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This thesis examines the intellectual origins of the ideological system underlying the political
practices of the Stalinist state. The Stalinist state is understood here as the regime which had
superseded the earlier, transitional, Bolshevist state born as a result of the 1917 October
revolution. The latter lasted for slightly over ten years. Its successor emerged in the course of a
second transitional period which started sometime around late 1927 — early 1928 and came to
a close four years later. Each of these two phases of the Soviet project had its own set of
distinctive features, and the differences between the two can be observed in all areas of life.
While the transition from the Bolshevist to the Stalinist state is well researched, it is, at the
same time, insufficiently conceptualized, except in the field of cultural studies, within which this
work was done, first and foremost, by Vladimir Paperny and Boris Groys. However, the change
was all-embracing and was not limited to matters of culture. It was also sweeping: the
revolutionary Marxist ideology, the very ideological foundation of the Bolshevist state, was
replaced by something far different. The cornerstone of Stalinist state ideology was the concept
of “socialism in one country”, which is known to have been first proposed by the German social
democrat Georg von Vollmar in 1878. This thesis argues that this core Stalinist idea goes back
to more remote times and originates in the political economy of Johann Gottlieb Fichte, as
found in his 1800 treatise “The Closed Commercial State”. The thesis traces the route Fichte's
ideas travelled through the 19" century: first, from Fichte to Ferdinand Lassalle, then along the
perplexed trajectory of the German Social-Democratic Party’s ideological evolution, to the
Second International and finally, to post-revolutionary Russia. It was established in the course

of research that, contrary to what was previously thought, Stalin was familiar with the abridged



Russian translation of Georg von Vollmar’s 1880 pamphlet on the “Isolated Socialist State”: the
copy of this text with numerous marks was found in Stalin’s archive. The copy dates from
December 1926, when the concept of “Socialism in one country” was already being widely
discussed. However, close reading of Vollmar’s treatise and Lenin’s 1915 article “On the Slogan
for a United States of Europe” suggests that while Stalin was drawing upon the sole relevant
paragraph from Lenin’s article, this paragraph in turn, originates directly from Vollmar.
Moreover, close scrutiny of Stalin’s marks points to the serious possibility that Vollmar’s ideas
had a long-term impact on the principles of the Soviet pre-war foreign policy and the

relationship between the USSR and the Comintern.
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I. Project Summary

This thesis is concerned with the succession of the early transitional Bolshevist regime by the
Stalinist State in the course of the "Great Leap". More precisely, it asks how exactly the core
Stalinist concept of “socialism in one country” came into being and what allowed this idea, at
the very least contradictory in terms of Russian Marxism and particularly, in terms of Lenin’s
vision, to be adopted so quickly — and how it could be adopted at all. This ideological
development had an enormous, profound effect on the Soviet regime, policies and state as well
as deeply influencing the whole political thinking of the global Left. The results of the research
suggest that the concept of the isolated socialist state can be traced as far back as 1800, to the
treatise “The Closed Commercial State” authored by Johann Gottlieb Fichte. While the striking
similarity between the Fichtean “rational state” and the historical Stalinist Soviet Union has
been noted by various authors since the late 1930s, this thesis puts forward a hypothesis in
regards to the particular path travelled by the Fichtean vision of socialism from earIy-19th
century Germany to the post-revolutionary USSR. This path runs from Fichte to Ferdinand
Lassalle, a German non-Marxist revolutionary and founder of the first legal socialist party in
Europe. Then it almost secretly follows the perplexed trajectory of the ideological evolution
within German social democracy, which unexpectedly comes to light in the 1870 pamphlet “The
Isolated Socialist State” by Georg von Vollmar, then seemingly disappearing again to surface as
an intrinsic, though not openly advertised part of the “orthodox Marxism” of Karl Kautsky and
the Second International, apparent even in the supposedly Marxist Erfurt Programme, praised

by Lenin. The immediate source of the concept of “socialism in one country” was Lenin’s 1915



