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instein, expresset the best that
the phynical scientists have to sny on
atoone power and the futore. [n a
tong article, appearing in & vecent issue
of the Neie York Times Magozine, Dr.
- Einstein wrote eight words, and .only
eight words, that made sense to the so-
cial scientist. ‘Those words were: “To-
day we must zbhandon competition and
socUre  en-operation.” tThis phrase
woull suem to have heen determined for

Einstein Ly the trend of State controls -

(o an ali-over Receivership of the State
on behalf of the property owners of the
canitalist class—a co-operation of eapi-
talist forees wgainst the working class.
—Editor S.8.R.] The  many, many
words that surrounded this statement,
- .and that purported to show how en-
operation eould be' secured, echoed—in
similar words of other
sacially minded physicists, ¢hemists and
mathematicians who have been rushing
‘into print with “solutions” to the newly
‘dramatized aocial problem,

“Future thinking must prevent warg” °

“Our defence is in Jaw and “ovder”
“, ., a8 Mr. Baruch wisely said, it iz o
problem not of physics, bu. of ethics,”
¥_ .. it iz easier to denature plutonium
than it 8 to denature the evil spirit of
man.”
tory lover France! in 1879, what
tragedy for the human race might have
been averted!” ‘“Tgnoring the vealities
of faith, pood-will and honesty.in seek.
ing a solution, we place too much faith
-, in.legaliems, treaties and mechanisms.”
“The real problem is in the hearts of
~men.”  “We will not change the hearts
- of -other men by mechanisms but by
‘changing our hearts and speaking
‘bravely.”

Sloppy Social Thinking Caused hy

Faiture to Admit Cless Issuea
. These extracts from 0Dr. EBinstein's
- article give the “subatance” of his view
" of the social problem and itz “golution.”
. True, he did toueh upon United Nations
" endeavors, and suggested greater efforts
away “from nationalism toward a supra-
- nationaliam.” RBut he failed utterly to
- recognise the capitalist (private and
State) factors that make the TLN. what
it is and that promote chaunvinism and
national rivalries., His avaidance of the
capitalist factors and of the Socialist
golution, and his eoncern with “‘ethies,”
“hearts,” ete:; that are but effects of the
copitalist cause. indicate a frustration
as complete as that of persons who re-
sort to relizious myeticism as balm for
nerves shattered by the effecta of class-
ruled society.

We are not “picking on” Dr. Einstein.
His co-workers in the physical sciences
who possess socin] consciences are
equally frustrated. They lack the know-

ledge of xacinl seience necessary to an |

underetanding of society and its prob-
lems, - ‘
Physical Scientints Don't Always
Think Seientificnlly

As we stated before, the theory that-

seientiets from the physical. fields ean
solve social problems is plausible, but not
necessarily true, .
No matter how great’ their’ geniue.
physical scientists are subject to th.t:
same limitations as “ordinary mortals
in suhjects outside of their particular
fields. An Einateiw, entering the field of
social science, is ee fost as any other

“1f Germany hada not wan a vie-

‘bourne,

man who touches a subject in which he
has no hasic knowledge and training.
Physieal svientists. nve as confused as
nmen of ather professions and trades in
polities! and social thinking, Some are
conservatives, others ave liberals, still
others think they are Socialists,.  Some

.are Fascists, others mecept the limited

political democracy of papitalism as the
“highest” ideal, still others arve as
apwlitical as the digillusioned, and unen-
lightened, worker who is "against poli-

- ties” while he lends tacit support to the
- politiciana fii charge of the operations of
‘the capitalist State,

Ewamples -of "Seientific” Confusion

Exsmplea may be cited on the “out-
gide thinking"” of seientistag Sir Oliver
Lodge, the phyeisist, was s passionate
boliever in’spivitualism.  Sir James
Jeans, the astro-physicist, iz a mystie. in
his soeial thinking. Max Planck, the
inventor of the quantum theory, though
now in the process of “‘rehabititation,”
was & Fascist. Robert Millikan and
Arthur Compton, the physicists, and
present heads of capitalist schonls, are
a¢ Dabhitt-like as Nicholas Mumrray But-
ler in their defences of capitsliam as it
is:  Finstein and other well-known
scientists elaim, or have claimed, to he
Socialists.  Harold Urey, discoverer of
“heavy water,” and one of the major
workers on atomic fission, once followed
the Stalinist pavty line, and still consid-
ers himself an advanced liberal,  And,
to mentfon but one more of the modern
scientists, J. B. 8. Haldane i8 an active
Stalinist—and as naive in his blind ae
-geceptance of reform as he is vealistic
in physiology and engineering. - | Actuai-
1y he in a resiistic Stalinist supporter of
State capitalism—Editor 5.8.71.0.]

These modern examples ean be
matched from the past. The greatest
of all sclentists in theoretical and ap-
plied physies and in pure and applied
mathemat_jca, Sir Tsaae Newton, was not
above pliving cheap politics to gain
office, and ptobably spent mare time
tracing biblical “chronology™ and in vain
theologienl research than he did in the
field-in which he towered.  Sir John
Napier, inventor of lerarithmns, had as
his real passion the dipcovery of the
“proof” that the Roman Catholie Chuveh
wae the “searlet woman.” ‘

!See - further refercnce  to Prof,
Oliphant and  atomic energy under
COMMENT in Ne. 28 Sauthern Socialist
International Digest.] . )

THE SHEPHERD'S COUNSEL TO -
HIS SHEEP .

The Nev York Herald Trittne reforts
f:-ogn Rome, Noveniber 13, that the Pope
saidi— .

Y. . the eourageous..employment of
one’s own or borrowed - eapital are bages
for the asimple. hnrd-working, thrifty
add pions lives that have long character-
ized good farmers.” .

