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A new Revelation as to Soviet Economics,
or How the Workers’ and Peasants’ Bloc
can be Destroyed.

(A Dlscusslon on the Economic Substantiation of Trotzkyism.)
By N. Bucharin.

It frequently happens that some histgrical turning point
calls forth ideological conflicts which are at first brought to the
surface by some purely "accidental’’ cause, develop along
"'accidental” lines, and appear perfectly incomprehensible at
the first glance. It is only after a certain lapse of time that
certain definite fixed points crystallize, after which the resul-
tant analysis will, without any particular trouble, disclose cer-
tain definite social classes or groups possessing a certain de-
finite social significance, and playing a definite social role.

At the present time we have again arrived at a turning
point in the development of our revolution. The blockade is
at an end, a number of countries have recognised us; but at
the same time there is a certain retardation in the develop-
ment of international revolution. We are at the commence-
ment of a period of fairly rapid economic development, and
are faced at the same time with new relations between the
working class and the peasantry. It is only natural for the
Party to react in socme manner to this new situation, and it
lis equally natural that we cannot arrive all at once, so to
speak, at our “self-knowledge”.

Comrade Trotzky states his view in the ’Lessons of Oc-
tober”. At first it seemed as if the contention were merely
a literary one. This literary conflict has developed into an
extensive Party political campaign. It is perfectly evident that
there have been certain objective factors underlying the con-
flict, and‘that these first rose to the surface in the form of
a Vliterary’’ controversy,

It is fairly obvious by now that important questions of
principle have been raised, which are of decisive significance
for the whole Party, These questions have coincided with the
objective situation in the country. They ‘“correspond” with
‘this situation, they arise out of it.” For this reason the whole
Party is worrying itself with such apparently ''non-practical”
problems as that of the question of “permanent revolution”.
The new situation calls for well thought out conclusions. And
since the new situation takes the main line of development,
it is not to, be wondered at that the Party raises some general
auestions; it signifies that our path forward is being generally
thought out and generally deliberated upon.

This circumstance finds expression in the fact that sepa-
rate problems and separate diiferences are now being amal-
gamated into fundamental ’‘theoretical” pomts, to whole sy-
stems of thought, to more or less harmonious “’theories’”’, The
points which were separated into their components in former
discussions: financial reform and the question of the generatlons
in -the Party, the question of prices and of the Party: "bosses”,
the question of the disparity between the -prices of mdustnal
and agricultural products, of “inner Party .democracy”, of the
7plan”, and of the goods intervention* — .all this-is now
combined into a few main lines, and comes under the-heading
of such general problems as the theory of*‘permanent revolu-
tion”, the -estimate of the driving forces of eur revolution, the
general estimate of its prospects, etc. . And all these questions,
great though they may be in themselves, again turn on the
axis of the problem of the workers’ and peasants’ bloc.

The most essential and original feature of Leninism is ifs
teaching regarding the workers’ and peasants’ bloc. There is
no use whatever in trying to evade the question as to whether
Lenin’s teaching, and the line pursued by the Bolshevist Party,
are right or wrong. Here we have to choose. This is the
reason why the Party has been so roused by comrade Trotzky’s
book. It has seen — and quite rightly — that here an attempt
is being made to revise the fundamental prmctples of Lenin’s
teachings.

This attempt has been made before. But up to now these
attempts have passed over without leaving a trace behind them.
We were in this midst of war, and all our tasks- were once
immediately connected with the war. Now, precisely now, these
attempts are much more -complicated to deal with,

We are still in the midst of a certain temporary standstill
in the revolutionary movement. Lenin did not consider such
a standstill to be a deadly disease; we are proceeding onwards,
if slowly, and are drawing the peasantry along with us. Lenin
did not judge according to the fixed proposition that: it is
a proletarian revolution when there is much industry, and it is
death to proletarian revolution when the country is petty bour-
geois. More than once he pointed out to us the uniqueness
of our revolution, the special combination of historical con-
ditions which rendered our victory possible. -
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And comrade Trotzky? Trotzky saw nothing but ruin be-
fore us if the world revolution did not come speedily. Why?
> Because of a fundamental difference in the estimate of the
motive forces.
In the year-1922 comrade Trotzky still maintained the cor-
rectness of his them-y of ‘“permanent revolution”. He wrote
that after the seizure -of power~the proletanat would-

‘“‘come into conﬂlct not only with all the bourgeons groupsb

—-which had supporfed it during the first period of its revo-
lutionary struggle, but with the broad masses of the pea-
santry who had helped it to seize power., The inconsi-

stencies of the situation of a workers’ government in_
-+~ -a eountry with a preponderant peasant population can only”

find their solution.,. on the battle field of proletarian
- world revolution.” (“190 2, preface Russian edition, pp.4/5.)

" Lenin taught: The confhct between workmg class and
peasantry is by no means inevitable, Trotzky teaches: This
conflict is unavoidable. Lenin taught: Our salvation lies in
ouf coming to an understanding with the peasantry, and it is
possible for us to do this, and to maintain and secure our po-
sition, even if we have to wait a long time for v1ctorv in the
West. Comrade Trotwky holds the reverse opinion. The ruin
of the proletariat is inevitable if the international victory does
not come soon; the proletariat will be annihilated beneath the
blows of those “broad masses of peasantry’’ which once hel-
ved in on to victory. Leninism contends that the peasantry is to
be the ally of the working class during the whole transition
period, even if an unwilling ally. The adherents of “permanent
revolution’- consider that the peasantry is bound to become
an immediate enemy. Lenin’s idea results in the special theory
of an “agrarian co-operative’’ socialism. Among the adherents
of the other standpoint we find an entirely ditferent conception
of the line of our further developmen!. Is it not perfectly
obvious that so-fundamental a difference is bound to become
apparent in a number of multifarious questions? This need
not be emphasised. But now attempts are being made at
uniting these “special’’ ideas. these deviations from the Le-
ninist line. Here we must subject the economic aspect of the
anti-Leninist view fo°an analysis. This view we find stated in
comrade Preobrachensky’s work on “The tundamental Iaw of
socialist accumulation’. (“Reports of the Communist Aca-
demy”’. vol. 8)

This work, lnterestmg in intention and attitude, is based
theoretically upon premises akin to those of comrade Trotzky
Consequently, it is based upon theoretically incorrect premlses
At the same time it draws a number of conclusions in prac-
tical politics which are extremely dangerous for our Party. for
the working class, and for the whole country. We shall here
criticise this theoretical work as an example of an entirely
wrong and unoroletarian ideology, completely trade unionist
and guild-like in character.

1, Communism or “the Realm of the Proletariat’”,

The law of socialist accumulation discovered by comrade
Preobrachensky is as follows:

“The more backward economically. petty bourgeois,
“and .agrarian a country is at the time when it does over
" to a socialist organisation of production, the smaller is the

heritage taken over by the proletariat at the moment of
social revolution for the funds of its socialist accumula-
tion, and the more necessary will it be for the socialist
accumulation of such a country to draw support from the
explo:tahon ‘of pre-socialist forms of economic, so that the
_centre of gravity of the accumulation rests less upon the
"producfxo«n basis “of the country itself, that is, accumula-
tion is- promoted less by the surplus production of the
workers in the socialised industries. Vice versa, the more
advanced the economic and industrial development of
“a ‘country in which social revolution is vietorious and the
E greater the material legacy bequeathed — in the form of
~highly developed industries and an- agriculture orgamsed
““on capitalist lines — to the proletariat of the country in
“question by the deposed bourgeoisic -and nationalised, the
less will the centre of gravity lie in the pre: capltahst

forms of production, and the more will the proletariat be
obliged to lessen inequality of value when exchanglng its
.products for the products of the colonies, that is, it will
be obliged to lessen its exploitation of the colonies, so

. that the centre of gravity of socialist accumulation will be
transferred to- the basis of socialist forms of production,
that is, social'st accumulation will be fed from the surplus
productlon of its own nationalised industry and agricul-
ture.” (All accentuations are mine. N. B))

This is the exact wording of comrade PreobrachenSJkys
formulation of his “{undamental law”. We must now draw
the attention of our readers to the followmg two propositions
of .comrade Prebrachensky’s, in which a first glance finds little
beyond vague terminology or a peculiar literary coquetry.

