomy and democrses® . . » « But the organisational principle
of revoluticnary social democracy strives to go from the top
domwards and defends ithe enlargement of the rights and plens
ary powers of the central body sgalust the parts.

Regarding, wore gpecifically, the aspplication of this centrale
48t principle to the Social Deme

eratic Party, Lenin wrotes

If we begin with a s0lid foundation of & strong organisation

9. Quoted in B. D. Wolfe, op. cite, p. 259,
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of revolutionaries, we can guarantee the stability of the
movement as a whole and carry out the aims both of social
democracy and trade unionism, If, however, we begin with a
wide workers' organisation supposed to be acceptable to the
masses, when as a matter of fact it will be acceptable to the
gendarmes ., , o we shall achieve the aims neither of social
democracy nor of trade unioniem, . . o I assert: 1) that

no movement can endure without a stable organisation of
leaders to maintain continuity; 2) that the wider the masses
drawn into the struggle . . o the more urgent the need for
such an organisation. . + » 3) that the organisation must
mostly consist of persons professionally engaged in revole
utionary activities; L) that, in an autocratic state, the
more we confine the membership to professional revolutione
aries . . « the more difficult it will be to destroy the
organisation,10

Lenin then asserted that "Only a centralised, militant organe
isation that consistently carries out a Social-Democratic policy « «
can safeguard the novenent,'ll and declareds "Give us an organe
isation of revolutionaries and we shall overturn the whole of Russia®,l12

Ienin's organisational principles, so valid for Tsarist Russia,
and already formulated by him in the publication Iskra, aroused a
storm of protests in the German and Russian Social Democratic Parties,
and were at the root of the schism which was to take place publicly
at the Social Democratic Conference in 1903 in London.

Vera Zasulich perhaps most clearly defined the new Leninist
concept of the Party, its dangerous centralist tendencies, and its
break with the traditions of socialismg

10, Ve I. lenin, What Is to be Done, in Lenin, Collected Works,
Vol. IV, Book XI, PP« m.
11. Ibid., pe 19k,

12, Ibid., p. 201.



Soclalimm 18 the first movesent in history to buse ite
entire course on the organisstion und independent action
of the sassps, The ultrs-gentrslism adwceated by Lendin

18 not something born of a positive crestive spirit but

of the negative atorile spirit of the satohwen., fHis line
of thought is cut to the control of Party sctiviiy, mt o
its fruetifying; to ite narrowing, not %o its unle

to the role of tasknaster, not of gatherer snd unifier,s”

ind agalng Rose Luxenmburg wrotas

The discipline which Lenin meang is ilmpressed upon the proe
letarist pot ouly by the fuctory, but also by the barvecks
and by modern bureaucrstism, in shorit, by the entive nechane
fam of the centralised bourgecis state . « « It is only by
bresking through snd uwprooting this slavish Mpnno that
the gmhtariat ean be educated for a new cﬂeelglim,
woluntary seif-discipline of Soelal Demoeracy.d

Trotsky, in commenting on this Leninist lomowation, m&d bie
famous propheay: "The organisation of the Party teakes the pluce of t.bc
Party an; the Contral Comnittes takes the place of the orgunisationy
ead finally the dictator talies the plase of She Centeal Comeittes,siS

In spite of the opposition of & lavge majority of the Party,
Lenin's views eventually trinmphed, but not without splitting the Ruase
Lan Soclal Demoeratic Perty. This aplit ocenrred at the London Gone
foresnes held in 1908, vhen the wording of Articis 1 of the Pariy Cone
stitution was debated. Lenin proposed that s Party mesber should be
defined as one "who recognises the Party's program and supports 1t My

18, Quoted in B. De Wolfe, 9p. oif., pPe 256, 257.
14, cuoted ibid., ppe 162, 163
15, Guoted ibid., pe 258,




material means and by personal participation in one of the Party organe
isations. This stand was opposed by Martov, who desired a more open
party. Martov won his point on the subsequent vote, but Lanin, deter-
mined to secure his end, later won a majority of one on the question
of the composition of the board of the Party publication, Iskra, He
immediately named his group the Bolsheviks, the men of the majority.

In writing of this occasion, Trotsky remarked:

In 1903 the whole point at issue was nothing more than Tenin's

desire to get Axelrod and Zasulich off the editorial board . ¢

I did not fully realise what an intense and imperious

centralism the revelutionary party would need to lead millions

in a war against the old order. « ¢ »

Discussing the importance of the schism of 1903, Wolfe notes
that lLenin opposed an amendment referring to elases consciousness by
indieating that it would give the mistaken idea that the development
of such consciousness in the proletariat was a spontaneous thing,

Wolfe observes:

This dogma, obscure as yet in its implications, was at the

very core of 'Leninism'. From it flowed an attitude towards

the working class, towards its ability to think for itself,

to learn from experience o o . towards its spontaneous movee

ments such as might take place without orders and control from

the party of socialist theoreticians and professional revole
utionaries,17

These heavy modifications of Marxism -~ the revised concept of
gpontaneity, the idea of the elite Party and the theory of democratic
centralism « formed the core of "Leninism® and became the central tene

ets of the Bolshevik Party in oppositién to the more orthodox Menshe

16, Q\lﬁtvﬂd ibido, Pe 25&0
17. Ibide, p. 239.



evik faction of the Social Democratic Party. Undoubtedly, one of
the main reasons for their forceful enunciation lay in the speecial
conditions in Russia, and it is perhaps a tribute to Lemin‘'s realism
that the organisation which he proposed, and the principle of demo-
eratic eentralism which he advocated, provided the only efficient
basis for the revolutionary struggle against Tsarism.

A% this juncture, it may be well to discuss briefly the g
principle of democratic centralism which was later to be officially
adopted as the operative prineciple of the Communist Party.

4 resolution of the Eighth Party Congress in Mareh, 1919,
declared:

The party is in a position in which the strictest centralism

and the most stringent discipline are absolute necessities.

All decisions of higher headquarters are absolutely binding

for the lower. BEvery decision must first of all be executed

and only after that an appeal to the corresponding organ is
permissible. In this sense, outright military iéseiplinn is
indispensable in the party at the present time.