Simple, hard-working, thrifty and
pions lives for farmers and workers?
Why not for priests and- Pope?

(From The New Brotherhood, issued
York 10.} ‘

CASH WANTETD

The Socialist Foundation needs funds

!0 CAITY on its. educational work. If you

¢hink us worthy, let us have your dona.
tion. Manager. P.O. Box 573-D, Mel-

~.ngme should follow Lenin's.

@
Review
REVIETT BY PAUL MATTICR
STALIN, TROTEKY AND LENIN

The alleped purpose of Trotsky's hin-
graphy of Stalin* is to show “how 4
persanality of this gort was formed, and
how it-eame to power by uswrpation of
the right to suéh an éxceplional role
(XI)."** The veal purpose of the book,
however, is to show why Trotsky lost
-the power position he temporarily oe-
cupied and why his rather than Stalin’s
Prior to
L.enin's death it had always been “Lenin .
and Trotsky™; Stalin's name had jnvam
iably been near orat the end of any list
of prominent Bolshevika. On ane occas
sion Lenin' even suggested that he put
his own signatitre second to Trotsky's.
In brief, the book helps to explzin why
Trotsky was of the opinion “that he was
the natural. suceessor to- Lenin.” and in
eflcet 18 a biography of both $talin and
Trotsky. T

Because of the “pipantic faectory of
lies which was ovganized by the Kremlin,
“little is known of the character-foyming
carly life of Stalin, But the falsifiers
did- not succeed completely. The basic

" warp of his narrative, Trotsky points

out, “is made up of decuments, memoirs,
:md( other objective sources,” He has
not, he says, "averlooked a single fact,
document, or hit of testimony. redound-
ing to the benefit of Stalin (XII).”. He
admits, of conrse, that some: of his “oh-

- Jective sources™ are not .really objective,

hut he inereases -their objectivity by in-
terpolating ““one or Another episode from
his . personal  remiinisconces.” The
“memoirs,” on which he relies, are “un-
doubtedly prejudiced,” as they are writ-
ten by -Mensheviks and other-“enemies
of the vevolution.” ‘But Trotsky thinks -
he knows “how to ‘find .the kernel of
truth” in these sources. - What thie .
kernel ts may be seen from-the follow-
ing: C ) e

Out’of Trotskv's book, Stalin emerges
as a man in whose “gpiritual lfe, the
personal, practical aim ‘always stood
ahove the theoretieal truth, and the will
played an immeasurably greater part
than the intelleet (19).”
spring of his personality is ‘envy of all
;Who-&re more gifted. moére powerful,
:rank higher than he (326).” He mesas-
~ures “every situation, every political eir--
cumstance, ‘every comhination of people
by one criterion—usefulness to himself,
-to his struggle for power, to his relent-
-less  itch  for domination- over others
. (386).” _

By his "very nature,” Trotsky relates,
- §talin “had always been a person of lit-
.tle culture, an opportunist and double-
dealer,” He ig lazy, erude, sly, cruel,

*Stalin: An appraisal of the mdn and
his, influence,  Edited -and translated
from the Rissian by Charles Malammth.

: == N - Harper-and Brothers, New York, 1948,
by Paul Beeck, Lm.E' 2{ith Street, New (616 pp.; $5.00)—The first s ven chap.

-ters and the appendix, that is, the bulk
‘of the ho k, Trotsky wrote and tevized
‘himself, The last four chapters, consist-
ing of notes, excerpts, documents, and
other raw materialzs, have been edited.

- **The numbers in parentheses refer
to pages in Trotsky's book.

" The main- -
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~erude, malevolent, sullen, sadistic, re.

vengeful; n “'sluggish thinker,” “unen-
durably vialear,” with o “partiality for
eriminala, " Indeed & “very diffieult
‘person to xet mlong with,”  Real revo-
lutions upset him, begause “his nature
craves a centralized political machine
(358)." He is ne more than a “small-
time propagundist and organizer”:; it
took him much too long to get.into the
Central Committee of the Party, and in
the beginning he managed that only by
way of the back door (202). He had al-
ways been regavded as a “second-rate
firure,” and hag been looked upon an
“a practico, 4.6, a8 & rank and file re-
volutionist, useful primarily for loeal

** organizational activity (114),”

Stalin is not only a aluggish thinker,
he is “no thinker at all” He “cannot
make head or tail of international mat-
ters,” and simply does not “fit into any
‘public nctivity.” His “style of writing
is bad,”” at times he i8-unable to write
more than *“two articles a ronth." He
wrote only one book of importance, and
thut was not his own. It was practical-
ly dictated to him by Lenin {157).
Warst of ail, perhaps, $talin “is neither
& marksman nov a hunter, in the sport-
ing sense of the word. He has a
general appearance which makes it
eagier to imagine him placing traps at

night than firing a gun at a bird in

flight (172)."

