Srate of Teachmg nﬂarx:sm in the Soviet Umcm
‘. By F. FOREST

“World. War [ 100k a heavy toll of men und materials
in the Soviet Union. Exacting intolerable sacrizices from l’ubushcrq. I'hl: article initiated a new. Lyclt. in’ tt
the Russian proletariat in order 1o rebuild the devastated St'lllmst rr.wsmn nm.l falsmcutmn 0[ f\l:musm. :
~country,- the Kremlin bureaucracy secks through . terror
~-and’ persecution to maintain its power. [t must do so American press bec.mac re.vu smr., “the lradmon“lI-Mar. st-
~ without bringing dewn upon itself the wrath of the Rus. - conception thar the law of value is in the last nnaiysm the
Csian masses. This is a constant nightmare to the bureau-  dominant . cconomic law of capitalist socsety it c.-llmed'-
< eracy. Bt is in desperate need of an ideology that will help- lhﬂl the Jaw of \'.'llllE “]w funcuoned undcr 501-;1] 'm_'
keep the masses in submission, Mence it has been system- ‘
“atically secking to falsily and undermine every tenet of  driven mLsc.lp.:biy to umlcrmlm. the o!d t‘nund.mon, Vid.,
. Marxism, the theoretical weapon for revolutionary prac-  the structure and content of Marx's Capital, . The articles
- ctices The basis of this was luid long age with Stalin’s  js unsigned, but it bears the stylistic imprin't'of A Leon
_promulgation of the theory of “socialism in eue country.”  tiev, one of the editors of Under the. Baunerof Marxmn‘.
But until 1943, the year the Soviet press hailed as  This gains {urther confirmation with the publication’ of. a-
“the year of the great conversion to the conveyor-belt m.w p.umphlu h) A Lcnnuu' onmlcd Mar\-s Lapttal
‘system,” not even the totalitarian Stalinist bureaucracy
dared lay hands openly on Marx’s Capifal. In that yuar,
" however, there was published .in the country's chief theor-
" etical journal an obscurely entitled article. “Some Ques.
_ tlons of Teacking Political Economy.” (Under the Banner
‘of Marxism, Nas. 7-8, 1943, All quotations in the text lhe \'mwpomt of lhe I\rcmlm bun.aucrac:f.'
“for which no source is cited wre taken fram this articte, its head. : :
“The' ‘magazine has since ceased” publication, bui.in 104 - l.eonucv asscrts that Sov:ct uachers lmvm 91:;@;].1
&l :A..flf!hls aiticle’ was ISSULd as a sepanlc pamphlel under lhe_ y '?,ﬂ"'

S %ﬂé‘k&“




ol LTI

Seplember

s econemy but as a cunlnbuimn ton
_teal . economy,

“economy as a
from Engels, to the effect that

“revolutionist Marx the bourgeais task
.science of political economy.”

“log g FOURTI
copy of the structure of Capital.”” This, according 1o Leon-
tiev, {1} violwed “the historical prineiple,” and (2) was
“harmful pedantry.” Obviously, it was not the feachiag,
but the political ¢conomy tanght. that was under aitack
here.

I. The Structure of Capital

1.  “The Historical Principle®

To justify this latest assignment 1o Sovier teaclers 1o
violate the structure of Marx's Capitad, the Keemlin theo
retician claborates the following thesis:

The sequence that Marx follows in his exposition of
problems in Capital .5 4 natural consequence of the fact
that he was bluzing new trails in a science in which his
aim was to reconsiiuct the science of pelitical economy:,
But it is whally obvions that fn stusiving the fundamentals
of this science and particelarly so in nustering an elemen-
rary course, 1 s impossible entively w0 preserve a logical
order: this would be harmful pouimtry and opposud 1o
the necessity of teaching political economy as o generat

Chstoral sclence. .