A resolution of the Second Congress of the Comintern stated:
#"The main principle of democratic centralism is that of the higher cell
being elected by the lower cell, the absolute binding force of all
the directives of a higher cell subordinate to it, and the existence
of a cormanding party centre indisputable for all leaders in party life,
from one congress to another,"1?9

This attempt to strike a balance between democracy and effice

18, A. G. Meyer, lLeninism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
19&)& Pe 99. . |

19, m&dn’ De 100,
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ient executive action wes to be sorsly tried by the stress of subss-
quent political confliet, and it is regrettably indubiteble that demos
¢racy later died at the aitar of centrelism. There wasy of course, the
inevitable tendengy on the part of the hierarchy to make more and more
executive deeisions wiih less and less reference to the forum of the
Party. Elections tended tc be graduslly and exfhenaivaly replaced by
so-option and appolntwent, thus destroying democratic countrol over
the Party bierarchy. HNor wes thds purely s logical and unconscious
development of the imperatives of power, for Lenin actuelly remsrked
that the electoral principle was "gheer utopisnism , + + In view of
the conditions preveiling under Tsarliem®, and that "it would be folly
to sacrifice the luterest of the organisation for the sake of democs
rﬂﬂvw'gg

Throughout the period of 1903 to 1917, them, Lenin ewolved and
1ed & Bolshevik Party based on his ideas of organisation and on his
theory of democratic cemtralism, and l&rgoly motivated: by the demands
of the struggle agsinst a police Jtate., Morsover, during this perloed,
Lenin also developed a further modification of Harxism, a concept sime
jlar to Trotaky's theory of permenent revolution. This modification
was to affeet radically the subseguent development of the Party.

Inspired by the revoluiion of 1305, Lanin begen to see the
possibility of State power passing directly from the Tsarist asutocracy
to the proletariat. He still scknowledged that the next revelution could
not be soclalists “Marxists ave absolutely convinced of the bourgeois

20 . Popov, Outline History of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Ind edited by A. Fineberg, (Moscow, Leningrad: Co-operative Publishe
ing Society of Poreign Workers in the U.S.8.B,, 1934) 1., pp. 94, 95,
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aharacter of the revolution. st However, because the Russian bourgeoi-
sie was weak, the brunt of the struggle had to be borne by the prolete
ariat. (8o far, Plekhsnov would bave endorsed these views). But then,
Lenin argued that & revelutdonary-democratic dictatorship of the prows
letariat and the peasantyy could be established as 2 result of the reve
glution, Thus he felt that, if the proletariat and the peasaniry were
o bear the brunt of the struggle, they should not, after echieving
sucesss, stand back as Plekhanov and Mertov expected them to do, and
' allow the bourgeoisie to sssume control of the States Lenin seemed to
| think that the State could be controlled i the proletariat and the
peasantry withont necessarily lwpairing the essentizlly bourgeols nste
ure of the State.

This theory seemed to be a2t & halfe-way point betwsen classical
Marxism and Trotsky's theory of permsment revolution, and its obvious
inconsistenclies drew éﬁ%&nt&an to a problem with which the Bolsheviks
would later be faced. 41l Lenin's previous idess on spontaneity
and the rule of the Party had been based on a framework of the orthoe
dox Marxist argument thal the first revolution would be bourgeois and
thst, after & long ?@E&@ﬁ of tha growth end maturing of the proletariat,
- the proletarism revolution would take place and the m&}ﬁfity would thon
rule over the mipority. In this case; ithe Bolshevik Party would act
of the vanguard of &,maﬁarmﬁy in the State and gradually transfer power
te the elass-conseious and politically developed proletariat.

o




e
o But Lenin's new modiication, besring on the %mﬂm snd retente

%im; @i’ powsr by the proletarist In the bourgeols revolution, changed this
1des of the role of the Party. Lenin realised thét the next revolution
would require a coalition of the prolet:riat snd the pessantry,
whose ¢lass interests 4id not eoinclde. The proletoriat would thas be
& minority, and in such circumstances the dletatorsidp of the prolete
arlat snd the peasantyry could be exerciased only by the wanguard of a
class vhich was nelther politically mature nor in the majority. The
argunent is clearly s justification of a dlotatorshly by a perty, and
this, in feot, is precisely shat happened in 1917. The major resson
for the development of this last modificuation of clussiecal Harxism by
Lenin was his [irm convietion that o second revolulion was lsminent
and that State powsr could be selved by the opportunist. In keeping
with his opportunistic tendencies, he began to prepare the way for
the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks. Thus, to the cuestion posed
by Peguy in 1800, *I should like to know who will sxsrcise the dlctaw
torahip of the proletariet®, Lenin weas prepaved, in 1917, to anaswer:
the Bolshevik Party.

Precuwably the only rosson sbich Lenin could udvance for rew
garding the Bolshevik Party us the venguard of the prolstariat was
that the other left wing parties were not prepured to carry through
the revolution completely, being 2till hampered by thelr insistence
upon the bourgecis charscter of the revclution. Certadnly the Menshew
vika commanded greater support smong the proleturict than the
Bolshevike, while the Social Rewlutionaries dominated omongst the
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peassntry, In this instance,; however, we may conclude that Lenin ree
garded opportunism ag advintageous and thersfore legitimule und ®orthe

odox® .

Lenin's views on this point were dramatically publicised in The
iges of April, 1917, Fsaced with the social apd political aite

ustion in Fussia as 1t was in the spring of 1917, Lenin's peculisr
taeticnl genius indicated that the idesl opportunity for seizing power
was at hand., We heve already noted in our previous disenssion of the
soviets that the Bolsbevik wmethods of selzing power were twofold.
First, the alliance with, and conitrel over, the soviets snd the consew
auent soynisition of mase support; and, second, the formalation of o
political platform geared to the basle revolutionary demsnds of the

magses, nemely, bread, land and pence., Those methods succeeded end
the Bolsheviks emerged in Novembery 1917, as the ruling elite in
Eunssla, determined to maiotaln power by any means.