article “On the Slogan for a United States of Europe” or, to be exact, one paragraph from this
article. Close reading of this text reveals Vollmar’s 1870 pamphlet as its immediate source. Also,
contrary from what was previously believed, Stalin himself was familiar with the abridged
translation of Vollmar’s text, made specifically for him in December 1926 by his childhood
friend Aleksandr (Alésha) Svanidze. While in late 1926 Stalin had already been advancing the
concept of “socialism in one country” for some time, his annotations suggest that Vollmar’s text
reinforced him in his views. This newly discovered document also appears to be one of the very
significant sources of the pre-war foreign policy of the Stalinist state which had a particularly
profound and lasting influence on the Soviet vision of the relationship between the USSR and

the Comintern.

Il. Chapter outline

The Introduction posits and elaborates upon the main research question: what in the
nature and history of the Stalinist ideological system made the enormous ideological shift of
the Great Leap possible? It also dwells on the historiographical problem of “rupture” between
the Bolshevist and the Stalinist regimes and offers a survey of how this issue was approached
within Soviet studies. Particular attention is paid to the field of cultural studies and the
conceptual frame of Culture One and Culture Two, introduced by Vladimir Paperny and
developed later by Boris Groys. A draft hypothesis is set forward that the tectonic shift from the
temporal to the spatial mode of Soviet utopian thinking lies at the core of the transition from
Culture One to Culture Two and more broadly, from the Bolshevist to the Stalinist state. “The
Closed Commercial State” by Johann Gottlieb Fichte is introduced as by far the most probable
source of the spatial utopianism within Soviet thought. Chapter One will elaborate on the

differences between spatial and temporal utopias. The corresponding ideological shift will be



observed through the dynamics of the two Grand Metaphors of Soviet discourse, used to
comprehend the project of the future: the Path metaphor (as in “path to socialism”) and the
Building or Construction metaphor (as in “building/construction of socialism”). These two
metaphors correlate with the two utopian modes and dynamics of their usage are remarkably
consistent with the dynamics between temporal and spatial utopianisms. Chapter Two will deal
with the analysis of Fichte’s treatise “The Closed Commercial State”. Firstly, Fichtean elements
in Marxism will be briefly analyzed, then it will be demonstrated that Fichte’s political economy
originates from his philosophy of Right. From here we’ll proceed to the detailed analysis of “The
Closed Commercial State”, followed by a reflection on the origins of Fichte’s commitment to
autarky (in relation to Immanuel Kant’s “Perpetual Peace”) as well as on the origins and
meaning of his statism. Finally, the last part of this chapter will present a detailed discussion of
Fichtean traits in German social democracy and especially “The Isolated Socialist State” by
Georg von Vollmar. Chapter Three will start with an inquiry into Russian and Soviet readership
of Fichte, continuing with a reflection upon the images of the future and logic of purposes of
the Fichtean model state on the one hand and and the historical Soviet Union on the other. This
will be followed by an in-depth analysis of the similarities and differences between the project
of the Closed Commercial State and the official discourse in the Stalinist USSR to show the close
affinity of the latter with Fichte, especially on foreign trade monopoly and, even more
importantly, monetary policy. Finally, a brief comparison of the Stalinist USSR with the ideal
vision of Isolated Socialist State as expressed by Vollmar as well as with two other models,
centered on the notion of closedness will be presented. Chapter Four features firstly, the
analysis of the copy of Vollmar's treatise abridged translation with annotations found in Stalin’s
archive and secondly, the possible ramifications of this document for the understanding of
Stalinist foreign policy and the relationship between the USSR and the Comintern. This is

followed by a short summarizing Conclusion.