Presumably Marx wrote Caprfal as he «id because
Marx wus just a irail-blnzer, and not boecause capitadiom
was as it was and continues 10 be, a class sociery, Presum-
ably Mars wrote Capital not as & eritique of political
“recomsirucied pohl-

Leontiev' dares (& Ditse is conceplion of a political
“general” historical science on o statement
“in the widest sense” {my
emphasis — F~.F.) political economy is “the scientce of the
laws 'which govern the producticn and exchange of the

. material means of livelihood in human society.” Leontiev,

however, has evided the vssence of the quetation on that

very page which Engels ainied precisely against the Leon.,

ue\s of his own day:

Wnou‘el' wizhes to bring the pnlmc'll econemy of Pata-
gonin urder the same laws as those of modern Englang
would, in g¢ delng, obviously bring to light nothing but the
most bunal commanplaces, [Herr Eugent Duchring's Revos
Iutlon in Science, Anti-Duchring)’ Chas. 1I. Kerr & Ce.,
1985, p. 148,)

In any case, Mars's Capital is not a stady of political’

economy “in the widest sense” 1t is an analysis of the
eapitalist mode of production and s mode of thought, 1t
is an analysis of no other systern,  Marx, in a single
phrase, separated himsell from all political ccanomy by
subtitling Capital, "\ Critique of Pelitical Leonamy,”
Marx demonstrated thereby his determination 10 destroy
the very foundations of political cconomy—the capitalist
mode of production.  Leontievs attempt 1o transform
political cconomy into a “gencral historic science,” on the
other hand, compels him to place upon the proletarian
"o feconstruct the

'2.  The Commodity

Leontiev cannot but concede the indisputable Tact that
Marx begins his work with an analysis of a commudity.
But, argues Leontiev, il we teach political veonomny ac-

“mere exchange nl’ ole commodity—money,
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cording 1o the historical principle, it is necessary 10700
sider such calegories as commodities and money not only
i the section devated to capitalism, but also in the préceds
ing parts of the course.” And, of course, if a commodity -
can be “considered” fn courses dealing with pre-capitalist
societivs, why not for post-capitalist societies? In brief, by
meims of his newly-conditioned “historieal principle,” the
Stalinist Tdsiffer secks 1o divest the commodity of what
Fngels called its “particular distinciness,” and_ to trans- |
ferm it from a class phenomenon to a phenomenon com-
mon 1o all societivs.  Thereby Leontiev has onee again
enthroned the commandity amd with it the fetishism whereby
the relations between human beings “assume the fantastic
form of selations between things.” The relation between
warkers and capitalists can thus be made to zppear as the -
for another—
labor power, and nat s it u.'.l"\ is—a social relation® b&-
tween classes,

“.ll‘\. on the nlhu imnd hy I-c"ummg hts :malvs:s

!hv cconomic cell-lorm™ of upunhal weallh,: was abletto
Ering out most elearly the fetishism mhcrenl in the com
modity':

A commedity is thevefore .a mysterious thhlg, sfmplyd
beeause in it the sucml choracter ‘of mew's, Iabor, n_pr:!eau

of thut l.lbur' beesuge the vefations of the producer! t
sum tu!.-l of tlu..n‘ oWl lobor 15 .pvesented to ther

~=lirises from the nature of the human ncuv:ty mvolved
abstract labor amd concrete labor.

categurically, “is the pivol on which i clear ..omprehenston
of political economy turns.” (/bid, p. 48.) Then,; with:
hrmd ]wmm elmku, .\lar\ lraccs th; development‘ of

|\L-:1r.mcc—lh|. surp]u-.. nl‘ primitive communes—tu th

highest stage, its “classic form. under capitalism, Thcreby”
he makes abundantly clear that the law of value: c'mnot
.|ppl\' unul .:lmr.lct lnbur has been u.veloped The labor

of coltrse, 1I|u L'w.ncu. of capitalist producnon. as 1t m-af
\1.tr\~. “nrk But c.tpn.m:,t _production and capltallst

inta a u)mmmlu)

Therefore, when Leontiev says. that “This e\-pontwﬂ-
(the exposition of a commodity) serves him (Marx) ‘as-
the necessary purcqluslu for the d:scow.ry of the u*:ret
ef surplus value, which is involved in the tr:lnsfonnntmn.

of labor puwer into o commudity,” he is turning Marx. cn» ‘W

Ris head. It was the transformation of Jabor power intoin’: ~_x
commudity and into abstract labor which made poss:ble"
tite production of surplus value, Marx” S'uxpnsumn is nnséd
cpon this historic development, Not vice wversa, y ‘