. Not only to the general reader, but
curiously enough to Trotsky himseif,
“Stalin's personal characterization or his
political biography . . . have scarcely
any significance (21)." But Trotsky,
though he considers these questions
“subsidizry,” mixes main questions and
subsidiary yuestions in such a manner
. that answers to the latter questions must
also serve as answers to the former.
Just as Lenin, by virtue of his political
and personal good quslities, is made
mainly, if not totally, respongible for
,the success of the October Revolution,
so Stalin’s bad personal and political
qualities are seen as the chief reason
for the particular ways in which the
Revolution “degenerated.” The great-
man theory, veiled in pseudo-materizl-
istic ygarb with reapect to Lenin, becomes
“in Stalin's case a small-man theory, em-

bellished with historical data so selected -

and interpreted as to allow Trofsky to
pose as 8 Marxist historian,

To an unbiased reader of this hio-
graphy, that is, to 5 reader not so mych
ccneerned with Stalin and Trotsky as
with the Russian Revolution, it soon he-
comes apparent that this particular book

of Trotsky's belongs to the same mental’

and political climate that produced the.
Moscow Trials and that instigated the
murder of Trotsky himself, In faet,
the competition in proven and unproven
accesations is really breathtaking, the
elimax in Trotsky's case being his strong
suspicion that Stalin poisoned Gorki and
Lenin in order to make more secure his
dietatorial position. . }
The . personal and moral charactetis-
ties of Stalin, true or untrue, are of
little interest with respeet to the history
of Rolsheviam. And, of course, it can
only be the history of Bolshevism, not
that of Stalin, with which the “Marxist"
Trotsky must veally be concerned in
order to justify the writing of this hook,
particularly because Trotsky points out
that Stalin “‘took possession of power,

not with the aid of persenal qualities,
but  with the aid of
machine. ‘And it was not he who cre-
ated the machine, but the machine that
created him (XV)." Although it should
follow from this that Trotsky's real in.
tevests should centre around the
maehine, his main  concern- ig with
Stalin's lack-of personal qualitiés.

As far as the machine is concerned,
Trotsky eannot help but defend it, being
himself one of .his crestors. What he
regrets is not the existence of ‘the
inachine, but-the faet that it was ngt
foolproof aghinst politieal up-starts of
the type of Stalin. That the politieal
thachine created by the Bolsheviks waa
incapable of doing other than serve the
dictatorial rule of the Party and, within
the Party, the sbeolutistic rule of its
leaders, is of na rea! concern to Trotsky.
Here, too, as in other regpects, he holds
that “it ja not enly & question of what
is  being dome, but also who does it
(408)." . ) -

This dictum of Trotsky’s springs from
necessity,  Hin own past incorporates
that type of policy which at a later date
was given . the derogatory nams o
Stalinism. = All beginnings are amali,
of course, and the Bolshevism of Lenin
and Trotsky differs from present-day
Stalinism just as Hitler's brown terror of
1933 differed from the Naziam of the
Second World War. But Stalin's to-
talitavianism, st least in its organiza-
tional aspects, resulted from Lenin's and
Trotsky's organizational and tactical in-
novations which were dressed up as the
“dictatorship of the proletariat,” and
were executed by itd vanguard, the Bol-
shevik party.

That there it nothing in the arsens!-

of Stalinism that eammot also be found
in that of Lenin and Trotsky is atteated

_to by the earlier writings of Troty

ky
himself.*  For example, Trotaky, like

Stalin, introduced compulsory labor gser- -

vice a8 n “socialist principle.”” He, too,
was convinced “that not one gerious so-
cialist will- begin to deny to the Labor
State the. right to lay its hands upon the

worker who refuses to execute his labor

power.” Tt was Trotsky who hurried to
stress the “socialistic character” of in-

equality, for, ag he =aid, “thuse workers -

who do more for the general! interest
than . others
greater quantity of the social produmect
thian the lazy, the careless, and the dis-
organizers.”
everything must be done to “amsist the
development of rivalry in the sphere of
produetion.” .

Of course, all this was conceived ns

“the “socialist principle” of the “trans.

formation period.” Tt was diethted by
objective difficulties in the way of fuil
socialization, There was not the desire,
but the need to strengthen party dieta-
torship until it led to the abolishment of
-even those freedoma of activity which,
in one fpshion or. another. had been
granted by the bourgeois State.  How-
ever, Stalin, tod, ean offer the excuse of
necessity, atid does actually offer it

when he distinguishes between *“soefal-

ism™” and “communism.”  And wntil the
Stalinist “world revolution” has taken
place and secured itself, he, too, ean

*3ee, for instance, L. Trotsky's “Die.
tatorship vs. Demoeracy,” New York,
1922; particularly from nage 135 to-
page 150, : ‘ .

an impersonal .

receivé the right to a-

‘It wag his -opinion that -

speak of the process of transformatio
as justification for the harshness of dic
tatorship, '

In order to find other argument
against Stalinism than hig personal di -

Jike- for a competitor in _intra-part -

struggles, Trotsky must discover an
construet politieal differences betwee
himself and Stalin and between Stali
and Lenin in order to support his asge:
tion that without Stalin things woul
have been different in Russia and else
where. It will be necessary to pay som
attention to thege *'differences,” the mor
20 becnume for quite some time Trotsk
prided himself on being the unacknow
ledged originator of many of- Stalin’
“succesgful” policies, as, for instanes
glle launching of the first Five-Year-
an.

Lenin; Trotsky, Stalin belonged to th
Bolshevik' Party; Trotsky, the late
¢omer, entered the party only after th
February Revolution. All three, how

“ever, had been members of the Socic

Democratic Party before it split int
Menshevik and Belshevik. All wer
Marxists at a time when, as Trotsl_;
writes, Marxismt in Ruasia “wag sti
passing through its intellizgentsia stag .
{13),” a stage that "invoived a kind o
defence of the progressive mission o©
capitalism (25),” as against the Populis

- idea that Russia might escape the capi

talist: stage of development altogethe:.
The.whole revolutionsry movement prio -
to 1905 was financed principally by th
liberal bourgeoitie,  And up to 191
the "political machine of the. Bolshevi

" Party was predominantly made up o

the intelligentsia, which was petty-bour
gecig in its origin and conditions of lif
and Marxist in its ideas (203).”