The first proposition. is: Socialist accumulation proceeds
more or less at the expense of the exploitation of the small
producers.

The second proposition is: These small producers (that is,
the totality of their economics) represent nothing more nor
less than a colony for proletarian industry*).

We must devote special attention to the examination of;.'
these assertions of comrade Preobrachensky’s, We must see

‘what is concealed behind them, and why their essential cha-

racter is, in reality, the expression of an entire system of
peculiar views on the significance and destmy of the workers’
and peasants’ bloc.

In another part
writes as follows: .’

of his work comrade Preobrachensky

“Nothing but complete theoretical carelessness can
indiice anyone to see in socialist protectionism a perfect
- analogy to capitalist protectionism.” (page 90.)

This observation is perfectly right. But comrade Preobra-
chensky himself is guilty of the utmost “theoretical careless-
ness” when he employs an atrociously inaccurate terminology
without a thought of criticism or reservation, and plays with
analogies,

Let us first deal with the question of the explmtahon of
the small producers by the proletariat. Comrade Preobra-
chensky imagines the matter as follows: The working class is
at the top, above the small producers. The relations between
the main classes of the two class workers’ and peasants’ so-
ciety are thus relations of explcltahon. The exploiting class is
the proletariat, the exploited class is the class of the small
producers. And the more backward a country is when it
undertakes its socialist revolutior, the more visible will be the
exploiting character of the proletariat, and, in consequence,
the greater the exploitation of the small producer.

The picture is drawn with a cerfain amount of audacity,
is it not? And yet this picture is the sole result which we
arrive at if we take comrade Preobrachensky’s formulations
seriously.

Does socialised industry receive a surplus value for its
accumulation funds from the small producers? Yes. There is
no doubt about that. Is this then a part of the transference
of values from the hands of one class into the hands of another,
the ruling class? Yes. Of this there is again no doubt. But
is it permissible to make the crudest possible use of analogy,
and to draw any comparison between these peculiar condi-
tions and the exploitation practised by a capitalist state of
society? Is it permissible to make this a reason for desig-
pating the proletariat as an exploiting class?

No, a thousand times no! And by no means because it
“sounds badly”, or because we are too cowardly to look facts
in the face, but because such a designation is inconsistent
with objective actuality and with our historical tasks.

*) Comrade Preobrachensky does not state clearly wether
only the former colonies are to be understood here, or all petty
bourgeois economic categories. This does not, however, make
much difference to the essentials of the matter, since in our
case a great number of the peasantry, with the exception of White
Russia, would come under the classification. There is no doubt
but that comrade Preobrachensky speaks of the colonies of
a workers’ state,
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Let us take a real and incontestable example of exploi-
tation: capitalist exploitation, This consists of certain relations
of production, expressed by a certain method of production.
The capitalist class receives a surplus value. Production is on
a surplus value basis. The whole process constantly repro-
duces — and on an extended basis — these relations of ex-
ploitation. The transference of values from one class to ano-
ther thus constantly increases the class.antagonism, and con-
‘stantly 1eproduces the relations between the capitalist master
and his wage slaves. This we see in every state of society
based on exploitation,

But what tendency is induced by the transference of va-
lues from the small producers to proletarian industry? A ten-
dency which is the exact antithesis of the above — the ten-
dency to overcome the antagonism between town and country,
between the proletariat and the peasantry, between the so-
cialist and the petty bourgeois spheres of economics. And
the more rapid the accumulation in the socialist sphere of eco-
nomics, and among the elements becoming socialised, the more
rapid the abolition of the antagonism.

Is it possible to name this process a process of exploita-
tion of the small producers? No. To do so is to lose sight of
the peculiar character of the process, that is, to fail to com-
prehend its historical significance,

Such a lack of comprehension is a very great sin, one of
the “‘mortal sins” of theory, a sin which is bound to find ex-
pression in the practical superstructure of the ‘‘sinner’.

Let us now pass on to the question of the “Colonies”.
Comrade Preobrachensky appears to be using the conception
of colony as expressing the totality of the *third persons”
(a designation customary among the Narodniki and Luxembur-
gians for the non-capitalist producers in a capitalist system).
It can, of course, be made a matter of discussion whether the
application of this designation to the capitalist system is" right
or wrong. This is a question for itself, And it is not of any
very great 1mportance whether comrade Preobrachensky under-
stands, under ‘“‘colonies”, the totality of those petty bourgeois
economic units in the real colonies, or "all petty bourgeois
economics. The essence of the matter lies in the fact that
comrade Preobrachensky -employs this terminology to the
epoch of proletarian dictatorship, without the slightest scruple.

In other words, comrade Preobrachensky considers that
during the present epoch, viewed from the economic standpoint,
our socialist economics form a proletarian “metropolis”’, whilst
the peasantry (if not entirely) form the petty bourgeois
“colony” of this proletarian metropolis, The relations bet-
ween working class and peasantry are here represented ‘as
analogous to the relations between the owners of plantations
and their exploited workers in the colonies. As we shall see
further on, this “standpoint” is entirely in harmony with
comrade Preobrachensky’s utterances on ‘“‘exploitation”. Com-
rade Preobrachensky possesses a consxste'nt logic of his own,
but this ‘logic” and ‘‘consistency” are the logic and con-
sistency of a systematically developed error,

What is the actual essence of the conception ‘“colony’?
It lies in the conception of the colony as an object of exploi-
tation, as something whose development is systematically
hindered in the interests of the “metropolis’’, something repre-
senting under every circumstance an object of economic and
political enslavement. The colony never takes its place as an
ally of the “metropolis”; the ‘“‘metropolis’” never sets itself
the task of raising the colony to its own level, etc,

If this is so — and most undoubtedly it is — then it is
simply ridiculous to speak of agricultural economics, and of
the petty bourgeois economic periphery, as a colony of pro-
letarian 1ndustry.

There is only one possible case in which comrade Preobra-

" chensky’s formulation could be correct, and that would be if
the process were not one of developrn-ent towards a classless
communist state of society, but a process aiming at the con-
servation of the proletarian dictatorship, at the maintenance of
the rule of the proletariat, and at its degeneration into a real
exploiting class. In this case the conception of exploitation
might be applied without reservation to such a system. And

it would then be p0331b1e to demgnate the petty bourgeois
agrarxan economy as a ‘‘proletarian” colony.

It *s a frightful dream, but it is only a — dream The
peculiar, guildlike, trade unionist system of thought permea-

ting comrade Preobrachenéky’s article is happily not based
upon actual practice,

2. “Inguliment” or reformation of petty bourgeois economics.

With reference to the relations between socialist industry
and. private (that is, mainly petty bourgeois) industry, comrade
Preobrachensky writes that it is nonsense ‘to belxeve' :

“the socialist system and the system of private production
of goods both of which are comprised in a system of na-
tional economics, can exist in juxtaposition to one another
on the basis of a perfect economic balance, Such.a ba-
lance cannot be maintained permanently, for one system
is bound to inguli the other. Here there are two alterna-
tives: either a degradatlon (retrogression) or a forward de-
velopment; it is, however, not possible to remain at
a standstifl”. (p. 78))

If we compare this passage with the end of the formula
on the “fundamental law’’, we gain a sufficiently clear idea of
the conception held by the author of this law of a socialist
regime in economics. The state industry destroys and supp-
lants (“mgulis”) the petty economy of the v1llage by “its own
agriculture” of the proletariat. Petty. economics are destroyed
by the systematic exploitation (inequality of exchange walues,
taxation, and various media of non-economic pressure}, and
the proletariat saves and appropriates the original accumulation,

- Were these our actual prospects, then our anxiety for
agrarian economics would be somewhat out of place. But let
us go directly to the point. Is it true that our read leads ‘us
inevitably through the destruction (the “mgulfment”) of agn-
cultural small production?