3, Hutor} aml Logic
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first vorsion of Capital, in 1859, ta the French edition of
Capital in 1875, Marx had many times, as he put it, “t
turn cverylhmg around.” Marx continued to work on
© Capital tll his death and the fourth. the German edition,
includes changes he made in 1883, but no major modifica-
tions were introduced in tise first volume after the French
édition. And the one thuu, that remained unchanged in
all versions of Capital is this, that they al began with the
analysis of the commodity,

Eight years after the deah of Marx, Engels analveed
what Adoratsky called “that form of presentation which
most clearly reflected the dialectical content of this, the
chief work of Marxism.™ (The Correspondence of Marx
and Eugels, «l, by Adoratsky, International Publishers,
1934, p. 1O Here is how Engels then explained the

.- structure of Capital:

If you just compare the development of the commodity

. into capital, In Marx, with the development from Being to
.. Essence in Hegel, you will get quilz & good purallel for the
- gonercic d::-aloprnnt which teauits fiom the facts. (Ihid,

: P ‘495.)

N .'Ifhus.. far from brcukiug with history, lhl.‘ structure of
- Capstal s’ deeply rooted in. history. In the dialectical
naterialism of Marx there is no contradiction between the
historical and Iog,h.al method of treatment.  In the strue-
ure of Capital is reflected a historical development, a
pec:flc historie epach.  Capital is the product o1 historical
volution,” and, whenever Marx viewed any aspect of
¢apitalism #s a logicai ahstraction. he constantly checked
- anid ‘rechecked ‘dnd illustrated the corresponding economic
.category by the facts of its historical development.
Lwnu“v an the other tnd, introduces “the historical
rinciple” only i crder to rob the commodn) of its class
“conitent and clothe it i “general Iistoric” garb. Tl com-
pellmg force here is the need o falsify the Marxist
naiya:s af the law of value. Since Maex's cntire analysis

"8 rooted in eapitalist relations of ploducuon, tie Stalinist

_theoretician, would he, unable to maintain that the law
‘of value functions in the Soviet Unjon without "rwlamg
claim, that the Soviet Union is a land
is “irrevoeably ustablished.”' lle must

the Kremlin'g
‘Where socialism

‘eithér do this or elsc he must revise the concept that the

“law of value is domvinani in capitalist sozicty alone. There
are good and sufficient reasons why the Stalinist hack
preferrcd the fatter course. But 1o accomplish this feat
‘of distortion. Marx’s analysis of a commudity had to be
f'rewscd " and with it lht. structure of Capital, -

i The Law of Value

" The Dual Character of Labor

i The break with the structure of Marx's (aprtm’ lnys
lhc 1hc0rcl|c1l p,,rouml\wrk for a compk‘lr.‘ ru‘n:nun of

§ ts be u.omtruuul It is no simple matter to extend the

operat:on of the law of value 1o a “socialist” society, So
solid . was the structure Mars had built to prove the
' opposite tl'at RO one—~not even the il powc.rful Polbure
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of lh(. Russian Commimist !’arl}—-could mcre.y -.m.!

vent what Marx called his major original - contriburiors:

the analvsis of the twofald character of labor. Nor could
the Stalinist henchman, Leonticv, reconcile his admission
that labor in the Soviet Union bears a dual character:
with the rl.nm that all capitalist relations nad been:

cradicated in the USSR, The central point of Marx's -

critique of political cconomy is contained precisely in
Marx’s exposure of ts failure to see expluitation, al-
though it had discovered thit labor was the source of all .
value, Ricarda, Marx had written,

", . 800 nnly the qunntitatiw determination of exchangn
value, that is, that it is equul to a definite quantity of °

labor time; but he forgets the aualitative determination,

that indmdunl laber 1ust by means of. its alienation be .-
presented in the form of shsiract, univeraal, social Ishor. -
(Thearies of Surplua Yalue, Rus. ed,, Yol. 11, 2, pp, 183-‘. 3