The peculiar social structure of th
Party machine, regarded by Troteky a
one of the causes for the Party's late-
“degeneration,” is at thé same time re-
cognised by him as a “historical neces.
sity” because of the backwardnesz of th.
Russian masses. Lenin’s principle o
centralism, however, is for Trotsky no
a source of Stalinism, although it, too
finas its explanation “in the lack of
homogeneity and the bacKwardness o
the toilers——that is, in the general socin
conditions which make imperative tha:
very centripetal leadership of the elass
by its. vanguard (61).” And Lenin’
hierarchial system of professionsl revo-
lutionista receives .Trotsky's full approv-
al. He defends it against all those whe
see in it a source of Stalinism. “A pro-
fesgional revolutionist is a person,” he¢
3ays, “who completely dedicates himself
to the labor movement under conditions
of illegality and forced conspivaey. . . .
The young men and young women whe
devoted themselves entirely to the revo-
lgtionary movement without demanding
anything in veturn were not the worst
representatives of their geneération . . .
they eannot suffer by comparison with
any other social group (54)."

Stalin, too, was a professional revolu-
tionist. And if the professionals “de-
manded nothing in return” as revelu-
tionists, they fought nevertheless for
professional leadership over the whole
of Russia, and, if possible, the world.
Their revolutionary .gosl’ would be
veached with their transformation into.
government officials.  This, as we al-

.ready learned from Trotsky, is a “hiz-
toricai necessity,” in view of the hack-
wardness of the messes. .
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totaky's defence of Bolshevik prin.
tes ix supposted to harmonize his anti-
Stalinism with hig lLeninism. The or-
ganizatidns of Trotsky's “Fourth Inter-
national” are  all - constrvocted in the
Leninist mannes, yet they are not ex-
= pected to suffer thé fate of Stalin's
party. There must, then, be a difference
between Lenin and Stalin,.but in apite
of ail of Trotsky's cfforts, it is not pos-
gible to find significant persdnal or poli-
tieal differences between the two. Aside
from Trotakyv's assertion that when he
was near death Lenin fully recogmized

the dangerous character of Stalin and -

tried to oppose him, Stalin appears
throughout the biography as the truest
follower of the master., In fact, it is
- Leniri himzelf who pushes his prize
papil higher and higher in the party
hierarchy. .- :
If Trotsky “did not notice Stalin even
among the second-rate members of the
Central Committee of the Party (242),”
nevertheless it was Lenin who put him
there: “Greedily, Lenin seized upon
- the rapable and energetic Stalin and
helped tn advance his eandidaey at the
Duma elections. (1501." Lenin, Trotsky
explaing, was “advancing Stalin, that
‘splendid ‘Georgian.” as he once called
him, because of his enthusiasm for peo-
e who showed resoluteness, or were
simply successful in earrving out an
aperation assignéd to them,” and “be.
cauge he valued Stalin’s firmness, grit,
stubbornness, and to- a certain extent
“his glyness, a=s attrihutes necessary in
the strugple (243)." It was partico-
larly “the ability to ‘exert pressure’
which Lenin prized so highly in Stalin
(279)."  Of course, this was not a one-
rided love affair: “on all the most im-
portant nceasions Stalin insured himaelf
by vating with Ienin (228)."

“"Phére could not have. been any “the-
oretical” differences between Lenin and
Stalin, as the only theoretical work bear-
ing the name of the latter had been in-
snired ond supervivsed bv Lenin.  And
if, as we have learned, Stalin's “nature
rraved” the centralized party machine,
it was Lenin who ernstructed the nerfect
machine for him. so that on thai score,
too, no difference conld arise  Tn fact.
as long ag Lunin was active. Stalin was
no trouble to him, however troublesome
he may have heen to "Numher Two Bol-
shevik.”

"Bt in order far Trotsky to explain
the “Soviet Thermidor,” there must be
n difference hetween [eninism and

- StaTinism, provided of course, there was
such a Thermidor., "On this point Trot-
sky has bronght forth various ideas as

. to when it tonk place. but in hiz Stalin
hingraphy he ignores the question of
time in favor of the gimple statement

~ that it had something ‘to do with the

U~Tingressine privileges for the bureau-
craey,”  However, this only brings us
hack to the early periad of the Bol-
~hevik dietatershin which found lenin
anl Trotsky enpaged in creating the
State hureaueracy and inereasing itd
officiency by incrveasing its nrivileges.

1f it iz not possible to make Stalin ve-
gpomeible for the Russian bureaucracy,
he might he made respongible for its

“Btalinist” version.  There have been
¢reat chances  in Russia, but these

rhanres dn not suppest o definite distine-
tion hetweoen

Feninism and Staliniam.

Frequent changes in  governmental
policy caused by internal and external
circumstances have been accompanied by
a changing composition of the .burcau-
cracy,  However, it would be false to
consider «lff the intra-Russian buresu-
cratie struggles as reflections of deeper-
rooted-social wpheavala caused either by
internal or international difficulties.
The main reason for these strugeles is
the bloody process of the formation and

organisation of A new ruling c¢lass in the

developing system of - State-capitalism.
Of necessity the competing adversaries
disguise their narrow gosis, that is,
their positions of power and privileges,
with arguments of an apparently wider
vision based on the remaining plurality
of interests within Russian socjety and
international power struggles.