Plamensats writes on this issue as follows:

Ag early es 188% Ingels fgmumt such a turn of eventa. In a
letter to his friend Weydermeyer, he wrote: 'I have a motion
that our party, thanks to the perplexed helplessness and luxe
ness of all others, w»ill oune nice moraning be forced into gowe
sroments' It would them, he continued, forsske specific proe
letarian aims for petty bourgeois aims, since it would have %o
fight for 1ts very 1ife, At the seme time, it would have %o
wake premsiure 'communist m;mrlw.mé juaps® and would
prowptly *lose its head'. Bloody reaction and comnter~-reage
tion would follow, all to the compromise of Marxism in general.
1 cannod very sell see how it ean come otherwise. In & bacie
ward country . + » which possesses an sdvanged party . . » st
the first serious conflict and as soon as resl denger sets in,
the advanced party »ill gﬁm to power, and that i3 certainly
before its normal time.!

22, J+ Plamenats, W pe 161
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Marcuse writeay

The construction of the Lenimist party (or party leadersiip)

as the real representative of the proletariast could not bridge

the gap between the new strategy snd the old theovelle cone

ception, Lenint's strategy of an davent garde acknowledged in

fact what 1t denied in theory, nsmely, ihat a fundsmental

change had amrmd - in ga ohjective and subjective condie

tions for the revwoluidlon.™™ Ay

One of the first signifissnt indications of this chenge in
Bgonditions for the revolution® was the u@@m&s&m of the Constituent
Assembly, for which Stete-wide elections had been held on November 28,
1917, under a decree of the Bovnarkom of November 9, 1917. The results
of these elections were that out of a total of 707, the Bolshevik Party
elected 175 peprasentatives, whilst the Right Sociel Rewlutionaries
secured 370, the Left Soecial Rewolutionarles 40, the Wensheviks 18; and
the Kadets 18, 4s Carr indicated, this was not necessarily un overe
whelning vote of "nowconfidence” against the Bolsheviks, but it certaine
1y wes not en expression of support for thems Two days alter the
conweation of the Assenbly on January 18, 1918, the Sownarkom dissolved
it md the Bolsbevik rule was mainteined, In msking the speech proe
 posing the dissolution, Lenin sgserted that *There will be all sorts of
errors and blunderss s « « The transfer of all power to the Constituent
Assembly 1s nothing but the old poliey of fconeiliation' with the male
evolent bourgeoisiss « . « The Constituent Assembly, shich failed to
recognise the power of the peopley, is now dispersed by the will of the

. Boviet pam%@‘

2& He Earmm, w, Pe B2

e Quoted in F. L. Schuman, Pussis Since it b

I (Rew York: Alfred
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This is an interesting statement in that it provides the ruling
party wikh the capacity to distinguish between a mjoriti vote and the
 real will of the people, a most uném vehicle for the maintgnance of
powWer, |
That the dissolution of the Assembly wss not received with the
@gorious opposition that comld have been expected may have been due to
two factors, The first one was that the Right Socisl Revolutionaries,
the majority party in the assembly, were not supporters of the soviet
system of government, and therefore the Left Soclal Revolutionariess, Men-
sheviks and other left wing groups did not oppose dissolution of the
Qonstitution Assembly, in order to meintain the soviets in which they held
a strong position., The second factor was that Bolshevik power wes largely
congentrated in the urbun areas, thus enabling them to minimise the
degree of popular opposition % the dissolution.
Fhatever the reasons, the Bolsheviks maintained power and
used it to exert pressure on other parties snd to consolidate their
own position, They continmed te proclaim that they were the vanguard
of the proletariat, exercising the dictatorship of the proletariat
rather than a dictatorship of the Party.
Thus, in s diseussion al the Second Congress of the Communist
International, Lenin stateds
Tanner says that he stands for the dictatorship of the prolete
ariat but that he pictures the dictalorship of the proletariat
to be something different from what we do, iHe says that by
dlctatoraship we mean, in essence, the dictatorship of its
organised snd class-conscioug minority . . « & political
party can organise only a aminority of the class, in the same
way as ithe really class conselous workers in every capitalist
soclety comprise only s minority of all the workers. That is

why we must admlt that only this class consclous sinority can
gulde the brosd masses of the workers and lesd them, And if



Comrade Tanner says that he 1s opposed to parties, snd at the

same time is in favour of the minority representing the best

organised and most revolutlonasry workers, showing the way to

the whole of the proleteriat, then I say that there is really

no difference between va,td

The Bolshevik attemps to mainteln power were sssisted rather
then hindered by the Civil War, which served to foons the Bolshevik
Party in publie attention as the defender. of the revolution. It salso
served to minimise the opposition of other left wing parties to the
goereive and suppressive activities of the Bolsheviks, becsuse say
auch oppoaition or critisisn would immedistely be brunded ss counterw
revolutionary and would ismedislely and ruthlessly be treated ss such,
Thus the revolt of the Kronstadt sellors in March, 1921, coming at &
tisze when critisism from the Left snd from within the Party, combined
with rising popular discontemt, threatened to overthrow the regime,
served as an excuse for the suppression of eriticiem, the dissclution
of the only legal opposition, the Mensheviks, and the ending of =11
veutiges of demoorscy in Russias By this tize not only the ﬁaﬁeﬁa and
the Right Soclal Revolutionaries, but also the left wing Nevolutionary
purties, vomprising the Anarchlsts and the Left Soeial Revolutionaries,
M already ocessed to axist , aud Bolshevism relgned supreme. Wit.hm
the Party, moreover, the "Left® and "Workers'" opposition had baen
Lenin thus pmﬁd‘aa to his successors san instrument which was
~ geared in sutocracy and which would have collapsed without it. wWithin

28, fuoted in H, Kelsen, The Politlcsl Theory
(Berkeley nnd Los sngeles: University of Cs