lll. Note on methodology

The theoretical frame used by the author is multifaceted. Talking about metaphors, | draw on
the insights derived from cultural and cognitive linguistics, including the theory of conceptual
metaphor. In the course of further inquiry, this research builds upon the set of ideas and
approaches of conceptual history, complemented by the perspectives of intellectual history or,
more precisely, the history of ideas, as much as the border is blurred between the two. These
theoretical advances are specifically important when it comes to one of the main themes of the
research, that of “socialism in one country”, which possesses a set of features, making it a
legitimate subject of Begriffsgeschichte. | focus on the historical contexts characteristic of
conceptual as well as in intellectual history as it is consistent with another part of the
theoretical frame, namely the broader semiotic approach to culture, found in Clifford Geertz. In
regards to space and spatialities, this research is based upon the ideas expounded by Henri
Lefebvre in his famous “Production of Space” (1991). These ideas were further advanced by the
scholars of human geography and, particularly, by David Harvey, whose concept of utopianism

is crucial for this study.
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Note on sources, translations and transliteration

This thesis is concerned with the public discourse, language (including visual) of politics
and propaganda. In the widest sense, the subject of interest here is culture and ideology,
particularly in relation to politics. As much as the notion of “public” is generally problematic in
case of the Bolshevist, and to an even greater degree, the Stalinist state, it still can be safely
used to define the nature of the sources for this research. Almost all of those are texts or visual
artifacts (posters, movies, photographs, etc.) which were in public circulation in Soviet Russia
and the USSR in 1917-1940 — with the significant exception of Vollmar's pamphlet translation.
German sources used, namely texts authored by Kant, Fichte, Lassalle, Kautsky and others were
also, Vollmar's "Isolated Socialist State" apart, translated and published in Russian before
and/or after the Revolution. They were available to a wide Russian audience. Those not
translated or published were, nevertheless, available and certainly known to the large majority
of those in the Party who were in position to determine or, at least, influence its ideological
agenda. Finally, this thesis features one more group of sources, namely texts published at the
time only outside the Soviet state, e.g. articles by Lev Trotsky.

In cases, when there are no published English translations for the texts cited, quotations
were translated by the author. Sources of existing translations are cited in the customary way,
Russian originals being quoted in the footnotes. In terms of transliteration | sought to follow BS
2979:1958 standard (British Standards 1958). It is used everywhere in the references and in the

text itself, except for proper names, widely used in other conventional transliteration.



Introduction

It was a genuinely rare occasion, when a utopian, sci-fi, or just an adventurous Soviet
novel, written in the 1920s and describing, at some point, the world of the future, could avoid
the imagery of absent or transcended borders. In Yakov Okunev’s “The Coming world 1923-
2123” (1923), for one, two writer’s contemporaries are welcomed in 2123 by the “citizens of
the World City, World Commune”, who “know neither states, nor borders, nor nations”
(Okunev 1923: 49). Future communards take protagonists for a sightseeing tour, in which they
find out that the world has become the World City, — continuous, transcending not only
former political borders but also natural hindrances, be they oceans, across which chains of
artificial islands connected to each other by hanging bridges are built, — or mountains, crossed
by continuous, unbroken chains of artificial Mountain Terraces. Everything in the future world
moves fast as if friction has also somehow vanished from this borderless realm. Not only do
spatial borders not exist here, but personal borders are also transcended by means of new
communication technology, making the human mind (and soul) open for others, — if only
during a communication session. Moreover, this technology works for animals as well, allowing
one of the protagonists from 1923 to emotionally communicate with a dog. This world, in which
all borders are transcended, is just a very radical version of the vision, characteristic of
communist utopias on small and large scales alike. American workers walk through the walls in
Marietta Shaginyan’s novel “Mess-Mend: Yankees in Petrograd” (1924); a World Union of
Brotherly Republics emerges in Vadim Nikol'skii’s novel “In a thousand years” (1927). Nikol'skii
’s vision also includes people of the future using wings to fly. Gravitation is defeated in Vivian
Itin's “The land of Gongury” (1922). The “World Republic of the Soviets” faces the ultimate
challenge in Vladimir Gadzinskii’s “The End” (1927). The world revolution, leading to the

emergence of a single world state and this world state as such are among the most common



themes for Soviet science fiction and adventure literature of the 1920s. And not necessarily
conventional literature. On 7 November 1920 “Pravda” published a satirical fantasy about 1940,
authored by Yurii Larin, Soviet economist and politician, who belonged to the Menshevist
faction prior to July 1917, but who later joined Bolsheviks and became, among other things,
one of the first heads of Gosplan, which was established just several months later, in February,
1921. The text, published under the title “The Fantastic Journey of L. A. Rin to our future” (Rin
1920), has all the characteristic features of 1920s utopian fiction, — and is, at the same time,
reminiscent of some kinds of student party humour, more appropriate to a close circle of
friends, than to the country’s major daily newspaper. For the most part, Larin describes