The fact that the velentless struggle
for position ¢ame into the. open only
after Lenin’s death sugpests romething
other than the Soviet Thermidor. It
simply indieates that hy that lime the
Bolshevikk State was of sufficient
strength, or was in & position, to disre-
pard to & certain degree both the Rus-
sian masses and the international bour-
Feoisie. The -developing * bureaucracy
began to feel sure that Russie was theirs
for keeps; the fight for the plums of the
itevointion entered its more goneral anid
moere serious stage,

AN adversaries in this strupggle
stressed the need.of dietatorship in view
of the unsolved internal frietions he-
tween “workers" and ‘“‘peasante,” the
econormic and technological backward-
ness of the country as a whole, and the
constant danger of attack from the out.
side.  Bui within thie setting of dicts-
torship all sorts of arcuments could Le
raised, The power-struggle within the

eveloping ruling class expresmed itse;!

in prlicy-proposals either for or against
the interests cf the peasants, either for
or ag-anst the imitation of factory eoun
cile, oither for sr 2guinst an offensive
policy on the internuticnal front. High-
sounding theoris wire cxpounded wite

"vegard to the estimation of the peas-

antry, the reletianshiy between bureau-
craey and revolutien, the question of
party generations, ete., and. reached
their climex in the Trotsky-Stalin' con-
troveray on the “Permanent Revalution”
and the theory of “Socialism in Omne
Country.” -

It i3 quite possible that the Jebaters

believed {heir own phrvases; vet, despite

their theoretieal differentiations, when-
ever they acted upon a rveal situation
they all acted alike. In ovder to suil
their own needs, they nuturally express-
ed identical things in different terms. 11
Trotsky 1rushes to the front—to alt
Tronts, in fact—he merely defends the
fatheriand. But Stalin "is attracted by
the fremt, because here for the first time
he could work with the most finished of
ail the administrative machines, the mili-
tary machina (295),” for which, by the
way, Trotaky elaims all credit. If Tro*-
sky pleads for discipline, he shows his

““jron Hand™; if Stalin does the same, ko

deals with a “hedvy hand" 1f Trot-
sky’s bloody suppression of the Kron-
stadt Rebellion was a “tragic necessity”
(337}, Stalin’s suppréssion of the, Geor-
zian independence movement is in the
manner of u “great-Russian Russifier
riding roughshod over the rights of his
own people as & nation (3R0)." And

L

vice versm: mugpistions made Ly 'I‘ro:;;y

_are ealled false and counter-nrevolution- -

ary by Stalin's henchmen; when carried
out under Stalin's auspices they become
additiona! proof or the great leaders
wisdom.

To understand Bolshaviem, and in a
narrewer  gsense . dialihism, it is not
enough to follaw  the superfieial and
often silly ¢ontroversies between Stalin-
iste nnwd Trotskyites.  After all, the
Russian Revolution embraces more than
iust the Bolshevik Party. It was not
even initiated by organized politiea!
groups, but by spontancous ruattions of
the masses to an unbeaveble and ap:
parently endless miseri.‘ eonfected with
the breakdown of atl alveady precariouns
economie system in the wake of an uu-
succesafully weed war.  The Febroary
vpheavals “sturted” with hunger riots

in market plaees, protest strikes in fac- . 7

. trvles, and the spontaneous declaration
¢ solidarity with the rioters on the part
of the soldiers. - But all spontaneous
nvements in modern history have been
weeompanied by orsanized forees, As
foon 48 the collapse of Czarism was im-
minent, organizations came to the fore
wltl; directives  and  definite political
ssonls, : .

If prior to the Revolution Lenin had
rivessed organizazion rathers than spon-
tuniety, it was because of the retarded
Russian conditinns, which gave the spon-
tineous movements n backward eharae-
ter, Even the politically advanced
groups offered only limited programs.
The industrial workers desired capital.
istic reforins similar to those enjoved by
the workers in more capitalisticaily ad-
vanced colntries. The petty-bourireoisie
and important layers of the capitalist
¢lass wanted a Western bourgeois demo-
eracy.  The jeasants desived land in n
capitalist agriculture. Though progres-
sive for Czarist Russia, these demands
:g'er\e of the essence of hourgeois revoly-
ion,

The new liberaliatic February govern-
ment attempted to continue the war,
But it was the conditions of war against

* which the mazses were rebelling. Al
promised teforms within the Russian
setting of that time and within the ex-
isting imperialistic power relationships
were doomed tn remnin empty phrases;
there was no way of directing the spon-
taneotis movements into those channels
desired by the povernment. In new up-.

not by wuy of a second revolution, hut by
a forced: chunge of government, This
seizure of power was made easy by the
lack of intevest that the restless masses
were ghowing in the existing govern-
ment. The Ociober coup, as Lenin said,
“was easier than lifting a feather.” The
ﬁrmé_ vietory was “practically achieved
by default. . . . Not a single regiment
. rose to defend Russian democrsacy, . . .
The struggle for supreme power over an
empire that comprised one-sixth nf the
terrestrial globe was decided between
amazingly small forces on both sides in
the provinces, as well as in the two capi-
tal cities (239)."

The Bolsheviks did not try to rFestore
the old conditions in order to reform
them, but declared themselves in favor
of the concrete rexnlts of the coneept-
ually backward spontanesua movements:
the ending of the war, the workers’ con-
teol of industry, the expropriation of the

T T Y TR

surges the Bolskeviks came into power
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" bility for the Revolution.

" ments.
_obvious faet that Russin’s previous his-
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yiling classes nnd the divisim of land.

And so they stayed in power. The back-
wardtnss of the masses had pot prevent-
ad thent from agting in a forward way,
for in Russin the tite for concessions
to the suffering and exploited masses
was papt,  In the turmoil of war und
defeat there was wo room for capitalis-
tic reforms of the traditional type,

The pre-revolutionary demands of the
Russian maosses had been backward for
twn reasons: they had fong been realized
it the main capitalist nations, and they
¢oukd no lofiger be reslized in view of
exleting world conditions. At a tima
when the concentratien and centraliza-
tion process of world capitaliam ha
brought about the decline of bourgeois
democraey almost everywhere, it was no
longer possible to initiate it afresh in
Russia. If leiusex faire democracy was
out of the questien, so were all those
reforms in  capital-ldbor  relations
usually related to gocial legislation and
trade unionism, Capitalist agriculture,

too, had passed beyond the breaking up -

of feuda! estptea and production for n
.eapitalist market to the industrialization
of agrieniture and its consequent incer-
poration into the concentration process
of capital. .