We believe this assumption to be entuely false. We be-
lieve that this entirely un-Leninist viewpoint is not in the least
in accordance with the actual course of development in 'the

cirection of socialism,

What do we now place in the foreground, and what' is
our main line of advance? State trade and the co-operatives.
What was Lenin’s plan, what was the general political line
laid down by him for the transformation of the small producer
into a member of the future socialist community?

The cooperative alliance of the peasantry, not under the
leadership of the bourgeoisie, but under the leadership of the
proletarian state with its banks, with its credit, with its in-~
dustry, with its transport possxbllmes, etc. Is comade Preo-
brachensky agreed with this plan or not?

If he is not agreed with it, then he should have brought
up a number of arguments against the “Utopianism” of this
plan. If he is agreed with it, then the whole structure of his
train of thought has no sense, BN

For it is perfectly obvmus that in this case there is no
lhou.ght of an extermmation, or of an inguliment, but that what
is going forward is the gradual reforming of agrarian economics
on the basis of their economic growth.

Here comrade Preobrachensky repeats the same jugglety
of analogy with capitalist development. Here again comrade
Preobrachensky does not in the least comprehend the main
peculiarity of the process precisely in the agrarian countries
of which he chiefly speaks. Wi are not going to arrive at
socialist agricultural production by means of supplanting the
present economics of the farmers by soviet economics, and
by destroying the present economics on our road. We shall
attain our aim in a very different manner by inducing the
peasantry to enter into co-operatives allied with us, and eco-
nomically dependent on the state and its institutions. By this
we shall arrive at socialism through the process of circulation,
and hot immediately through the process of production. We
shall reach socialism through the co-operatives.

As already mentioned, comrade Preobrachensky does not
cven touch upon this question, although Lenin’s articles on
th's point were especially convincing.

rpe?? “ v

Comrads Preobrachensky 'says neiither ‘“yes” nor “no”

cpenly. But in reality he says “no”.
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Let us read what he says on the subject:

“With ..., reference to the immediate relations bet-
ween state economics and petty bourgeois methods of
production, such relations are perfectly possible, and must
bring a new factor into the economic history of human
society, just as all socialist economics are mew. After
state economics have submitted to mneocapitalism, they
then submit to its vassals, that is, to those elements of
simple goods production upon the basis of which this se-
cond edition of capitalism has originated. This implies
a complete system of immediate relations between small
“production and state economics. The nature of these re-
lations will be determined as follows: Small production
falls under three headings. One section remains small pro-
duction, the second section is cooperated on capitalist
lines, the third section will evade this last process on the
basis of some new system of cooperation representing
a special type of transition from small production to so-
cialism, a cooperation not on capitalist methods, and not
brought about simply by the engulfment of small produ-
cers by state economics,

This new form of cooperation under the dictatorship
of the proletariat, to which the peasants’ communes and
_the artels are probably to be counted, has still to be
developed. We can therefore give no theoretical analysis
of something which does not yet exist, and is yet to come”,

(pp. 100/101.)

What is most amazing about this is the majestic modesty
of comrade Preobrachensky. He does not argue with Lenin,
who drew up a gigantic plan simultaneously representing
a- theoretical pre-calculation; he “simply’’ declares that it is
impossible to give a theoretical analysis of ‘‘something which
does not yet exist, and is yet to come’”. In our opinion this
is an evasion. In our country we have just arrived at socialist
accumulation, in other countries it is ‘“‘yet to come”. But ne-
vertheless comrade Preobrachensky hastens to draw up the
“fundamental law” of this socialist accumulation, And this
fundamental law deals with the process of accumulation, with
accumulation in various countries, and so forth. Comrade Pre-
obrachensky has thus no reason to assume such a modest air.

“According to comrade Preobrachensky, the evolution of
agricultural economics actually proceeds in three directions:

1. Small production ‘“‘remains’’ small production,

2. Small production becomes capitalised by capitalist co-
operation.

3. Small production will be cooperated on some socialist
lines not known at present, the germs of this process being
present in the agrarian communes and agricultural artels.

We observe with surprise that no room has been left here
for that Leninist cooperation which leads the peasantry to
socialism, Here we read nothing of that cooperation in circu-
lation which will enable us to draw the masses of the peasantry
into the collective system of socialist econmomics. Comrade
Preobrachensky substitutes this by the agricultural commune,
which is only of secondary importance, and is expressly a pro-
ductive alliance,

Further., Whom are state economics going to *‘ingulf’?
Obviously not the communes,

Perhaps the peasantry cooperating on capitalist lines?
But this will only form a small section,

Consequently the main method of actual economic “sociali-
sation” is the method of “ingulfment”, applied to the main
mass of small producers,

Is it neccessary to observe that this is the purest Uto-
pianism? Again comrade Preobrachensky fails to observe the
peculiarity of the methods involved in the proletarian dicta-
torship. Comrade Preobrachensky believes that the laws of
development in agriculture have remained the same under the
rule of the proletariat as they were under capitalism. But in
reality the ‘“non-capitalist evolution”, prophesied by some wri-
ters for the period of capitalism (‘‘agrarian co-operative socia-
}ism”), becomes a reality during the dictatorship of the pro-
etariat. .

If the co-operative organisations of the masses of the
peasantry are inevitably bound to ‘“grow into’’ capitalism under
the conditions imposed by bourgeois power, capitalist banks,
capitalist credit, capitalist organisers, and the hegemony of
capitalist ideology in the country, it is quite a different matter,
and these organisations grow into very different institutions
(it is an actual fact that they are doing so) under the condi-
tions imposed by proletarian leadership, proletarian power,
proletarian banks, proletarian credit, proletarian industry, pro-’
letarian organisers, the predominance of proletarian ideology,
etc.

Comrade Preobrachensky has not grasped this. And here
his logic is equally peculiar: the “exploitaticn’’ of the colonies,
etc. is completely in accordance with the idea of “ingulfment”.

3. Class Enslavement or Class Alliance and Class Leadership?

If we regard the proportions of forces in such a country
as the Soviet Union, we are bound to see that the dictator-
ship of the proletariat signifies entirely different relations bet-
ween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie to those between the
proletariat and the peasantry. The proletariat rules over the
bourgeoisie, but the proletariat leads the peasantry and at the
same time utilises its concentrated power. The working class
relies upon the peasantry, and therefore its relations to the
peasantry cannot be judged in the same manner as the dic-
tatorship of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat is to be
judged. And at bottom, comrade Preobrachensky recognises
this fact.

If the words are taken in their exact sense, our state is
not a workers’ and peasants’ state, but a workers’ state sup-
ported by the peasantry; this is an extremely peculiar relation,
and its peculiarity has to be ‘“‘theoretically grasped”, .

But it is just this peculiarity which comrade Preobrachen-
sky does not grasp.

His whole analysis is built upon an analogy with the period
of original accumulation, During this period the peasantry were
pillaged and now they are being ‘‘exploited”. Formerly, the
prerequisites for the prosperity of a new order of things were
established more firmly by this pillaging process, and now the
law of socialist accumulation demands analoguous prerequisites.

But in reality the matter is not so simple as comrade
Preobrachensky imagines,

Up to now we have dealt with the question from the
standpoint of the analysis of various forms of economics. We
shall now take the question strictly from the viewpoint of
class relations,

Comrade Preobrachensky’s starting point is, that he draws
an analogy between the relations between the instigators of
the original accumulation and the small producers, and the
relations between the proletariat and the small producer.,

But is this not. a perfectly monstrous analogy in every
respect?

We have been discoursing in every key on an alliance,
a bloc, between workers and peasants, Up to now nobody
has set up any opposition to this bloc. This is an axiom in
our ranks, o

But when and where do we find an alliance between the
instigators of the original accumulation of capital and their
victims during the period of this accumulation? Can anyone
point out anything remotely resembling such an alliance?