The gualitative defermination of iabor is the c\piorfu-.' ‘

tive relation. By l.wmg, this bare, Marx revealed also how
the law of value is, in reality, the law of >urplus valise
‘The Leontiev of the pn.-l)-l} \mlago, summed thla
well enough when he wrote: -

The Marxisi doctrine of surples value iu based RS w
have seen, on this teaching of value, ' Thatl iz
iraportant .to keep the leaching of value free. from
distartions heeause the theory of exploitation is. buflt
{Political I-,cunom)' "\ Beyinner's Canrsa, In!e
Publishers, 1935, . BR)

2. Leontiev Discovers a New Dualuy
Not even the Leontiev of 1043 can deny the ctp]mlauw-u
natire of the Jdual character of labor, Bur: fie altempts
1o argue that whereas this is true “under c.'lpu.lllsm” el
does not hold “under socialism,” where: .

¢+ Jthis dual charicter of labor I8 no Iouger )lnked w[th
the contradietion beiween private and social. labor whit:h

e .
«'r Ly -\)‘-J

—_{h‘gﬁa
s

s characteristic of commedity production on the bagis: of ]

private property. Under capitalism the right .of the
producer to property in ihe products of his-labor is re-
placed, na a result of the force of the luws;of.cupitslist
production, by tho right of the. cupltuhst to ‘appropriate

the product of alien, unpn:d Inbor, In socialist socicty, all -

lubor useful to society is rewarded by uociety

M ds easy 1o see why Leontiey would ]lkl.. o hldE Part l
of Capital from the eyes of the Russian workers.
wishes to screen social relations behind the . :(.tuhlam of-

e

cemmodities. -1t s thus that he "discovers” that, regard- ..

less of the dual character of labor, af! labor “usefui” to
society is properly “rewarded.” This quagmire of Stalinist
fzlsifications becomes the basis for inventing a “duality”

I:et\\un “labor useful to socicty” as uppnscd lo labor

“useless to sociery.”

{1 is clear that Leontiev acted as he did not bcc.luac‘
he "willed™ it. As a servant of the Fremlbin bureaucracy,
fearful of the wrath of the Russian workers, he could: not’
do as Marx did—leve the market and followw the worker’
into the fuctory. tt was there that Marx saw that not: onh'*
are the commeodities the laborer pruducea alienated from
him, but so is his very activity. This being s5,'it bccame the !
busis of Marx’s un,;mal cumrlhunun o polmcal cconum

421"-.3". )
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the analysis of the dual charaeter of labor, which arises
in the sphere of production, nut in the sphere of distribn-
zion. Leontiev, on the other hand, who has remained in the
market noi by aecident, i now prepared to meplace the
dualily between concrete and abstract labor by another:
the “duality” hetween “labor useful (o society™ as oppused
te labor “useless o society,” The Stalinist hack tries 1o
tell us that becanse "all tabor useful to society is rewarded
by society.” it therefore follows that:

Henee there is abolished that characteristic of commadity
production by which labor spent on the production of aselul
abjects muy prove useless to sogiely, labor which finds no
sceial recognition beeause the commaodity it prodvoced re-
mains unsold, '

Leontiev's lortuous attempls to resolve the irresolv-
able contradiction between his admission that labor in the

Sovier Union bears a Jdual character and his claim thar

all capitalist relations have been eradicated. has ended. of
necessity, in his abindonment of the Marxist atalysis of
the dual characier of labor.

3. “Distribution According to Labor”

. The method by which Leéontiev secks to revise the

Marxist analysis of the dual character of labor is the sume

method by which Stalin, as far back as 1930, sought to
- -falsify the Marxian analysis of expanded reproduction. (C/.

Trotsky's “Stalin as & Theoretician.” His new “revisian.

<1 __.ism," Leontiev clothes in a farmula culled (rom the Stalin-

. rist Constitution of 1936: “distribution cccording to labor.”