The Bolshevike did not elaim responsi-
They gave
gpontaneous move-
Of course, they undertined the

fiill eredit to the

tory, which ineluded the Bolshevik
party, had lent some kind of vague revo-
lutionary consciousness to-the unorgan-
jzed masses, and they were not back-

" ward about asgerting that without their

feadership the course of the Revolution
would have heen different and most
probably would have led to & counter-
revolution. “Had the Bolsheviks not
geized power,” writes 'Trotsky, “the
world would have had a Russian name

Jor Faaciam five vears before the March

of Rome (412).”

But counter-revelutionary attempts on
the part of the traditional powers failed
not because of any conscious direction of

" the spontaneocus movements, not because

of Lenin's “gharp eyes, which surveved
the sitmation earrectly (196}, but be-
cause of the fact that these movements
conld mot ~he diverted from their owwn
conrge. If one wants to use the term
ut all, the only "counter-revolution” pos-
gihle in the Russia of 1917 was that in-
herent in the.Revolution itself, that ia
in the opportunity
sheviks to restore a centrally divected
social order for the nevpetuation of the
capitakistic divoree of the workers from
the means of production and the conse-
quent restoration of Russia as n com-
peting imperialist power.

During the revolution the intevests of
the 1ehelling masses and of the Bolshev-
iks merged {0 a remarksble degree. Be-
tond the temporary merger, theve alsy
exiated o deep unity butween the social-
izing coneepts nf the Rolsheviks and the
consequences of the spontaneous move.
ments. The revelutivnary movement,
reaching out hy ferce of eireumstances
heyond the {raditional confines of the
hourgeniz revolution, vet able only by

virtue of internal and extra-Russian con-
- ditiona tn capitalize the nation. co_uld
- realize itself oniy in the equally restrict-

ed and developed form of Russian State-
eapitalism. Too “hackward” for secial

it offered the Bol-

igm, but also too “advanced” for libesal
capitalism which the Bolsheviks consid-
ered a pre-condition of socialism, name-
iy, State-capitalism. -

By identifying themselves with the
spontanienus movement they could not
coutrol, the Bolsheviks gained control

over thig movement as soon as it had -

spent itself in the realization of its im-
mediate. goals.  There were thany such
wonlg differently veached in dJifferent
territories. Various layers of the peas-
autry satisfied, or failed to satisfy, di-
vergent needs and desires.  Their in-
taresta had no real connection with those
of tha proletarist, The working class
itself was split into various groups, with
a vdriety of specific needs and general
plans, The petty-bourgeoisie had still
ather problems to solve. In brief, there
was a spontaneous unity against the
conditions of Czarism and war, but there
was no unity in regard to immediate
goals and future policy. It was not too
difficult for the Bolshevika to utilize this
gocial division for building up their ovm
power, which finaily became stronger
than the whole of society because it

- never faced society &s a whale.

1ike the other gronps which asserted
themselves within the revolution, the
Rolsheviks, too, pressed forwnrd to gain
their particutar end—the control of gov-
ernment. This poal reached farther
than all the other ends aspired to by
other interests represented in the social
upheaval. It involved 2 never-ending
struggle, a continuons winning and re-
winning of power positlons. Peasant
groups settled down after dividing the
land, workers returned to the factories

as  wage-laborers, soldiers, unable to

roam the countrysides for ever, retdrn-

ed to the life of peasant and worker, but

for the Bolsheviks the struggle only
redlly began with the success of the Re-
volution. Like all governments, the Bol-.

shevik regime, involves submission of all .

existing soclal layers to its autherity.
Slowly centralizing all power and cobn-
trol into their hands, the Bolsheviks were
goon able to dictate policy. Once more
Rusgia became thoroughly organized in
the interests of a apecial class—the elass
of privileze in the emerging system of
State-capitalism. :

All this has nothing to do with Stalin-’

jam - and “Thermidor,”. but represents
Lenin's and Trotsky's palicy from the
very day they came to-power. Report-
ing to the Sixth Congress of Sovieta in
1918, Trotsky complained "that “Not ali

-Soviet workers have nnderstood that our
administration has been centralized and

that all orders issued from above must
he fina), . . . We-shall be pitiless with
thore Sovict workers who have not yet
understoad; we will remove them, cast
them out of out ranks, pull them up with
repressions {291)." Trotsky now claims

that these words were aimed at Stalin.

wha did not co-ordinate his war aetivity
properly, and we are willing to helieve
himt,  But how much more divectly must
they have been aimed at all those who
wore not even “second-rate,” bat had no
vating at ail in the Soviet hiexarchy.
There alveady existed, as Trotsky re
lates, “a  shdrp cleavage between the
clapses in motien and the interests of
the party machines. Even the Bolahevik
Party cadres, whe enjoyed the henefit of
exceptional revolutionary training, were
definitely inclined to disregard the

. interests

‘gendary.