Nobody can do this, for it is an utter impossibility. The
very idea of such a bloc would be absurd.

But in our state the workers’ and peasants’ bloc was, is,
and, we trust, will continue to be an actual fact.

How can anyone undertake to, build up whole theories
on the basis of these analogies, and then — as we shall see
later on — even attempt to determine the political line to be
pursued by the proletarian state, from the viewpoint conse-
lquent on these analogies?

And again, we must repeat that this “analogy” of comrade
Preobrachensky accords with the above expositions, (It is not
difficult to see that the Party, should it adopt the Preobra-
chensky ideology, would destroy the foundations of its own
power: the workers’ and peasants’ bloc.)
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If we are going to seek for analogies in a bourgeois state
of society, analogies for the relations between workers and
peasants, then we must look for these in quite a different
direction to comrade Preobrachensky.

To-day the working class has the power and industry
whilst the peasantry — in.actual fact — have the land and agri-
culture in their hands®); the peasant sells agricultural products
and buys industrial products; the reverse is: the case, as a rule,
among the workers. The immediate interests of the two classes
meet along this line. The peasant, in addition is a relic of
ancient times.

The relations thus formed do not posses the slightest simi-
larity to the relations between the instigators of the original
accumulation and the peasantry. It much more resembles the
relations existing between the industrial bourgeoisie and the
landowners during a certain period of development of these
relations. It need not be said that this analogy is extremely
conditional, and cannot by any means be applied in every
direction,

The bourgeoisie has the power and the factories, the
landowners have the land, The point of antagonism is the
prices. This alone is the cause of the severe conilicts taking
place between the iwo, under some circumstances. But at
the same time (we are speaking of the period of bourgeois
power) a bloc exists, an alliance between the capitalists and
landowners against the working- class. The bourgeoisie leads
this bloc, the bourgeoisie leans on the landowners, and re-
ceives their support.

What advance has been made in the evolution of these
classes of late? It has consisted of the fact that owing to the
process of circulation, to the banks, to joint stock combina-
tions, etc,, the two classes (the industrial capitalists and the
landowners) have become transformed to a wide extent into
a united body of dividend recipients. The dividend, so to
speak, has become the synthesis of the former multifarious
forms of income. This has been, and still is, the fundamental
tendency of the evolution of these classes.

If we regard the matter on a broad historical scale, there
will be something formally similar in the evolution of the
workers” and peasants’ bloc. The more the peasants under-
takings are drawn into the socialist sphere by the process of
circulation, the more the frontiers of class will be wiped out,
and will finally merge into a state of sociely without classes.

This is, of course, the music of the future. At the pre-
sent moment we have very different problems on our agenda.
If we are to judge whither our [uture course is to lead us,
we must have a clear idea of its prospects. Here again com-
rade Preobrachensky is completely in error.

4, The Workers’ and Peasants’ Bloc and the Economic “Policy”’
of Comrade Preobrachensky.

Comrade Preobrachensky draws the corresponding practi-
cal political conclusions from the above theoretical proposi-
tions, After ‘“‘ascertaining” the necessity of the ingulfment of
the unfortunate ‘“‘third persons’, that is, of the inhabitants of
the “colonies at home and abroad’’, comrade Preobrachensky
writes: '

No. 1. “In this manner we arrive at the third point, which
is not only possible, but under our conditions inevitable, that
is, at the price policy which, consciously or unconsciously, is
calculated upon the exploitation of every description of pri-
vate economics.” (p. 79.)

No. 2. (p. 59.) “In any case the idea that socialist econo-
mics can develop out of its own forces, without touching the
sources of petty-bourgeois and peasant undertakings, is a re-
actionary and petty-bourgeois utopia. It is not the task of
the socialist state to deprive the petty-bourgeois producers of
less than capitalism has deprived them, but to take away more
of the greater income secured to the small producers by the
rationalisation of the whole economics of the country, inclu-
ding small production.”

*) It must, however, be mentioned that the fact that the
land belongs legally to the workers’ state plays a very im-
portant role. .

No. 3. (pp. 69/70.) “That which is taken away from pri-
vate trade — all other conditions remaining the same — will
be at the disposal of the state economic funds. I make the
proviso of “all other conditions remaining the same’ because
it is possible to imagine a commercial policy not defending
the interests of socialist accumulation, but the interests of the
petty-bourgeois small producers, and aiming at diminishing the
deductions from the incomes of the small producers. It is
another question whether such a policy is adapted to its ob-
ject (!!). There can be no doubt that such a policy would
imply the diminuition of the funds of socialist accumulation
and a present given to the private producer, a present bur-
dening state economics in proportion to its lack of capital,
and in proportion to the degree in which it is disadvantageous
for state economics to employ a part of the capital of which
its own production is in need, for the purposes of trade which
is philantrophic (!) as far as its proceeds are concerned.”

No, 4, (p. 99.) “The power of the proletarian state, ex-
tending to the surplus production of private economics (natu-
rally within the limits of the economically possible and tech-
nically attainable), is not only the instrument of the original
accumulation itself, but at the same time a reserve of this
accumulation, so to speak a potential fund for state economics.”

With regard to 1,, a policy of high prices has to be pur-
sued for the purpose of the exploitation of peasant under-
takings, and is to be regarded as correct from the standpoint
of socialist accumulation,

2, Here everything must be taken away in so far as this
is economically possible and technically attainable, (No. 4.)

3. Under ‘“economically possible” we are however to
understand a policy which by no means aims at taking away
less than capitalism has taken away,

4. Such a policy would be petty-bourgeois, would be
a present to the peasantry, injurious to industry and at the
same time to the cause of socialism.

This is comrade Preobrachensky’s conception of ‘price
policy”. “Take more” — that is the whole of the super-
sagacity based upon comrade Preobrachensky’s ‘“fundamental
law”’,

Let us first take quotation No, 2, on the petty-bourgeois
policy of our Party, Here comrade Preobrachensky’s idea
consists of two assertions: in the first place we must not let
ourselves be misled into taking away less than capitalism has
taken away, and in the second place we should take more,
since the income of the peasantiy would be larger, and that
for the reason that its economics would be more rational and
thus more profitable,

Comrade Preobrachensky’s second assertion contains some
excellent common sense, in the best sense of the term., But
this second assertion is inconsistent with all the rest, and is
an involuntary tribute to the teachings of Leninism, a tribute
which has strayed into this wilderness of anti-Leninist
assertions.

If comrade Preobrachensky is of the opinion that we shall
take more, since the income earned in peasant undertakings
will increase (rationalisation, etc,), then how can he reconcile
this assertion with the theory of “engulfment”’? This is a flat
contradiction,

Only one of the two alternatives is possible: either the
“colonial”’ line of exploitation, of deprivation as far as this
is ‘‘technically attainable”, is adhered to, resulting in peasant
undertakings being sucked dry, and in the lessening of the
income of the peasants, followed by the destruction and dis-
appearance of the present peasant undertakings — the ‘“‘en-
guliment’”. But in this case where are the ‘“increased in-
comes” coming from, the ‘rationalisation” and all the rest of
the good things promised to the petty-bourgeois producers by
the aimiable comrade Preobrachensky?

Or, the increased rationalisation and increased profitable-
ness of peasant undertakings renders it possible for the pro-
letarian state to obtain more from this source. This is a really
correct policy. But it demands that the whole, or nearly the
whole, of comrade Preobrachensky’s assertion are turned up-
side down, For in this case there is no ‘“engulfment” of petty-
bourgeois undertakings. (It goes without saying that we here
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refer to the main mass of medium undertakings, and is not
atiected at all by the partial disappearance of small produ-
cers resultant upon the influx of superfluous population into
the towns, and continuing with the process of proletarising,
even under a proletarian dictatorship.) These medium forms
of production will then undergo a transformation, a reforming
on cooperative basis. The growing profitableness, the increa-
sing rationalisation, etc.... will imply at the same time the
inclusion of these producers, by means of the cooperatives, in
the collective system of social economics.