{7 "¥i Leontiev apparently believes that by employing 1his phrase -

he has succeeded in translating the law of value into a
function of socialism.
© At the same time this Stalinist “theoretician” rejects
-the formula that has always stood in Marxist theory for
socintismy and the abrogation of the {aw of valve: “From
each according to his ability, to each according to his
need.” Moreover, Under the Banner of Marxism also re-
‘jects as inapplicable to the Jand where socialism has been
“irrevocably established” the Marxist' formula applicable
1o countries “just emerging from the womb of. cupitalism:’”
payment accerding to “the naturai measure of labor"—
_ time. TFinally, the author makes clear that the money
which is the medium of payment for labor is not some
serip notes, but money as the measure of value: “labor
continues to be the measure in economic life” Thus, by
the time Leonticv has wound up the argument lor the
Stalinist “socialist principle” af “distribution according
to labér,” that larmuin -has every outward appearance
of payment of labor—as of any other commaolity--at
value, a basic manifestation of the dominance of the kw
of value under capitalism.

Leontiev's attunpt to extricate himself from  what
logically flows from his awn argumentation lurther deep-
ens the self-contradictions in which he is immersed. Just

a5 previously he tried 1o smooth his path toward break-

--y='ing with the structure of Capital by defining political

‘economy as a “general historic science,” 50 now Leontiev
trics to ercct a bridge toward the Stalinist falsehood can-

©tained “in the’ assertion that-the law of value’ lunctions

“under socialism.” Fe begins with a broad gencralization;
tn the effect that “there con be no scientific knowledge
iF one recognives no laws.” He then goes on: “In reality™
it is an elementary teath that a society, whatever its form,.-
develops in accordance with definite laws which are based
en abjective necessity, This objuctive necessity manifests
itsell ditferently under different forms of society.” From .
this generalization Leontiev then leaps to the fellawing
anti-Marxist conclusion: " ’
Phus we see Lhut there Is no hosis for eonsldering that
the law of value iz abrogated In the soclaiist sysiem of -
society. ©On the contravy, it functions under socialism, but
it funetions in n (ransformed manner, inder capitallam -
the law of value lzade inevitably to the rise and dovelops |
inevitably Jinked with the destruction of productive furces, .
with erises, with anarchy of productivn. Under socialiam -
it acls as o law consciously applied by the Soviet stnte
under condilions- of the phnned "administeation of the .
nationnl economy, under the conditions of the development
of pn economy free from evises. . Under the deminativn of-
private praperly in the means of production, operation ef.
the law of value lends nievitably to the rise and develop-Tir
ment of capitnlist expleitation; in o ‘socialist ‘soelety " tha"
rise of exploitation is bloeked by the domination:of. the
. mociniint property in the means of prndlu:_:tiqn. )

Leontiev. apparently believes that the words, . “unde
socialism,” suffice to clothe in socinlist raiment the.dom:
inant economic law of capitalism. Ty RS
4. Theories of Value 7 "

In s attempt to lift the theary 'of ‘valus out of. its ¢
1alist context and wansform il into 2 “universal thedrd
value" Leontiev at one and the same time asserts-that:the
law of valug functions “undur socialism” and also that
functioned in pre-capitalist societies. A- basis for <this

lzid by Leontiev not only”in his article, "Some. Qustion

of Teaching Political Economy.” but also.’in_his"pam

phlet, AMarx's Capilal, where he tries lo prove "illgi'h‘is_
torical emergence of value in deep antiquity.” The, authdr=

" ship of .this new theory Leontiey modestly ascrifes*

Engels. - . P )
in the book, FEmgels on Capital, published in 193]
there is a little essay in which Engels develops ‘a. states
ment of Marx. This is to the effect that the lowerithe
stage of civilization the closer. Jo prices approxi
values, the higher the stage, the more indirect the apprd
mation. In that limited sense* of the relationship of valde
to pricé, Gngels shows how effectively ‘the Jaw of _value,
functioned “in. the pre-capitalist periodl. Leontiev is ‘sudl=:
denly Tull of praise for Engels: . it
Engels’ article on the law of value and the rate of -profis,
besldes being nn importani supplement to tho thind volume

*And only in that limited sense aince Marx had boen gt~
explicit in his exposa of Adam Smith’s crrar in conaldering’: £
that the law of value functioned “purest” under simplereome oof;
modity production. Adam Swmith foll Into this error, explaigs -
Marx, “beeause he hnd abatracted [the law of valud]-fromp.,
capitalietic production nnd proclaoly bocaurc of this Itﬂqﬁpulr}gj"‘,"

am 32 It worg invalid" (Theorics of Surplus Value, Tue a&.,

Yol. 111, 8, p. 56}
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cof Cnpllnl la of ;.rrc.ut value !or the undcratnnd!ng ot the
eccmomlc theory.of Marxism as a whole.