1y
the Party democracy had disappeared and centralisa was the keynote of
the Party organisation. 7This bureasncratisation of the Party was come
pleted by Stalin who, in developing his personal sscendancy, fulfilled
Protekyts prophecy by establishing o dictatorship at the expense of
Trotaky himself and almost the eatire leading core of the Bolshevik
: revolutionaries, incliding Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Hykov and
Tonskys
smm at the same time engeged himself wigorously in the
W of demying the ehmn of dictatorshlp of the Porty and of limite
ing mm*a"admi.mima in this respect. His axgument is somewhat
involved: ‘
{a) Lenin did not regard the foruula *the &mmwm&w of
the Party' as being irreproschable and exact, for which
reason it is very rerely used in Lenin®s works « « + « (b)
On the Tew occasions that Lenin was obliged, in controversy
with opponenis, to spesk of the dictatorship of the Party,
he usually referred to the Ydictstorship of one purtyt, 1.0«
to the fact that our Porty bolds power alone, that it does
not share power with other partles. Horeover, be always made
it clear that the dictatorshlp of the Party in relation to
the working class meant the leadership of the Pariy, its
leading roles + « + . {@) Those comrades who identify, or try
to identify, the 'dietalorship' of the Party, and conseguante
ly; ‘the dictatorship of the leaders?, wiih the dictatorship
of the proletarisy sre wrong from the polnt of view of Lenine
ism . » « for they thereby viclate the conditions of &e
correct relations between the wangnard and the class.
| The Party is referred to by Stalin as “the highest fore of
‘_”@mlstaﬂan orgunisation within the working class and smong the organe
isations created by the workers®, "the vanguard of the mmng class®,
#ihe organised detachment of the mr&z&n{s nla,nsh \81;&3-,1:& gms on to

remark thst "The proleisriat needs the Party for the establishment and

28, Ju Vs Stalin, Leniniem, T, 50.
2% M&g PPe 18E-167,
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for the maintenance of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The Party
is an instrument of the dictatorship of the proletariat.“28
Within this party there is an "iron discipline" necessary to
the fulfilment of its rele, an iron discipline which could brook no
thought of opposition. In this comnection Stalin writes:
The origin of all factionebuilding within the Party is oppor-
tunism, . . o If we are to wage successful warfare against
imperialism we needs must clear all such persons out of the
Party and must conduct a ruthless fight against them,
The assumption that such persons can be won over by moral
suasion within the Party, within the framework of one and the
same Party, is an unsound and dangerous theory. It is a theory
which dooms the Party to paralysis and chronie illness, threate
ens to hand it over bag and baggage to a policy of opportun-
ism. ... The proletarian parties must expel the oppertunist
and reformist elements. . . . The more drastic the purge,
the more likelihood is there of a strong and influential Party
arising.29
Obviously, such a statement provided ample opportunity for
branding any difference of opinion within the Party as opportunism,
and there is no evidence of any reluctance on the part of Stalin to
use this technique. To an even greater degree than was the case under
Lenin, Stalin limited freedom of discussion and emphasised centralising
tendencies; and the Stalin "era®™ was strewn with vietims of the process.
The conditions favourable to Stalin's autocracy were, however,
in existence prior to Lenin's death, and their emergence, by as early
as 1923, confirmed the worst fears of the early Russian Social Democrats,
In this respect the modifications of Marxism which had been effected

by Lenin to provide theoretical justification for the role of the

28. Ibi.d., Pe inl.
29. Ibid., pp. 173, 17h.
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Communist Party completely distorted some of the main tenets of classe
ical Mrxist political theory. If it is possible to point to any basic
reason for such serious deviations from Marxism, perhaps one might
point to the fact that the special situation of Russia demanded spec~
ial measures. But, as noted by Marx, a revolution made sense in Russia
only in the context of a revolution in Burope. In 1917 Russia was not
ready for a proletarian revolution, because the proletariat had ne_t e
vanced in numbers or maturity to a position when a truly proletarian
revolution could be achieved., OUonsequently, in the absence of such a
large and mature proletariat, the seisure and maintenance of power on
its behalf could only be premature, and completely un-Marxist. The
maintenance of power by the Bolshevike emphatically involved a change
in ends: after 1917, and more particularly after 1921, when all hopes of
European revolution faded, power became the chief end of Communist pol-
icy. Indeed, no other aspiration could logically justify Communist
actions.

Thus, in spite of all arguments to the contrary, the present
congselidation of power and the role which the Communist Party has played
in the U.8.5.R. must be regarded as completely inconsistent with tm
sentral tenots of Marxisw. 1

Article 126 of the Constitution states that the Communist Party
is "the vanguard of the working people in their strugsle to buuéam-
unist society and is the leading core of all organisations of the worke
ing people, both public and state®. ‘

In order to determine the real significance of the Communist
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Party in the Soviet system, we must consider its size, its structure,
its apparatus and its scope of influence.

In essence, the Party, up to the death of Stalin (and after-
7ards with certain modifications), had a pyramidal structure extending
throughout the Soviet Union and officially claiming to operate on the
prineiple of democratic centralism. As we have seen, this operating
prineiple provides for elections of Party leaders to ensure democratic
cbntral, although the widespread praetices of co-option and appointment
have largely subverted this principle and have led to an undue emphasis
on centralism.

The skeleton of the structure of the Communist Party emerged
in 1919 when, following the death of Sverdlov, the Eighth Party Con-
gress re-organised the Party apparatus, This Congress, the supreme
organ of the Party, directed its Central Committee to create as the
essential elements of Party machinery three bodies: the Political
Bureau (Politburo) comprising five members of the C@ntral Commitiee;
the Organisational Bureau (Orgburc), also comprising five members of
the Central Committee; and the Secretariat, headed by a General Sec-
retary. In terms of funections, the Politburo held the responsibility
for deciding all questions requiring immediate action, the Orgbure
wag charged with the direeting of all the organisational work of the
Party, and the Secretariat was accorded a subsidiary role to the other

two bodies with no specifically defimed functions,>C

30. It is worthy of note that Stalin was appointed to both

the Politburo and the Orgburo, and that, ir 1922, he also became General
Secretary. In this connection Fainsod in. How Russia is Ruled, p. 153,
writes: (cont.) '
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The growth of the Party administrative apparatus over the next
few years was a product of the rise in the Party membership, a rise
from about 40,000 in March, 1917, to about 1,500,000 in 1928. In 1922
one in every five members was engaged in full-time Party work. As the
Party apparatus grew in size and complexity, so the relative extent of
the power and influence of the Orgburo and the Secretariat grew with
it, primarily because of the responsibilities of these bodies for the
Party organiéation and the controlling of Party appointments,