We must not direct our efiorts towards the extermination
of peasant undertakings, but towards drawing them into the
system of state economics.

But if we ‘“take away more” in proportion to the increa-
sed profitableness, then it is clear that the question of *‘accu-
mulation” in agrarian production cannot be, by any means, of
indifference to us. But if we are taking an interest in this
accumulation, then we cannot confine ourselves to the slogan
of: “Take as much as possible”; then we must not speak of
the technically attainable as the limit of our ‘“pumping out”
process. Then we must not speak of a ‘“present’” to the petty
bourgeoisie, a burden upon socialism. Then we must not for-
mulate the problem with the simplicity which satisfies com-
rade Preobrachensky,

In No. 3 comrade Preobrachensky reduces the whole pro-
blem to a problem of arithmetical subtraction and division.
The division of what there is, in ordér to give more to pro-
letarian industry. The subtraction is to be made from agrarian
production. We must not subtract less from agrarian pro-
duction, as this would mean subtracting from socialist industry
and adding to agrarian production,

This is really a piece of ‘“wisdom’ for children, but it is
not proletarian wisdom,

The matter is not by any means confined to the problem
of the division of the already existing ‘“‘national income” bet-
ween the working class and the peasantry, The root of the
problem lies in the increase of this ‘“national income’ (that
is, in the increase of productive forces) in a form securing the
expansion of socialist conditions of production,

The question of ‘“‘accumulation” in socialist industry thus
inevitably becomes a question closely bound up with the pro-
blem of “accumulation” in agrarian production and with those
agrarian economics which are important for industry as repre-
senting its market and at the same time the totality of those
economic units which are to be gradually changed in charac-
ter and included in state economics,

Comrade Preobrachensky does not touch at all on the
question of the buying powers of the home market. And yet
this is the central question of our collective economics. Com-
rade Preobrachensky only makes mention of this point in one
passage:

“The obstacles encountered by state economics when
pursuing this course are not those engendered by lack of
economic power, but are the result of the weak purcha-
sing powers of private economy.”’

And does this “‘obstacle” exist? If it does, then how can
it be so ignored? Let us assume that we accede to comrade
Preobrachensky’s "wish and ‘deduct nothing from socialist in-
dustry’’; that we do not devote ourselves to ‘“philanthrophy”,
and that despite the “obstacle” we pursue the “line’”’ laid
down by comrade Preobrachensky ‘to its victorious end”.
What is the inevitable result? A diminution of demand, a sell-
ing crisis hampering the process of social reproduction, the
decay of industry, etc. In other words: The logical result of
comrade Preobrachensky’s ‘‘socialist proletarian’’, ‘‘anti-phi-
lanthrophic”, and other standpoints is the complete under-
mining and destruction of socialist industry and of the whole
of the people’s economics,

The methodological root of comrade Preobrachensky's
error is extremely obvious: In the first place he deals with
the question statically and not dynamically (division of the
existing and not of the changing), and in the second place, he
deals separately with socialist industry instead of taking it in
its connection with agrarian economics.

Roughly speaking, what comrade Preobrachensky proposes
is that we kill the goose which lays the golden eggs. And he
arrives at this conclusion because it would be philantrophy
to feed the goose.

But for the proletariat, agrarian economics are a goose
which is to be transformed into a human being, And the pro-
letariat must further this object in its own interests. Those
who lose sight of this object must be peculiar opportunists,
incapable of holding in view the main revolutionary tasks of
the working class,

It is not true that goods should be sold at the highest
possible price. The price fixed must secure the growing pro-
titableness of socialist industry for more than one economic
year; it must be our endeavour to reduce prices more and more,

In one passage comrade Preobrachensky shows himself
conscious of the weakness of his standpoint:

(“I deliberately avoid saying “on the basis of increa-
sed prices”, since taxation in combination with sinking
prices is not only possible, but would in our case cer-
tainly attend sinking or unaltered prices. This is possible
for the reason that when the cost price of products is
reduced, the selling price is not reduced by the whole
amount of the reduction of the cost price, but by a less
amount, the remainder being added to the funds of socia-
list accumulation.””) (p. 80.)

But this sole isolated passage in comrade Preobrachen-
sky’s article, languishing in an orphaned state in its paren-
theses, though it “tones down’” the “industrial”’ zeal of the
writer, does not save the situation, :

Is this not a tremendous admission: “I deliberately avoid
saying on the basis of increased prices.”? This is almost too
much. We are scarcely likely to find anyone reckless enough
to undertake the task of raising prices from year to year and

from month to month, And nobody would venture to inscribe

such an aim openly upon his banner, and defend such a magni- -

ficent state of affairs!

Comrade Preobrachensky describes what may happen in
the case of sinking or unaltered prices. We, however, maintain
that it must be our constant endeavour to reduce prices, and to
ensure the impossibility of economic stagnation. And we main-
tain that this signifies a gain to socialism in the end, for it
signifies the possibility of much greater rapidity of accumula-
tion all over the country, and especially of accumulation in
socialised industry, which really possesses the possibility of
making surplus earnings and of relying upon the gigantic con-
centrated power of the whole state apparatus.

Two words upon the roads to socialism and upon ‘“‘phi-
lanthrophy”. Lenin said:

“Strictly speaking, there is “only’”’ one thing left: To
make our population so “civilised’”’, that it is capable of
grasping the whole of the advantages gained by the par-
ticipation of every individual in co-operation, and to show
the way to this participation. “Only’’ this. We do not
now need any other super-cleverness to enable us to go
over to socialism .., It must therefore be our rule to avoid
as far as possible all subtilising and fads.” (“On the Co-
operative”.)

And somewhat earlier:

“Every social Order originates solely with the finan-
cial support of a definite class... We must now recognise
— and put this recognition into aclive execution — that
the social order to be supported by us to an unusual
degree at the present juncture is a co-operative order.”

(Ibid.)

It is superfluous to adduce extracts in which Lenin speaks
of the necessity of our endeavour, to prove to the peasantry
that we can produce cheaper than capitalist production.

Every impartial reader will observe that a mighty chasm
yawns between the train of thought developed by comrade
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Preobrachensky and Lenin’s teaching on the economic bloc
between workers and peasants,

5. Monopolist Parasitism or Socialist Advance?

The question of price policy is of the greatest significance
in another respect as well, for every monopoly bears within
it certain conservative germs. Comrade Preobrachensky very
rightly observes that we must not ignore the fundamental fact
that socialist industry is to be built upon the ruins of mono-
polist capitalism. Comrade Preobrachensky is equally right in
maintaining that this monopolist structure will be further deve-
loped under the rule of the proletariat, so that a gigantic eco-
nomic power is thus concentrated in the hands of the pro-
letariat, :

All this is perfectly correct. But comrade Preobrachensky
forgets one thing: Monopolist capitalism bore within it, and
still bears, germs hampering the development of proletarian
forces, The driving force of capitalism is profit. In a capi-
talist state of society the development of productive forces
has been brought about by the mechanism of competition,
Every capitalist introducing technical improvements, etc. re-
ceived an extra profit (‘“differential profit’’). Competition for-
ced others to follow, the struggle was continued on these new
lines: the ‘“progressive’” capitalists introduced still more inno-
vations, extended mass production, etc.