This “Marsism as a whole” the Leontiev of the pre-
. 1943 vintage interpreted very differently, and precisely
“in his own introduction to this same essay of Pngels:

Wherens at the lhands of the Social-Democratic theoreti-
ciang of the epoch of thoe Seeond Tonternational, the calogor-
ier of value, noney, surplus value, ete,, have u fatnl tend.
eney to hecome transformed into disembodied abstractions
inhabiting the sphere of exchange and far removed from
the conditions of the revolutionary struggles of the prole-
tariat, Engels shows the most intimate, indigsoluble con-
nection these categorics have with the relation between
classes i the process of materin} production, with the
aggravation of class coniradictions, with the incvitability
of the proletarian vevolution. (This intvnduction by Leon-
tiev appears in the Russian edition only, O Kapitale Markwa,
puh]ished by the Marx-Engels-Lenin institute under the
supervizion of the Central Committee of the Russian Com-
munist’ Parly 1937.)

Now. the Stafinists were not the first to try Lo extend

. thé operation of the law of value to "the socialist state
c.of Mars.” The bourgeois economist, Adolph \\’.q,ner.
il 40 Jo the same thing in 1983, In no uncertain terms
Marx castigated “the presupposition that the -theory of
value developed for the explanation of honr;,wn society,
avalidity for thié ‘socialist state of Marx™"” Marx reiter-

', osin the analysis of vidue | had in view bourzeois

relnllom and not 1hu application ol this theory of valne
.‘:,m::.zh:ar :.t.ut. fArchives of Mars-tingels, Rm el

This is lhc jast writing we have frum \lnr\: pen.
Engels continued Mars’s work, eriticizing the then Marxist
diséiple l\‘amsk\' for teating value jna " IKantion manner™:

\." Value is n category charneteristic onl) of commodity
-.preduction, nnd just-as it did net exist prior to commo: hty
- production, so it will disuppear with the abolition of cory-
‘modtity preduetion. (Coliected Works of Marx-Engels, Rus’
ced, Vol XXVII, P 386, Ne English transintion is avail-
nb!e )

PI'LCIS{‘I\‘ No ane could possibly attribute o KEngels
A, view o vz fe uth‘r than that held by Marx. In Auti-
D'debrmg. writien incallaboration with Xars, LEngels argued
that it would be sheer absurdity “to sa up a society in
‘which at last the producers eontrol their products by the
Togical application of an economic category (vatue) which
is'the most comprelensive expression of the subjection of
the producers by their own product,” (Op. cit., p.347)

The whole efaborate structure that the Stalinist hench--

‘man_ ties to crect crumbles under the. impact of the
heavy blows Marx and Engels dealt in their own day 1o

*all-other theories of value,

. "Of eourse it would be an .ll‘hlll’d amd scholastic ap-
proach,” Leontiev states suddenly, “to presume th Mary
and Engels could foresee and foretell the concrete, practical

. .‘.\Va} lo employ the law of value in the interests of social.
ilism.” o It could have been forcseen “weither by Marx nor

Teven b;'.' Lenin” (My emphasis — I.F.)

Only “the genius of Stalin,” continues the-Stalinist hire-

IN'I ER.NA I‘IDNAL

npcns a new stage of “Marsist- Lcnmlst economlcs""f,

‘fho assertions of Sinlih on the mtu of ceanomic categ&l;-rw'

ics of eapitnlism under conditions of socialist, anclety are’
theoretic generalizotions irom the mognificent exparience
of sociulist construction in the USSR and signify a‘new :
stage in developrient of the sclenge of Marxist-Loninist’
economics. These statements are among the .most Impor--
tunt prineiples of the polilicul economy of socialism created
by Comrade Stalin.
The only truth in this stalement is that "t‘u. pnlmcal “
economy of sucialism”™ is wholly an invention of Stalin,
and his corrupt henchmen.