As early as October, 1923, Trotsky complaineds

The bureaucratisation of the Pariy apparatus has developed

to unheard of proportions by means of the method of secrete

arial selection, There has been created a very broad strat-

um of party workers, entering into the apparatus of the

government of the party, who completely rencunce their own

party opinion, at least the open expression of it, as though

assuming that the secretarial hierarchy is the apparatus which

ereates party opinien and party decisions, Beneath this

stratum . o « there lies the broad mass of the party, before

whom every decision stands in the form of a sunmons or a

command,

This bureaucratisation of the Party was accompanied by ine
ereasing centralisation, and the Secretariat included regional bureaus

to supervise and direct regional Party activities. It was these

30,(cont ) s"The assignment of Stalin to the Orgburo was to have
momentous significance, An old committeeman of the Sverdlov stripe,
his capacities were adapted to questions of interior Party management,
Unlike some of his more intellectually scintillating associates, in
the Politburo, who spurned organisational details, he was quick to
realise the crueial importance of the Party apparatus in deciding the
issue of supromacy within the Party. The Orgburo became his first
base of operations in building his own machine,®

31. Quoted ibid., p. 155.

e
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bureaus which provided Stalin and his successors with the opportunity
to ensure that all important regional posts were held by théir adher-
ents, -

The pyramidal structure of the Party apparatus extends
broadly over the same area and in the same depth as the soviets,
With the Praesidium of the Central Committee responsible to the
all-Union Congress at its apex, the Party extends through a series
of levels from the Union Republican Party Congresses, each with
their own Central Committee and executive bureau, through the
regional, area and territorial groupings to a basic organisation which
used to be called a cell, and which is now a "primary" organisation,
to be found, e.g., in Trade Unions, factories, offices, ecollectives and
State farms. These organs strongly influence and closely monitor
all govermmental and soviet activities, They also approve and to a
large extent provide the cadres from which important govermment
posts are filled and from which nominations for the soviets are
largely obtained. Although the concept of election to Party posts
is still preserved, the practices of co-option and appointment from
the centre have largely atrophied this democratic basis of the
Party, the membership of which is carefully controlled and rigidly
limim.%

In the nineteen-twenties the apex of the Party organisation
underwent changes as a result of the struggle for power within it. In
1923, upon Stalin's recommendation, the membership of the Central Comme

32, The death of Ienin was the occasion for the first mass
admission to the Party when the Central Committee, in honour of lenin,
“proclaimed a mass admission of politically advanced workers into the
Party ranks." History of the C,P.S.U. (B.), p. 268,
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ittee was increased from 25 members and 15 alternates to LO members

and 17 alternates, and again in 1924 to 53 members and 3L alternates,
Ostensibly these increases took place in order to provide for promo=
tion of Party members and to increase the "experience content®™ of the
Central Committee, The real reason was, however, Stalin's desire to
extend his control from the Party apparatus to the highest organs of
Party power by packing the Central Committee with his own supporters.

This tripartite summit of the Party remained the same until
1952, At the Nineteenth Party Congress in 1952, however, the Polite
bure and Orgburo were abolished and replaced by a single body, the
Praesidium, which cemprised 25 members and 11 alternates, After Stal-
in's death in 1953 this was reduced to 10 members and L alternates,
Theoretically, this body is only a special organ of the Central Comme
ittee of the Party and reports to it, In reality, however, the Prae-
sidium is the most powerful body not only in the Party, but also in
the entire State structure, and it is here, rather than in the Supreme
Soviet, that "supreme power in the U,S.8.R." lies,

The membership of the Praesidium provides us with the key to
the whole structure of power in the U,8.8.R. As "chosen" by the
Nineteenth Party Congress, the Praesidium ineluded all ten of the
Central Committee Secretaries, all thirteen of the vice~chairmen of
the Council of Ministers, a former secretary of the Komsomol (the
Commmunist Party youth organisation), some regional Party leaders and
other outstanding personalities, 8ince, moreover, all these were

members of the Supreme Soviet, the concentration of power in the hands



12l

of the members of the Praesidium will be readily appreciated.

The Praesidium of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party is effectively the apex of the three pyramidal structures of the
Soviet govermment, the Party, and the Soviets. The leadership is
common to all these hierarchies; they draw their source of power and
their status from their position in the Party, and as such they
depend for their elevation on status rather than election,

The Constitution of 1936 is thus correct in describing the
Party as "the leading core of all organisations of the working people®,
Moreover, the Party is more than that, and, in assigning supreme power
to the Supreme Soviet, the Constitution fails to reflect the absolute
power of the Communist Party.

It might be advantageous at this stage to glance very briefly
at the Composition of the Party, from two aspects, namely, the class
content. and the ethnic¢ composition,

With regard to this aspect, Plamenatz has pointed out that
"lenin's ambition was to endow Russia with a strong and diseiplined
Marxist party including both intellectuals and workers, a party strong
enough to restrain the caprice of the intellectuals and give them a
sense of responsibility by binding them to the workers in common loy-
alty to a cause." 3

In the initial stages the Bolshevik Party was almost wholly
comprised of middle class intellectuals. By the beginning of 1917
the membership of the party stood at approximately 24,000, By Jan-

33' JO mmt‘, @. Git., po 223.
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vary, 1918, the membership rose to 115,000, the workers comprising
56,9 per cent of the total and the peasants 14,5 per cent. From 1918,
the numerical strength of the Party continued to rise steadily with
the exceptions of the periods 1922-1925 and 193L4-1938, the second
period being one of extensive purges designed to cure the Party of
functionalism, By 1952, the strength of the Party reached
approximately 6,000,000 members and 870,000 candidates. Although this
5till represents but a small percentage of the total population, the
figures do not take into account the Komsomol and other organisations
affiliated to the Party.

However, a cause of some concern to the Party leadership in
the nineteen-twenties was the rapidly dbclining percentage of workers
in the Party. The 56.9 per cent of 1918 shrank to 41,0 per cent in
1921 and, in spite of tremendous effort, did not again reach the 1918
percentage until 1929, This decline was primarily attributable to the
relative increase of the peasant element, and the recovery in the late
nineteen~twenties was due to a deliberate recruiting drive aimed at
the proletariat,

In terms of ethnie eontcnt,Sh in spite of many attempts by
the Party, there has been no radical change in the overwhelming pre=
dominance of Russian membership, which in 1926 comprised 72 per cent
of the total, This was high in relation to the fact that the Russians
formed only 52,91 per cent of the population of the U.S5.8.R. What is
perhaps even more significant is that the Ukraine, one of the most
nationalist and separatist of the Republies, which in 1926 numbered
21,2 per cent of the total population, had a Party membership of only