The main weapon in the struggle was the cheap price,
and this has at the same time been the expression of the
growth of productive forces. This has been one of the most
important and historically progressive aspects of capitalism as
compared with all pre-capitalist methods of production. After
capitalist evolution has closed its above described historical
circle, it leads to monopolist capitalist forms. The spur of
competition vanishes to a great extent. Profit is secured by
the monopolist form. There is no need to strive forwards at
breakneck speed. The surplus profit, the surplus profit gained
by cartels, is secure,

International competition prevents a state of complete
tranquillity but its effects are paralysed within the country
»y means of high protective duties. Elements of the so called
‘“process of decay’’ are thus prevalent,

Let us now consider our situation. Comrade Preobrachen-
sky writes as follows on this. After stating that we must pur-
sue a policy ‘“‘consciously calculated on the, basis of the ex-
ploitation of every description of private economics’, Preo-
brachensky continues:

“Such a policy is possible, for the state economics of
the proletariat originate historically on the foundation of
monopolist capitalism. The latter however leads, in con-
sequence of the cessation of free competition, to the crea-
 tion of monopolist prices for the products of the mono-
polised industry in the home markets, gains a surplus
profit in consequence of the exploitation of the small pro-
ducers, and thus prepares the ground for the price policy
of the period of original socialist accumulation. But the
concentration of the whole of the big industries of the
country in the hands of a single trust, that is, in the hands
of the workers’ state, increases to an extraordinary extent
the possibility of carrying out such a price policy on the
basis of monopoly, a price policy simply signifying another
form of taxation of private production,”’

Very good. But what has been the result in our case?
The monopolist tendency has been strengthened,

The possibility of gaining ‘“easy’”’ surplus profits has
increased. )

These are facts, And do they imply an increased danger
of parasitic decay or stagnation? What is the guarantee against
this stagnation?

Comrade Preobrachensky should have devoted attention
to this most important of problems, And if he had thought
about this problem, he would have entirely rebuilt his whole
theory of original socialist accumulation.

There is no competition among us. The guaranteed profit
is not at the disposal of private persons. The economists form

a cadre of proletarian fighters, but they too are subject to the
weaknesses common to humanity, and they too may slip un-
consciously into a state of rest, instead of maintaining a state
of unrest, of alarm, and of anxiety for the movement towards
communism. What is then the motor force of our production?
What composes the peculiar mechanism of economics in our
period of transition?

We maintain that this guarantee lies in the pressure exer-
cised by the broad masses, above all by the ‘workers, and
then by the masses of the peasantry. Although the capitalist
form of “profit’” has been maintained among us up to now,
although all our calculations are still made within the confines
of these forms, still every lever employed by us for our ad-
vance movement is entirely different to the levers in capi-
talist economics. We ourselves, that is, the leading strata in
the country, in the first place the Party, express and mirror
this growth of the needs of the masses. In other words: De-
spite the existence of the market, and of the capitalist forms
of our state economics, we are beginning to pass from the
type of economics whose driving power is profit, to that type
of economics whose driving power is the satisfaction of the
needs of the masses (and this is a sign of socialist economics).

This must not by any means be taken to mean that this
type of conditions is bound to lessen the speed of accumulation.
On the contrary. (This must be expressly emphasised.) Pre-
cisely for the reason that we have to regard the satisfaction
of these needs as our task, precisely for this reason the leading
circles of our industry and our state will be obliged to improve
production by every possible means, to extend and cheapen it.
This is the guarantee of our growth. The objection may  of
course be raised, especially under the impression of the number
of difficulties lying in our path, that we are proceeding on
lines “opposed to the economists’”’. This objection would,
however, be nonsense. We have already made mention of the
necessity of ‘“regulating’’ and ‘“‘controlling”, and otherwise in-
{luencing the needs. But when we keep the collective process
in view from an objectively historical standpoint, we cannot
but recognise that it is precisely here that we have the main
lever of our economic progress.

If we now return, in this connection, to the various pro-
blems of price policy, we arrive at the following:

1. We pursue a policy of price raising, utilising our position
as monopolists to do this, Viewed from the given standpoint,
it is clear that this is the intensest expression of a parasitic
decay of monopolist economics,

2, We adapt ourselves to steady prices, This would be
a ‘“normal” process of decay, an economic standstill, an ex-
tremely slow accumulation in the country, an economic vege-
tation. ’

3. We aim at a constant lowering of prices, This will be
the expression of the growth of productive forces, of the ex-
tension of production, etc. It will become the expression of
a progressive movement, that is, under our conditions, a mo-
vement towards socialism, and at the same time a movement
possessing the highest possible speed of accumulation,

Firstly: we must keep in view that we, as comrade Preo-
brachensky rightly points out, could gain a surplus profit at the
expense of petty bourgeois economics, even should the prices
of the products of our state industry be sinking. The whole
question is, are we going to content ourselves with pocketing
a guaranteed monopolist profit, or are we going to go forward;
but we &annot go forward at a high speed unless we reduce
prices, unless we develop productive forces, etc.

Secondly: It would be nonsense on our part to renounce
the advantages of our monopolist position, But while utilising
these advantages we must take care not to diminish the po-
wers of absorption of the home market, but to increase these
powers. This is the most important point, The next is: We
must utilise every advantage gained in such a manner that it
leads to the extension of the field of production, to the chea-
pening of production, to the reduction of cost prices, and con-
sequently, to ever cheaper prices in each successive cycle of
production,

_Preobrachensky regards this as follows:

We must secure for ourselves the possibility,
“of carrying out a price policy, on the basis of monopoly,
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which signifies merely another form of taxation’. (At{ the
same time the taxes would be retained, for comrade Preo-
brachensky is not thinking of a substitution of open taxa-
tion by veiled taxation. N. B.) “The obstacles ... lie mainly
in the weak purchasing powers”, etc.

In our opinion the matter is quite different, as follows:
We must ainm at the lowest possible prices, prices which
satisfy the masses. The high costs of our production are,
however, an obstacle to this. Thus our first aim is the. reduc-
tion of cost prices, :

The {undamental difference between comrade Preobra-
chensky’s standpoint and ours may be easily recognised. And
it is equally easy to recognise that comrade Preobrachensky’s
-policy, carried to its logical conclusion, leads to the standpoint
of monopolist parasitism. )

If we now recall to our minds all that has been said above
on ‘‘exploitation’”, on the ‘colonies”, on ‘‘enguliment”’, etc.,
then it is again easy to observe that all these theoretical asser-
tions of comrade Preobrachensky’s harmonise perfectly with
the theory — for so we must designate it. — of “monopolist
self-satisfaction’’, with that theory which threatens to change
into a theory of ‘“monopolist parasitism”. The ‘“analogy’’ with
“decaying’’ capitalism would then be perfect, but this ‘‘analogy”
would scarcely be of use for socialist accumulation®).

6. The Workers’ and Peasant’ Bloc, viewed irom the Bolshevist
Viewpoint and from the Standpoint of Comrade Preobrachensky.

It will have been seen irom the above that comrade Preo-
brachensky’s standpoint threatens the workers’ and peasants’
bloc, the bloc upon which the whole standpoint of orthodox
Bolshevism is built up. It is not difficult to comprehend that,
during a period in which the working class is in possession of
power, its political hegemony and political leadership cannot
rest on a tirm loundation unless the substructure is an eco-
nomic hegemony. And it is not -possible to realise this econo-
mic hegemony except by the gradual adaptation of industry
to the needs of the peasant market, by the gradual dominance
of this market, by the introduction of new methods of agri-
cultural production with the aid of industry, by the gradual
inclusion of the peasantry in the network of the co-operatives,
and finally by the laying of a new technical foundation (elec-
trification) in proportion to the increase of socialist accumu-
lation., -

The policy proposed by comrade Preobrachensky signifies
the breaking up of the workers’ and peasants’ bloc, or at
least a considerable undermining of this bloc.

*) Here we cannot make a detailed analysis of one of
comrade Preobrachensky’s general theoretical assertions, in
which he represents the process of socialist accumulation as
a struggle between two laws: the law of socialist accumulation
and the law of value. According to comrade Preobrachensky’s
opinion, the law of socialist accumulation is partially para-
lysing in effect on the law of values (which falls completely
into the background during the given period) and partially
“uplifting” for this law, :

To this we merely observe: the “surplus” gains of highly
developed economics are due to: 1. the fact that here the
individual cost price is less than the social, that is, on the
basis of the law of values; 2. the fact of the monopoly.