" tatorial

maages and to [dentify their own special
with the intcrests of the
machine  on the very day after the
monarchy was overthrown (204)."
Tyotsky holds, of course, that the dan-
gers impiied in this situation were avert-
ed by Lenin's vigilance and by objective
conditiongs  which made the “‘masses
more revolutionary than the Party, and
the Party more revolutionary than its
machine (204).” But the machine was
headed by Lenin. Even before the Re-
volution, Trotsky points out, the Central
Committee of the Party “functioned al-
most regularly and was entirely in the

hands of Lenin (163} And even more ..

go after the Revolution. In the Springof
1918 the “ideal of ‘democratic central-
ism' suffered further reverses, for in
effect the power within both the govern-
ment and the Party hecame conzentrated
in the hands of Lenin and the immedi-

.ate retinue of Bolshevik leaders who did

not openly disagree with him and car-
ried out his wishes (340}." As the bu-
reaucracy made headway, nevertheless, -
the emerging Staliniat machine must
have been. the resnlt of an oversight on
the part of Lenin.

To distinguigh betweeri thé ruler of
the machine on the one hand, ‘and be-

_ tween the machine and the masses on

the other, implies that onky the masses
and its top-leader were truly revolution-
ary, and that both Lenin and the revolu:
tionary masses were later betrayed by -
Stalin’e machine -which, so to spesk,
made itself independent.  Although
Trotsky needs such distinctions to sat-
isfy his own political interests, they have -
no basis in fact. Until his death—dis-
regarding occasional remarks against
the dangers of bureaucratization, which
for the Bolsheviks are the equivalent of
the bourgeois polifictans’ oceasionial eru-

" sades for =z balanced. budget—Lenin
-never once ¢ame ount against the Bol- .
- shevik party machine and its leadership, ° -

that is, - against himself. Whatever
Eolicy was decided upon received Lenin's
leseing o long as he was- at the helm

- of the machine, and he died holding that

position. ) :
Lenin's “democratic” nocions are le-
Of course, State-capitalism
under -Lenin was different from State- -
capitalism under Stalin because the die--
powers” of the latter & were
greater—thanks to Lenin's attempt to
build wp his own, That Lenins rule
was less terroristfc than Stalin's is de-
batahle. Like Stalin, Lenin catalogued
all his victims undey the heading “count-
er-revolutionary.” ~ Without comparing

_the statistics of those tortured and killed
under both regimes, we will admit that

the Bolshevik regime under Lenin and
Trotsky was net strong enough to earry
through such Stalinist measures as en-
forced collectivization and slave-labor
camps as & main eéonomic and political
policy. It was not design, but weakness,
which forced Lenin and Trotsky to the
so-called New Economic Molicy, that is,
to concessions to private property in-
terests and to a greater lip-serviee to
“democracy.” .

Bolshevik “toleration™ of such non-
belshevik organizations as the Social
Revolutionists in the early phase of
Lenin's rule did not spring, as Trotsky
asserts, from Lenin’s “democratic” in-
clinations, but from inability te deatroy
all non-holshevik organizations at once.
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st muited to tliciF apecific setds, The
seiokd wortd wiir Jed o the fuvther
\mfuldhifr of  Siate capitdlisti ol &
world-wide scale. The peculigritics of
the various ontiots and their special
nituations within the world-power frame
. provided a great variety of development-
&l processes towards State capitalism.
e fact that State capitalism and
fagcism did not, ahd do not grow every-
where 111 o upiform manner provided
Trotaky with the argument of the basic:
difference Letween bolshevisni, fasciam -
aftd dapitaliem plain and simple.  This,
argument necesSarily strésses stiperfici-
nlities of social development,  In afl es-
tetitial agpects all thiee of these systems
. nre ldenitical, and represent only various
. stages of the same development—a de-
¥ . velopment which ainis at ianipulating
the mnes of the population by dictator-
ini  poverrments {ii a niore or less
tathoritarian fashion, id order to secwre
the government and the priviléged sotial
lavers which support it and to enable
thoke governments to participate i the
-ittertational economy of to-day by pre-
! paritig for war, waging war, and profit-
3 . ing by war, , '
K} Trotsky could not permit himself to
..recognize in Bolshevism ohe aspect of
the world-wide trend towards a fascist
- world economy. As late as 1940 he held
the view that Bolshevism prevented the
: rise of Fascism in the Russia of 1917. It
E should have long since been clear, how-
.ever, that_atl that Lenin and Trotsky
1 . .prevented in Russia was the use of =
. non-Marxian ideology for the fascist re-
ll . construction of Russin, Because the
¢ Marxian ideology of Bolshevism merely
~served State ea) italistic ends, it, too, has
- been digseredited. From any* view that
i, goes beyond the capitalist system of ex-

LREEN

" - both relies of the past.
4 . ~ ~=Paul Mattick:
) The above Review appeared in Polities.

KEssay on
-Socialist
Theory

[Politics i3 the name of a monthly
magazine -edited and published fn New
York by Drwight Muedonald.!

SCIENCE AND Politins

A Materialist Analysis

LThe following Easay was started by’
# young .nuclear physicist in Chicago,
and others collaborated in presenting it
in the form it now appeers. [t was sulb-
mitted to Dwight. Macdonald for publica-
tion in Politice, but, we understand, it
was rather contemptuously rejected;
maybe, the eriticism weas too pood, as it
did not eome from professional weiters.
The publication of it has been delayed,
as it was first intended to appear in a
New Yurk magazine! as the publication
nf that periodical is delaved I have heen
given the green light to go shead and
print.  Poliriez is the name of .monthly
magazine cdived and published in New
%’(gr}z’ ]h}‘ Dwight Macdonald. —Editor

_.fagéint ruling classes, and of the Soviet

" already an American gatellite} upon the .