3k, The references to Party structure and contents are largely

based on Fainsod's comprehensive account of the Soviet system
How Russia is Ruled. P
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5.88 per cent in 1922 and only 11.72 per cent in 1927,

Obviously, as the trend towards industrialisation and towards
the breaking down of national barriers contimues in the U.S.8.R., one
might reasonably expect that the content of the Party will change quite
rapidly in favour of industrial and non-Russian elements,

Whatever the changes in composition, ethnic content and Struce
ture, there is little doubt that the Communist Party will continue as
the source of supreme power in the U,S.8.R., and will exercise for
some time to come a rigid dictatorship, in the face of growing pressure
from a restless intelligentsia and a relatively highly educated
proletariat. Small in pumber relative to the over-all population, but
holding all the key p@ats at all levels of the soviets and the State
administration, monitoring all social and politieal activities,
drawing trained cadres from the Komsomol, and obeying without question
the dictates of its Praesidium, the Party has evolved into a highly
centralised organisation which provides the only road to power, by
which a1l commands of the leadership are disseminated, and from which
all State power emanates,

In spite of such techniques as self-criticism, the element
of demoecracy in the Party is not and will not be significant until
demoeratic elections at the base are restored,

With regard to the scope of Party activities, no subject is
immune from its control., Music, art, architecture, literature,
biology, linguistics - in brief, all the branches of the arts and
sciences - have been made to conform to the demands of the proletarian
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culture as expounded by the Party. The Party lays down the principles
of foreign policy, the economic geals of the Five Year Plans, the
type and level of education, and the activities of the Trade Unions,
The Party supervises elections, approves candidates and controls
communications. The Party in the U.S5.S.R. is omnipotent, The
Bolshevik slogan of "All power to the Soviets®, echoed in the 1936
Constitution, 1s in actual fact a fagade behind which real power
has been transferred to the Party, robbing all other State organs of
vitality, |

Within the Party, the same emphasis on centralism is reflected,
and a long trail of mass purges testifies to the fate of those who
questioned the policies emanating from the Politburo and the Praesidium,

In spite of the insistence of Lenin and Stalin, the dictator-
ship of the Party, ae cpposed to the dictatorship of the proletariat as
envisaged by Marx and Plekhanov, has become a fact, and there is little
sign of any recovery of that democracy which was to have qualified and
popularised the sonecept of centralism,
| The Constitution of 1936, therefore, does not aceurately prese
ent the true relation of the Communist Party to Soviet society, but it
is both aceurate and frank when it recognises the existence of one
Party rule. This fact is theoretically justified on the grounds that,
since a party is part of, and should represent, one class, there need
be only one party to represent the interests of a single class which,
it is claimed, exists in the Soviet Union. As Stalin declareds "In
the U.,8.8.R. there is ground for one party, the Communist Party. In
the U,8.8.R. only one party can exist, the Communist Party, which
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courageously defends the interests of the workers and peasants to

the very ané".35

Schuman provides a fitting comment that can be used as a

summary of the observations advanced in this chapter:

Here the fiction of the 'dictatorship of the proletariat?
confronted the fact of rulership by & managerial elite.
Here the juridical theory of govermment by soviets, local,
regional and national, faced the practice of the mmlithie
and monopolistiec oligarchy of the Party. Within the Party
lenin's concept of ‘democratic centralism', postulating
the responsibility of the leaders to the led, gave way to
Stalin's totalitarian machine, ruthlessly exacting
obedience from the led to the leamrs. Within the leader-
ship, collective deliberations and decisions often gave 36
way, prior to Stalin's demise, to a species of Caesarism,

35,
36.

J‘ V. Miﬂ’ @o eiﬁ. p. wd
Fo. L. Schuman, op., cit., p. 218.




CONCLUSION

The prineiple applied in the U.8,8.R. 1s that of socialism,
« » « The Constitution of the U.8.8.R., Article 12,

Any eritical analysis of the political system of the U.8.5.R.
and the theory on which it is based must start from a realisation af‘th§
aampayativé naveity‘and ﬁagnitade of the Communist experiment. T¢ stress
the purges, disasters and blunders on the one hand, or the technical,
material and cultural achievements on the other, must fail to give a
halanced aceount of the development of the Soviet Union,

At the same time, univaraalxy aceceptable aritaria for success
or failure of a social and political system have not yet been evolved,
For the purpose of this t&aaik; a single criterion has been chosen which
should be acceptable to:the proponent as well as the opponent of the
Soviet system. This criterion is the closeness of the relationship bew
tween the Soviet system as defined in the Constitution of 1936 and the
prineiples of ﬁamxisn, and it has been chosen because the Communists
claim as their greatest suéuasa the ereation of a State system in cone
formity u&th‘thasa prinaipina. In the course of this thesis, we have
briefly considered the various topics in relation to a secondary eriterion,
namely, the accuracy with which the Constitution mirrors the actualities
of the U.S.S.R. :

Our analysis has indicated that £h0?o is little réia&iog,bd»
tween the Savict'atato gystem and that prognosticated by Marx an@;ﬁngw
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els, Instead of the withering away of the State, there has been
evolved in the U.3.,8.,R. a State power of unprecedented conecentration,
Instead of an "administration over things", there has been constructed
an apparatus of govermment unparalleled in ite scope and intensity of
activity., Instead of the development of democratic workers' governe
ment, democracy has atrophied and an autocratic and often ruthless
government over the governed, rather than by the governed, has been
established, Finally, there has emerged as the hard core, as the real
source of power in the State, a political party based on a concept
foreign to Marxist political theory,

It is fashionable among the critics of the Soviet Union to
attribute these developments to "Leninism", on the assumption that
Ienin's political practices had, as a matter of deliberate policy,
distorted the principles of Marxism, As we have seen, such eriticisms
are not entirely groundless, However, two factors of immense
importance helped to shape these Leninist developments, and thess
should be taken fully into account before deciding on the correctness
of this view, |