If we take a long period of time, it is easy for us to
recognise that the first law expresses the development of pro-
ductive forces and leans upon this, whilst the second is more
or less bound up with conservative tendencies in the sense
of the above article. On the other hand, the monopoly is
limited by the law of values, which in a non-organised state
of society represents simultaneously the law of distribution of
social work. In the distribution of productive forces there is
an abjective limit; should this limit be exceeded, a severe
crisis is inevitable, Finally, the universal ‘“monopoly’’, that is,
the general state of organisation of society, transforms the
elementary law of values into a systematic and censcious “law”
of political economy, into the law of rational distribution of
productive forces, The matter is thus much more complicated
than comrade Preobrachensky imagines.

And it is extremely characteristic that comrade Preobra-
chensky adheres to the ideas ofi the old ‘‘economists’ in dra-
wing a strict dividing line between economics and politics,
that his policy is not ‘‘concentrated economics”, but some
“thing in itseli”, which can be dealt with abstractly, and
without which it is still possible to proceed with the matter
in the spirit of socialist accumulation,

We recollect that comrade Preobrachensky devoted but
slight attention to the consideration of the main “obstacle” in
the way of his policy, to the question of the purchasing po-
wers of the home markef. We must now add that we find the
following passage immediately after his mention of this question:

“Here I am ot course not speaking of difficulties of
a political character, originating in the reciprocal relations
between working class and peasantry...” (p. 80.)

In another passage of comrade Preobrachensky’s articles
we tind a passage giving a faithful retlection of the eclectic
character of comrade Preobrachensky’s superficial train of
thought.

After ‘“playing” with his analogies, comrade Preobrachen-
sky writes as follows:

“With reference to the colonies, the socialist state,
pursuing the policy of equal rights for the nationalities and
of voluntary adherence of these nationalities to this or
that national union, rejects every use of force in this
regard. This source of original accumulation is closed to
it once and for all,

“The exploitation of all pre-socialist forms of econo-
mics, to the advantage of socialism, is quite a different
matter, Taxation (of these forms of economics, N. B)...
must play an important and even a decisive role in such
agrarian countries as the Soviet Union.” (p. 58.)

We shall not deal, here in detail with a number of small
inconsistencies perpetrated by the writer on this question, but
go straight to the main point. We ask comrade Preobrachen-
sky why the political motif (“the policy of equal rights”) for-
ces the author, in this case (in the nationality question) to
correct his ‘“‘iundamental law’’, whilst in the case of the woz-
kers’ and peasants’ bloc he confines himself to the declaration:

“I do not speak..., of difficulties of a political character.”
What is this but an entire lack of principle, an inconsistency,
an incapacity to think a matter really out. )

This is all the more strange that the question of political
economy, and of politics in general, is indentical in the one-
time colonies, though in a more complicated and somewhat
different form, with the question of the relations between the
working class and the peasantry. We should imagine that this
truth had been sufficiently rubbed in by the literature dealing
with the decisions of the congresses, But only look! Even
such comrades as comrade Preobrachensky stumble at this
spot, though it has truly been sufficiently smoothed.

We only need to take his assertion about the unallowable-
ness of “colonial robbery’ (in the case of the national question
for instance). But are such things as the law of ‘“fencing in”,
naturally in the real sense of the words, “allowable” where
there is no ‘“national”’ question? And if not, why not?

This is a line inconsistent with the principles of the wor-
kers’ and peasants’ bloc. But the endeavour towards the esta-
blishment of this bloc is the essential of the whole policy of
the transitional period. At bottom, the two class state of so-
ciety is characteristic of the transition period, and the problem
of town and country, of industry and agriculture, of large and
small undertakings, of rational plan and anarchist market, etc.,
are the expression of an extremely important class problem:
the problem of the relations between the working class and
the peasantry. To separate economics from politics is to re-
treat all along the line before this policy, to fail to recognise
its historical import, to lose sight of essentials which cannot
be avoided or evaded.

Either we make it our aim, during the transition period,
to further the workers' and peasants’ bloc under the leader-
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ship of the proletariat, and make this endeavour the leading
principle of our activity, everywhere and at every time.

Or these are merely “fine words” to us, and we must
openly admit that what is being undertaken 1is in reality
against the workers’ nd peasants’ bloc. That here we have
another non-Leninist estimate of the driving powers of
revolution, a fundamentally different conception of the course
taken by the whole revolutionary process.

It need not be said in which direction our choice must
fall. Leninism does not rest upon arguments only — though
here it possesses the most perfectly logical basis — but upon
the experience of at least three revolutions.

7. Comrade Preobrachensky’s “Law”’, Taken as a Whole.

We should like to say a few words on the collective for-
mulation of the “law”,

Let us imagine two types of countries: an industrial country
with an insignificant agrarian appendage, and an agrarian
country with weak industry. For the sake of clearness we

illustrate this as follows:
2 .

The white portion signifies peasant undertakings.

The black signifies industry and the large agricultural
undertakings which are passing into the hands of the proletariat.

After the social upheaval the black portion (industry and
large agricultural undertakings) goes into the hands of the pro-
letariat. When the process of accumulation begins, it is not
to be wondered at that the ‘“preponderance” of the greater
part of industry will be in the former case of great importance
for socialist accumulation and in the second case of incompa-
rably lesser significance. But truly this proposition is a plati-
tude, for it is only another mode of expressing the fact that in
the former case the “preponderance” of industry is much grea-
ter than in the latter. .

But comrade Preobrachensky advances still another pro-
position and combines it with this platitude. He speaks of the
equality of value, or rather of the lack of equality of value,
of the exchange between town.and country, and arrives at the
conclusion that exchange values are bound to be less equal in
proportion to the preponderance of the peasantry, and vice
versa. But, as already mentioned above, this is not invariably
the case.

Let us for instance, take a highly developed system of
economics, Peasants economics are only, represented in a very
small degree (large agricultural undertakings and concentrated
industry predominating). Does this inevitably imply that the
surplus values flowing from the hands of the peasantry into
the funds of socialist accumulation are bound to be great? On
the contrary, they are small. But does it then imply that the
exchanges made are bound to be equal in value? Not in the
least. Precisely in such a case it is possible for the lack of
equality in values to be particularly conspicuous, in conse-
quence of the great difference in the technical economic struc-
ture, Even if industrial products are exceedinglv low in price,
the peasant will receive an inadequate equivalent, since his
individual cost price per unit, of gram will be considerably
higher than the cost price for the same amount of grain pro-
duced by the large agricultural enterprises. Thus a difference
between the labour values exchanged is inevitable, if we cal-
culate according to ‘“two systems’’ as comrade Preobrachen-
sky does, '

The question is therefore not so simple as it appears to
be in comrade Preobrachensky’s writings.

If we are to understand the “Law’’, it is of first impor-
tance to gain a clear idea of what comrade Preobrachensky
really understands under ‘socialist accumulation”. Let us
accord him a hearing:

“Under socialist accumulation we understand the in-
crease of the basic capital of production by means of

surplus production, a surplus not employed for distribution
among the agents of socialist production, but for the ex-
pansion of reproduction. But under original socialist accu-

- mulation we understand the accumulation, in the hands of

the state, of material means obtained chieflv from sources
lying outside of the state economic system. In a backward
agrarian country this accumulation is bound to play a very
great role, since it accelerates fhe approach of the mo-
ment when ... these economics (that is, state economics.
N. B.) will finally preponderate economically over capi-
talism.

“Original accumvlation, that is, accumulation at the
expense of spheres lying outside of the state, predomi-
nates conspicuously during this period. We must there-
fore designate this whole stage as the period of original
or preparafory socialist accumulation... The main law of
our Soviet economics is thus precisely this law of original -
or preparatory socialist accumulation. All economic de-
tails of the basis processes in the sphere of state econo-
mics are subordinate to this lJaw. On the other hand this
law alters and partially cancels the law of values... Con-
seauently we cannot speak of an original socialist accu-
mulation, nor can we comprehend anything of the essen-
tials of socialist economics, if we do not grasp what part
is olayed in these economics by the law of socialist accu-
mulation.”