_ potential material plenty for everyone,

It has been a particularly unhappy ex-
perienca for me to witness tHe changes -
in mubject matter and focal concemn in
Palitdes during the last year. There
hind beéit & torked departure from ex-
positig the established order of society
along the lres 1ald down in the firat
issue, which said of the new magozine:
“Its- predominant intellectual approach
will be Marxist, in the setise of a method*
of analysis, not of a ‘body of dogma.”
The apparent trend. in Politics to-
doy {s toward the non-operationnl (and

_ thereforé mystical) etérnal verities, uni- .
~ veraal

‘ values and ultimate truths,
THete is apparently & ‘“new failure of
Horvé obgervable among many of the
independent  leftists who have in the
past withatood the pressures of acquies--
cetice {0 elasy society, whether capitalist
ar Bolshevik, who have seen through the -
fakery of mamipulated’ eulivre and im-
péralist war.

’ "Ce!}ainly, to explain the current ﬂ!'ght

of, radicalg to teform and to religion, one

_ridt ool beyond the status guo pres-
‘gures of dultural conformity and the re-

wird-ladett  handy of the rvuling class,
whiith betkon no lesa now than slways.
The teilitical situation in the world to-
day forces the thinking radical to | re-

. tonsideration of hig basic assumptions,
‘It is engugh to mention the failure of

radiepl parties, the pointlessness of most
types of radical action emiployed to date,
the apparent entrenchment of capitalist-

buredineraey. < Warld War II has fune-

“‘tloned " to. stréngthen the prip of the

United States and Ruasia (with England

rest of the world, and the fast growing
competition between: them is clear for

.. all ‘tg see. Scientifi¢ advances pyramid
‘ploitation Stalinism and Trotskyism arve  at an ever increaging fate, and

" ‘the existing arrangément of
*science i a tool providing greater, power -

der
ety,

than, ever in the hahids of the ruling
clsss. (Nevertheleks, the great strides

" in technology, making available tremen-

dous sources of energy and, therefore, of

accéntuate the  fontradictions of class
society. To this point we return later.)

The current flight from a reasoned
angd radical appronch to society, into the
arms of the ruling class (vie raform or
iia religion), derivés in part at least

. from the feeling of impotence in the face

of  these historical developments, and
fiom the evident inability of orthodox

Marxism, ns represented by the various -
. parties, to provide the answers. Ve
reject, however, for reasons to be dis- -

We

cussed below, the idea that the failure
of the partiés means the failure of so-
cialism. And we similarly reject the
iden that soeialist polities can be imple-
mented by a “search for Absolute
Truth.” We suggest that accurate
wunderstandings of social processes are
obtainable by empirical inquiry designed
on the basig of class analysis. And we
will demonstrate how these can serve as
n guide to political action. Tt should be
noted that the scientifie radical behavior
are separable mattera; here our coneern,
is solely with the former. o

1n this article the attempt is made to
show in outline. (1) The limits within
our social development can be predicted
in relation to the possibilities for an
egalitarian socialist society; (2} possi-
bilities for influencing the course and
yate of class political development; (3)

. ¢lasses,

"It ie crucially im
.clear diatinction
‘ technology, method and its applieatior

. albeit

-Some important types of deliberste inter-

vention in  social . processes which

‘radicals can undertake; (4) some of the

politicaily irn_portant areas where know.
ledge is lacking. The analysis is pre.
gented in three sections. 1) First we
deal with the relevancy of scientific

method to political setion; and some im- |

plications of the revolt among radieals
against utilization.of acientific method.
I1) In the #econd’ part we deaseribe
briefly some of the principal patterns of
action among the major social claspes

which are relevant to socialist politics. -
I} And thirdly, we discuss . specific

areas for politieal action, based upon the

preceding unzlysis, and contrast them.
with the obscurantist notions of the ‘anti-

Mearxists” wrifing in the “New Roads”

geries, )

1.—SCIENTIFIC METHOD: A TOOL
_FOR BADICALS

During the war years we heard a ‘I
great deal about the invaluable gervices -

rendered by the natural scientists on he-

-half of the war effort. The atomic -
bomb was the super-duper culmination
of a whole series of military tools de- -
People *
who disliked war on varicus political :

vised in Allied Iaboratories.
grounds could not help but observe the
‘service of the scientists, and some drew
the infererice that not ohly the scientists
and their works were serving the ruling

‘ruling ¢lass purposes, is politienlly reac-

tionary. ¥ it is not-explicitly reaction- .

ary, then so clogely has it appesred to

" be interwihed with the activities of the
" raling classes that it conld hardly be.
‘velevant to -a Tesistance and revolt

‘ageinst the stalus quo.
rtant to draw =z
n science and

The same knowledge of natural _dphem- )
mena can be ased to make death-dealing
explosives or.-to provide an unlimited
gowree of - energy for production.

In -
. a class society, the technological utiliza-

tion of scientific understandings are, of
course, exploited for the social purposes :

-of the ruling class ;)

Scientific procedures are employed in ;
investigations in- the natural stiences, !
These pragmatic methods are essential
for getting resuits in terms of kn ledge -

of the underlying mechanisms and pro-:
ses. And the search for knowledge
is channelized in our society in those :
fields where. it can aid profitebility.
Similarly, in the social sciences, in recent |
years, there have been certain sgerious,
Timited, - attempts to apply seien-
tific methods for obtaining knowledge-
about sociéty.. What kind of knowledge?
The attitudes of workers at their jobs;
have been investigated with a view to’
agtablishing the bases for management
manipuletion of worker attitudes. BEx-
tengive inguiries are being conducted
inder business and government suspices
in publie opjnion measurément and con-
trol devices And among the anthro-
pologists the latest trend is toward “ap-
plied anthropology,” which means simpl¥
appropriate arrangement of the cuIt_ur-al
low-down cn colonial peoples to facilitate
the peaceful admiinistration of their af-
fairs by officials who, equipped with
such information, are better able tr
manipulate their charges.

Wit that even the acientific -
" method, the proceddres of Inquiry ueed -
" to -develop the kmowledge applied for

!