iil. Dialectical Philosophy, Kremlm
Style

I.  Soviet Reality

Not the niceties of pedagogy bui the pressing needs

of the Soviet econumy made necessary the revision.of the -~

Iaw of value in the Marxist sense. Not by accident the.
crowning achievement of this revision came \u:h the pro- .
nwigation of the Fourth Five-Year. Plan, whick way
openiv based on “the use of the law of value” " "
To “make uze of the law of value” meidnt the’ mnsctous
‘subordination 1o the force of this law, How scrmmly lhn
task was e\eullul b} !hc ‘iuvn.t mu]luvenl:.n can bc sccn

Ihc Academ\ ol sciences u: the bShR
ol .sac;ah\l accumuinnon

" but "]m'! cost”

!n arder to ch'mgc from “;mmu coat." to l'ull cast of: Lhn
projected arlicles and their production, it 'is ne'-..essary
therefore first of all to add te the paid shire- uf ‘lnbor thal
of its ghave which is reservad as n matter 'of pianned:
accumrlation. (Bullelin of Lhe Inslitule of. Economics,
Academy of the U3SR, No. 3, 1048, Emphasia in arigitals)
With this' as a basis, Strumilin pmccufs 10 calculate-

U relationship of dead w living labor, of capllal invest.,
ment to rate of profit, thus .1ch|evmg statistical ‘méasure-
ment for caleulating the rate of “socialist :u.curnulnllon
which could be the envy of any bourgeols econbimist.
Ever since the outbreak of World War 11 the Kremlm
l!lll’l..ll.lk.l‘.lt}' has tried to raisé per capita pruducuon through
the institution of what it has dared to call “socialist emula-.
tion.” This new competition betwesn faclories lis sup- "
plemented Stakhanovism, or competition between frdiv
dual workers. The towlitarian bureaucracy is attémptiig |
o make the maximum speed of production of an individual:.
Stakhanovite intp the norm for all workers, factory by -
factory.  This has only deepencd the conflict: between:
the Stalinist regime and the Russian masses, - The need”

arose for 4 new ideology (o discipline the -Russian - pro: ™ *.
The attempt to undermine and f1lssfy cvcry.~ o

I tarial.
tenet of Marxism was the result.

2, The New leao uj Fnldﬁcauons

e
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. } ‘the break with"the structure of (.ap:taﬁ compt.llcd the fal- quote whirt Mnrx a:nd ol' Pmudhon s way of ‘thinking:
Y jl{lcatwn of its‘content as well. The next inevitable stage a full century ago:’ 7

“3s to distort "the significance of Marx’s :m'rnortal “work. In place of ths great historlc movemont arismg from
\'t -was no longer to be considered the basic work of AMarx- the conflict between the productive forces niready acquired |
‘u_m, but ‘only of Marx; here “the historical principle’’ was by men and their social relations, whick no longer corres~ .
applied to show thay Capital was the greatest work up to pond Lo these productive foreesi. . .n place of practicsl
‘Lenin and Stalin (About the Preliminary Variant of nnd vielent action of the masses by which alons thege con-

A , o o flicts cun be resvived — in plece of this vast prolonged sud. . -
Marx's Capital, p. 4. My emphasis—F.F.) This new pamph- complicnted movement, Monsieur Proudhon supplies tha -

- Iel by Leontiev was published in Russian by the Academy evacuating motion of his own head. (Marx-Engels Corress.
of Sciences of the USSR in 1946, one year after the ap- pondence, p. 16.)
pearance of Leontiev's pamphlet, Alarx’s Capital, and three . . . .
years after the publication of "Some Questions of Teach- 4. Soviet Philosophy and Soviet Reality :
ing Political Economy.” But the sequence did not reach The destruction of the warp and woof of historical: .
its culminating point until the revisien had been extended  materialism was made: necessary by the very depth of the .
to the philosophy of Marxism itsell.  Once the Stalinist  Sovier crisis. At the very time of Zhdanov's appearance
bureiweracy laid its brutal hands on Capital, it of neces: among the learned philosophers, there was published ‘in .
sity bad to intensify its falsifications of dialectical ma-  the Seviet Union a new book by the Chairman of the
terialism itself. ‘ State Planning Commission, Vounessensky, entitled - The -

If a “revision” of Marxist analysis of the law of value - War FEconomy 6f the USSR dnrmg the Penod af tbs '
‘was made imperative by the funclioning of the Sovict Patrmhc ilfm
“socialist” . economy, the arbitrariness of bureaucratic’

- planning demanded as imperatively the discovery of a

Cvnew dinlecthzal law” There was ne way out of 1he

. itapasse except through the enrdowment of “citicism and
self-criticism™ “with supernatural powers.© This was the.