We must first of all draw attention to a number of trifles,
In the first place we cannot add the product to capital; in the
second place it is not only the addition of excess basic capital
which is designated as accumulation (what about the trans-
formation of raw material into capital?); in the third place it
is not possible to oppose the “surplus employed for distribu-
tion among the agents of socialist production” by the ‘“ex-
pansion of reproduction”. If new workers are employed in the
process of production, for instance, this is in itself an expan-
sion of production.

The matter becomes considerably more serious when we
turn to comrade Preobrachensky’s fundamental *‘definitions’’:

We must above all draw the attention of our readers.to
the following: )

Comrade Preobrachensky draws a sharp dividing line bet-
ween the conception of socialist accumulation and the con-
ception of original socialist accumulation. Thus he speaks of
the law of “original socialist accumulation”, But how great is
our astonishment when we find, a few lines further on, that
the word “original”’ actually drops completely out. And greater
still is our astonishment when we become aware that this
word is equally omitted in the main formulation of the fun-
damental law (given above). Here we read:

“The fundamental law of socialist accumulation is the
central driving power of the whole of Soviet economics.
It is probable that this law possesses a universal signifi-
cance.” (p. 92)

If this law is so important as all that, then tell us at
once, for Heavens’s sake, what law is referred to? And which
accumulation?

The reader may perhaps think that this is merely a lite-
rary “slip”, and not worth so much attention. But we take
the opportunity of revealing some of the roots of this obvious
inconsistency.

As we have seen, the period of original accumulation is’
defined mainly as a veriod of exploitation of private econo-
mics. And comrade Preobrachensky emphasises that this pe-
riod will last until state economics ‘‘considerably preponderate
over capitalism with reference to econmomics”.

Here we are given: 1. The material economic import of
the process; 2, its historical limits,

What capitalism is meant here, when the gaining of a pre-
pondenance of capitalism is spoken of?

It might be assumed that, since comrade Preobrachensky
is speaking of fundamental laws, he is dealing with the capi-
talism of that country in which the proletariat has seized power,

The “preponderance’’ is then secured with special rapidity.
This is an “economic preponderance over capital” which may
be lost by an incorrect policy. But this preponderance exists,
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for the law of the large undertakings is in the hands of the
proletariat in an upward curve.

If this is so, and it is perfectly evident that it is, then
that formulation of the fundamental law given us by comrade
Preobrachensky is not valid. This formulation is calculated for
a much longer period.

But let us assume the case of the capitalism of other,
technically more advanced countries.

It then becomes perfectly clear that the “original accu-
mulation” merges into one with accumulation as such. For
instance, much time will pass before we in the Soviet Union
reach the -American level. And all this is ‘“original accumu-
lation”. This “original accumulation” thus actually becomes
a permanency.

This is the real essence of the matter. Comrade Preobra-
chensky unintentjonally transforms the original socialist accu-
mulation into plain socialist accumulation, Parallell with this
we find the transformation of the law from an “original”’ law
into a simple law. And all this is necessary in order to con-
tinue the policy of the period in which industry lives at the
expense of the peasantry until electrification has been
accomplished.

These remarkable transformations are based on that same
logic which we encountered in the preceding stages of our
analysis. It is the logic result on the miscomprehension of the
reciprocal relations to be entered into between the proleta-

riat and the working class, as between politically allied classes
on the hand and as between the class representatives of cer-
tain economic forms on the other. Here lies the root of com-
rade Preobrachensky’s statements. The pity is that the root
is rotten.

* * *

The reader who is accustomed to deal with the analysis
of different ideological shades will here at once recognise the
guildlike ideology which does not ‘“want to have anything to
do” with other classes. and does not concern itself about the
fundamental problem of proletarian policy, the problem of the
workers’ and peasants’ bloc and of the proletarian hegemony
in this bloc. One more short step in this direction, and we
arrive at the semi-Menshevist ideology of the perfect Trade
Unionist of the Russian pattern; let us push aside the pea-
santry, give more concessions to foreign capital, but not
a penny to the fancies of the cooperatives and agrarian hobby
riders, let us exercise an increased pressure. upon the pea-
santry to the advantage of the ‘“proletariat’’, etc. This is the
trend of ‘“development’” of this ideology.

It is easily comprehensible that the overwhelming majority
of the Party members reject such or similar “theories” in
a very decided manner. This ‘“theory” (if it had any prospect
of “seizing’’ upon the masses, which it has happily not) could
annihilate the workers’ and peasants’ bloc, the granite foun-
daﬁibor\1 upon which our workers’ state of our Soviet Union
is built.

Declaration of the Central Committee of the Communist youth of
Germany regarding the Trotzky Debate.

The Central of the CY of Germany. like the CC and the
Leningrad and Moscow Committee of the Russian Youth
League, sees in the attitude adopted by comrade Trotzky in
the preface of his book “The Lessons of October’” nothing
more nor less than the attempt, made in a roundabout way
and under the cloak of historical representation, to again raise
the tactical questions finally decided by the decision of the
13th Party Conference. of the Russian CP and of the V. World

Congress of the Comintern.

The Central Committee of the CY of Germany considers
it especially necessary to state its standpoint on this matter,
for the reason that comrade Trotzky again raises, in this pre-
face, the question of the October events in Germany in 1923,
We must decidedly reiect comrade Trotzky’s comparison bet-
ween the German and the Russian Octobers. He completely
overlooks the main cause of the victory of the revolution in
the Russian October, and its defeat in the German October:
the fact that in October 1917 the Russian proletariat already
possessed a powerful Communist Party, whilst in October 1923
a similar really Bolshevist Party did not exist.

The attempt to prove, from certain errors committed in
October 1917 by individual comrades belonging to the present
CC of the Russian CP, and holding at the same time leading
positions in the International (errors long since recognised by
the comrades in question, and made good a thousand times)
were followed in October 1923 by like errors on the part of
the same comrades, resulting in the opportunity for the Ger-
man revolution being “missed”, not only ignores the decisive
role played by the Party, but has at the same time a pro-
founder personal import, the import of a fresh attack upon
the Bolshevist CC, upon the old guard of the Bolsheviki, For
this reason it is not only false, but politically harmful, to
speak of this question as if it were solely one of ‘“cheosing
such leaders as do not fail us at the decisive moment”. This
means at bottom nothing more nor less than the resumption
of the Rosa Luxemburg spontaneity theory, as last represented

by comrade Clara Zetkin, clearly and unequivocally, at the
V. World Congress of the CI. .

- In view of the aggravated offensive being carried on by
the world bourgeoisie against the international proletariat, and
especially against Soviet Russia, this fresh attempt on the
part of comrade Trotzky to interpret and falsify the lessons
of the October revolution in an entirely un-Bolshevist sense,
and to make this interpretation into a fresh basis of struggle
against the leaders of the Executive Committee of the Co-
mintern and of the Russian Party, represents today objectively
a support of the adversaries of the Comintern. This procee-
ding is the more difficult to understand that it originates with
comrade Trotzky. who, as one of the best known leaders of
the Russian revolution, enjoys the highest political prestige in
the eyes of the international proletariat.

The Central Committee of the German CY rejects this
attempt with the utmost decision, the more that it is likely to give
rise to dangerous lack of clearness on the fundamental lessons
of the Russian revolution among the working youth of all coun-
tries, who did not share the experiences of October 1917. The
Central Committee of the CY of Germany declares that it,
and with it the whole of the German Youth League, hold firmly
to the lines laid down by the decisions of the V. Congress of
the Comintern and by Leninism, and that its full support is
given to the Bolshevist Central Committee of the Russian CP.

The Central Committee of the CY of Germany welcomes
the clear and unequivocal reply given by the Central Com-
mittee of the Russian Youth League and the Leningrad and
Moscow Committee, and undertakes to join the whole of its
forces to those of the Russian League and of the whole Com-
munist Youth International, against any falsification of the
lessons of the October revolution, and of the teachings of
Lenin. : :

The Central Committee of the CY
of Germany. »
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