The first is that the Russion revolution of 1917 did not
spread to Burope. As we have noted, a study of Marxist theory would
indicate that Russia was the last country in Europe in which a sociale
ist revolution might be expected, and the only reason why the Social
Democrats looked forward eagerly to a Russian revolt was that they
expected it to be the springboard for a general revolution in Europe.
In actual fact, the revolution in Russia was expected tc be only a
bourgeois revolution, It was only when power was seized by the Bolshee
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viks, énd the Furopean revolutions failed to materialise, that the
Russian Communists eventually found themselves faced with the problem
of building a socialist State in a hostile capitalist world.l In
these ecircumstances the State could not wither away, but had, in fact,
to be consolidated and strengthened., The Communist error lies not in
consolidating the State, but in insisting that such a policy was
consistent with Marxist prineiples,

The second factor concerns the evolution of the highly
centralised party, a development for which no basis can be found in
Marx's writings., In this case, as has been pointed out already, it is
perhaps a tribute to lenin's realistic approach that he correctly
assessed the requirements of the struggle against the Tsarist police
State and demanded a tightly knit organisational structure to which
the Social Democratic Party as envisaged by Plekhanov, Axelrod and
Zasulich did not conform, The nature of this struggle helped to shape
the Bolshevik Party and necessitated the adoption of democratic
centralism as an operational prineiple,

What is surprising, in the light of lenint's correct assessment
of the struggle against Tsarism, is the degree of naivity which he dise
played in dealing with the problem of the administration of the State,
After his assumption of power lenin quickly realised that the simple

"bookkeeping® in which the proletariat could easily engage was a

1. It has already been noted that according to classical

Marxism there was no such problem because the idea was inconceivable,
Stalin went to great lengths to "explain" Engels on this point in
order to prove that his theory of "Socialism in one Country" was not
inconsistent with Marxism, His attempt failed. See above, Chapter II.
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highly complex operation requiring specialised administrative skills
and experience. It may be suggested that the ignorance of the revolu=
tionary intelligentsia, particularly the Bolsheviks, on this question,
wae the result of profound lack of any tradition of State service and
buregucratic management, an ignorance which led to undue expectations
regarding the possibilities offered by the machine age.

The fate of the soviets represents perhaps the most tragie
aspect of the evolution from Marxism to Stalinism. The Paris Commune
was noted by Marx as a spontaneous class organisation, and lenin and
Trotsky were correct in recognising the soviets as the Russian version
of the Commune, for the soviets displayed a genuine spontaneity and a
voluntary collaboration on a completely democratic basis. The phenome
enon of 1905 occurred again in 1917, and it seemed for a few months
that revolutionary enthusiasm could ereate a lasting organisational
structure for a mass democracy, But the dream was rudely shattered,
The demands of the civil war and the economic situation could not
wait for democratic solutions, Moreover, the Bolshevik determination
to stay in power involved the annihilation of organised political oppe
osition in the soviets and trade unions, and the soviet system was
rapidly reduced to a "loud sounding nothing® which served as an elabe
orate fagade behind which the power of the Party was developed.

By the time of lenin's death in 192l the major deviations of
Soviet Communists from Marxism were already well advanced. Democracy
was strangled, the centralist party emerged, and the foundations of a
mighty State structure were laid down,

Under Stalin these trends were merely carried to logical eone
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The State and its power were further buttressed by Stalin's

theory of "socialism in one country", the Party oligarchy developed

imto personal dictatorship, the apparatus of government increased in

size, scope and complexity, and the soviets became even more atrophied,

Schuman emfs pithily on these developments:

The structure of powser in the Soviet State was defined by its
founders in 1917 as a 'dictatorship of the proletariat's By
1928 it had become an oligarchy of the Party leaders. By 1938
its lines of arbitrary authority and fear-inspired obedience
had begun to resemble an Autocracy, albeit never legitimized,
embodied in a Veshd who was the son of a Georgian cobbler.

By 1948 and therealter, in ever greater measure until his
passing, Stalin's despotism was rigidly superimposed upon the
oligarchs and in ths fashion of its funetioning had little in
common, apart from semantic continuity, with the regime that
emerged from the October Revolution,

The reference to "semantic continuity® is worthy of note, for

it draws attention to the insistence with which the Communist leaders

have reiterated, in spite of blatant examples to the contrary, that

Marxist prineiples form the basis of Soviet policies. The absurdity
of this claim should not obscure the value to be gained from making

it.

This idea is effectively expressed by Popper:

The most likely development is, of course, that those actually
in power at the moment of victory - those of the revolutionary
leaders who have survived the struggle for power and the vare
ious purges, togeather with their staff « will form the new
ruling class of the new society, & kind of new aristoeracy or
bureaucracy; and it is most likely that they will attempt to
hide this faect. This they ean do, most conveniently, by
retaining as much as possible of the revolutionary ideclogy,
taking advantage of these sentiments instead of wasting their
time in efforts to destroy them. . . . And it seems likely
enough that they will be able to make fullest use or the reve

2,

F. L. Schuman, Russia Since 1917, p. 338. "Semantic continuity”,

of course, also has its applications : West where democratic principles
have suffered not inconsiderable distortions.
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olutionary ideology if at the same time they expleit the fear
of counter-revolutionary development. In this way, the revo-
lutionary ideology will serve them for apologetiec purposes;

as a vindication of the use they make of their power, and as
a means of stabilising it « in short, as a new 'opium of the

people!,3

Any discussion of deviations from Marxist theory as reflected
in the Soviet Constitution of 1936 must also make reference o the
characters of Lenin and Stalin, if only to appreciate the reasons
why such obvious deviations were effected by such ostensibly aggressive
adherents of Marxism. Thus, 'nt several points in our discussion, ref~
erences pertinent to this matter have been made enabling us to evolve
effective character sketches which perhaps deserve summarising and
reiterating at this point.

Axelrod once wrote of lenin as ronm: "There is no other
man who is absorbed by the revolution tmnﬁynfanr hours a day, who
has no other thoughts but the thoughts of revolution, and who, even
when he sleeps, dreams of nothing but revolution,h

This complete absorption in the revolution was combined in
lLenin with a passion for organisation, a flair for leadership, a keen
tactical sense and a daemonic energy. Sympathy with the disenfranchised
and conspiratorial technigues were characteristic of the Russian
intelligentsia, but Lenin added to them a fierce hatred of autecraecy,

sharpened on account of the execution of his brother Alexander in 1887,

T K. R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies (Iondons
Routledge and Kegan: 19L5), 11, 130.