~compelling reason why the Seeretary of the Central Com-

- mifitee “donned the mantle of phllOaO})hLl‘. and no Soviet
ph:ln:.opher missed the slgmﬁc.mc.. of Zhdanov’s appear-
o a |h|_'|r confercnce in June 1047, ..unlmrlluuuna nf the SO\'ILt econumy in its issual manner—“J
. _-lhruugh hureaucratic snfhug of s mllﬂhvc. !
“A New Dmfcctu.at Law® . . is a dnuhlr.-c.dgt.d a\wrd

. Zhdariov spoke with the authority of the Polbure \\'11cn
hc asslgnud the “philosophic warkers their new task. T'his
mmlaltd in_asking them to (ind nothing less miraculous

. lh:ui a nl:w dislectical law,” one that was “free of anta.
- . gonisms.” . The kev passige in éhd'mu\ s speech is worth
“quoting i in full: ‘ L.

c\u.utul \\'lthuul the benefit of the old Worlu.rs Omfhc
Cotnmission, abolished in 1940, but in vecent times:al
In-our Soviet soci‘.w where nntugomsl.lr clugses have - previous limits of arbitrariness have been surpassed. . Tha:x

 been- Ilquldp.‘.nd the struggle between the old and the new, 3
- conssquently, the development from the: jowar to the 10p Planning Commission sets up the pla, and the \wrkers

. higher, takes place, not in the form of & struggie of anta- have nothing 1o do but follow orders. Byt the. compietq LG

- gonistle classes and catuclysms, as it does under cupitalism, t‘t\‘uru. bu.l\u.u: the m.:sxes and Sl.llunst 3 Vrepr‘c&entc

. but in the form of eriticism and sel{-criticism, which is the
© T genuine motive force of our development, the powerful
* instrument ‘in the hands of the party. This 1s without
‘doubt a new form of movemeni, n new typs of deveiopment,
" u new dinlectical law, (Published in Russinn in Questicns

- of Philosophy, No, 1, 1#47; nlso in Bolshevik, No. 16, Ang. CcoRomic, ]mlmcal phllo:ophlc, Inarary sc:enuflc, peda-‘

.80, 1047, English ‘ranslition iz wvailable in the Aprll pogic and artistic,

- 1948 issuc of Political Affairs) _ The cycle of falsification begun in 1943 has reached’
its culminmting point.  Marx used to say of classical
political cconumy: for it therg was history, but.there fs:
no history any longer. OfF the"Soviet bureaveracy it may
be said: for it there once was rc.volunon but now there
only "I:I‘IClllbm 'lnu ﬂcifcr:uc:am.

\\’nh the demand for a theery of value tifat was not at

. the same time a thcory of surplus value, the Stalinists tried

lo-divest the labor theory of value of “its class content,

\\'uh the demand for a pew dialectical law free of con:

lradtclmx‘s, they seek to make, not the masses, but the

“otaditarian bureaucracy (“the critics™), the dn\mg force

insiory [dealism has thus been enthroned in the Krem-

8 fin,-and scientific socializm reduced yo the peuy-bourgeois
socfalism of a Proudhon, Perhaps the best way to deseribe ‘
;‘lhe-.jyﬂ}gqr"lhinkinn of the Stalinist bureaucracy I to  Seplember 1948

A,
T
‘_)7 P

.md still more purgc:. In ;Ina sense. the lhcun.uml think-}i.:f {
ing of the Stalinist- burc.mcmcy ]'Mb been ru[uctd to’ ‘hntﬁf i

Trotsky once called *