L. Quoted in B, D. Wolfe, Three Who Made a Revolution, p. 229.
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for revolutionary activities, Although an intellectual, he could
not regard the fortheoming revolutioen with the objective detachment
of Plekhanov, and this personal embroilment led directly to an
impatience and an opportunism which produced distortions of Marxist
theory as well as suppression of democratic elements in post-
revolutionary Russia,

However, one feels that the deviations were rarely conscious,
The seisure of power by the Bolshevik Party was a plain fact, but
lenin was convinced that his party was acting on behalf of the prolete
ariat and in accordance with Marxist principles, S8imilarly, the sube
sequent suppression of the left opposition parties and of the Kronstadt
Revolt was regarded as Was&w to the preservation of the achievement
of the revolution as well as the continuation of the ragim; One gains
the impression of absolute sincerity in lenin at all times, with per-
sonal supremacy being regarded by him as a natural ingredient and by-
product of suceess rather than as a central ambition,

In Stalin's case the verdict is rendered the more difficult
by the impassivity and comparative obscurity of his character, Appeare
ing but dimly beside the burning brilliance of lenin, Trotsky, and even
Zinoviev and Kamenev, playing only a minor part in the revolution,
relegated to Party managerial operations, and enjoying only small ora-
torical skill amidst a plethora of this talent, Stalin was not looked
upon as significant, and the realisation of the extent of his power

came as a complete surprise to his contomporaries.s

Stalin is not mentioned in John Reed's famous work,
'l'on E_G%I That axook the World (New York: Klopfer, 1935). Thul, in
spite an e preface by Lenin, the book did not find favour
ill the WQ QSQR. m“ the advent of M
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But the posterevolutionary period was a period of bureau~
eratisation, and organisation was Stalin's forte, He was a man
more than willing to involve himself in mundane administration and
this facilitated his domination of the Party and State apparatuses
It was not until too late that his more "revolutionary™ colleagues
discovered that Stalin's organisational talent was coupled with
tactical adroitness and ruthless personal ambition,

Here was a man more eager to extend the power of the State,
and of the Party in the State, in accordance with the trends
‘established in Lenin's life and under the mask of revolutionary
ideology. Here was, above all, a realist, opposing Trotsky's dreams
of extending the revolution to Europe, and more intensely aware of the
realities of power polities and the need for the strengthening of the
U.8.8.R, Finally, here was a nationalist, Although a Georgian, Stalin
was far more Russian than the revolutionary Bolshevik clique which had
spent the greater part of its active career amidst the emigré flotsam
in Western Europe. It was perhaps because of this that Stalin never
really regarded the Russian revolution as merely a starting point for a
European revolution, and that he had little compunction in purging the
mass of the first generation Bolsheviks whom he had joined but never
understood,

Thus the Marxist deviations started under lenin were deepened
and extended rather than corrected during the Stalin era, while at the
same time the insistence upon the verbal adherence to the ideology was
intensified,

The 1936 Constitution was a legal, constitutional fom of the
emphasis on the myth, For it proclaimed the establishment of sociale
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ism, of a one«class society, and, while describing the unique position
of the Communist Party, it still insisted that supreme power in the State
lay with the Supreme Soviet,

However, we have not written off these claims as groundless
in every respect, If the U.S,8.R. is not socialist in the political
and moral sense, there are good reasons for asserting it to be so in
the economic sense, and the socialisation of the economy is certainly
producing material results which have tended to vindicate centralised
‘plaming. Secondly, although the U.S.8.R., has not yet achieved a
classless society and new forces are emerging which may yet militate
against such an evolution, there is, nevertheless, in Soviet society a
high degree of vertical mobility and a lack of rigid stratification,
the only paralloi to which in the West may have been in tho‘u. Sede in
the second half of the nineteenth century., The tremendous development
of education and literacy is aimed at producing technical skill at all
levels to facilitate the management of a dynamic State in a technoe
logical era, and a reward of special educational and professional
achievements in the U,.S.8.R. has been an increase in the standards of
living and of social status, In such circumstances a society as
stratified as those in the West has not yet develecped and may possibly
be avoided if democracy in the U.8.8.R. can be resuscitated,

In other respects, however, the Soviet scene belies the Cone
gtitution which should describe it, prineipally in the fact that
democracy &a atrophied and that the intended democratic institutions,
the soviets, are not a source of power in the State,



The Party is the central feature of Soviet life. As the only
avenue to persomal promotion, the arbiter of national policy in all its
aspects, the monitor of all facets of 1life, and the repository of Marxe
ist truths, the Communist Party dominates the U,3.8.R. to a degree
which is unparalleled in the West,

If any democratic trend is to appear in the U.S.8.R., it must
first appear within the Party, and, indeed, the curreant concept of
collective leadership may be an uneasy experiment in this direction.
Should this tendency continue, the central question of the evolution
of the U.5,8.R. will be the flexibility of its political system,
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- The Administrative Structure of the U,S.S5.R.

Gw;nail of Iﬂnhiara of the 8.8.3.3.' |

Committees and . All-Union Ministries| Union Republican
Conmissions, e.8., | ‘ Ministries,

SOTQOO' ‘ ,

Supreme Economic s

Commission, , ; ‘ & ol
Gosplan, Councils of Ministers Union Republics and

ofs Autonomous Republics.

Executive Committees Territories, Regions
ofs and Autonomous Regions,

Executive Committees Areas and Districts
of's

Executive Committees Citles, Villages,
of's Localities, ete,

Based on J. Towster, Political Power in the U.S.S.R.,p’. L1S.
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Appendix B,

The Structure of the Soviets in the U,8.58.R.

PRAESIDIUM OF THE SUPREME SOVIET
OF THE U.8.8.R.
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Electoral System of the U.S5.8.R.
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The discussion of the topiec of this thesis has been considere
ably facilitated by the increased attention paid to the U,5.S.R. by
Western observers since 1945. This attention apfears to have been
largely motivated by the serious challenge posed by Communism to
Western Demoeracy, a challenge somewhat abruptly recognised when
Soviet military strength became obvious,

This point is emphasised not only by the plethora of literae
ture on Soviet institutions which has been published since the end of
the Second World War, but also by the significant absence of comprehen-
sive and definitive studies of the Soviet State prior to 1939,

As indicated, this deficiency is now being rapidly corrected,

although one must observe that, in some cases, the motivation for the
work has affected its objectivity.
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