1 Ppolitical

ceremonial meeting to commemorate the 20" anniversary of the “October takeover
borders still exist, though only in the part of the world which these days would be called
“Global South;” thanks to series of revolutions and revolutionary wars, borders have already
been rendered obsolete in other parts of the world, and Russia has become a part of
“European-American Socialist federation”. It’s clear that Asia and Africa will soon also join the
Federation, — nobody present at the celebration seriously challenges this assumption. Unlike
Okunev, Larin also conceives gender borders transcended; in the future, Nikolai Bukharin takes
the shape of a beautiful young girl, Nina Bukharina. In the past the Federation has also cleverly
used freedom of trans-border capital movement to gain victory over its rivals; Soviet
concessions proved safer and much more profitable than any capitalist investment
opportunities.

There’s one strange detail; while Larin describes the 20™ anniversary of the October
revolution, meaning, presumably, 1937, in the last fragment of the text he mentions, — quite

remarkably, twice, — another date, three years later, that is to say, 1940. Moreover, Larin

concludes his fantasy with the claim that “people in 1940 will be able to develop better and
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more substantial knowledge about 1960”2 (Ibid). This can easily be just a slip, a mistake with no
meaningful reason behind it; Larin was a busy administrator and, it would seem, free of writer's
ambitions, so he probably just never got a chance to think about the proper finale for his little
literary divertimento. However, in 1940, indeed, someone was trying to make out the
landscape of the early Soviet 1960s through the heavy fog of uncertain times to come. In 1939
Evgenii Petrov started working on a utopian novel, which he preferred to call “social-political”
or “journalistic” (ny6anumcTuueckmit’); utopia or, for that matter, any literary depictions of the
future had long fallen out of favour in 1939. What was one of the most popular genres just
fifteen years earlier turned out to be not just unfashionable, but sometimes outright
dangerous. The novel, under the working title “A journey to the land of communism”, was
never completed. Petrov, who joined Sovinformburo as a war correspondent as soon as the war
broke out, was killed in a plane crash on 2 July 1942, returning from besieged Sevastopol.
Petrov’s utopia is built on the premise that after the Munich Agreement, the USSR managed to
completely isolate itself from the Western world: “In the course of just one year the Soviet
government has built along its Western borders — from the Baltic to the Black sea — a triple
line of defence, so robust that it made the Maginot line look like a plaything.” The protagonist,
American journalist Eugene Peters, visits the USSR in 1963, long after the war is over. The
western world still lies in ruins, while the USSR is reaping the rewards of its “splendid isolation”;
the great prophecy was fulfilled, and a better society was built, albeit “in one, separate
country” only.

This study is concerned with what happened roughly between the publication of Larin’s
fantasy about the year 1940 — and the real 1940 when the major part of Petrov’s unfinished

novel was supposedly written. In terms of cultural history, it means that the subject of inquiry

> Nioaw 1940 roga cmoryT 3aTo 0 1960 roae y3HaTb ropasgo conmaHein u 6onblue (ibid)
* This word somehow came to be a substitute for “utopian”. A futuristic utopian novel “Land of the happy” by Yan
Larry (1931) also has the words “ny6anumctnyeckas nosectb” in its subtitle.



here is the underlying process, which manifested itself in the succession of Culture One by
Culture Two, — as these terms are understood in Vladimir Paperny’s famous book (Paperny
2002b). In terms of ideology, it means that this study’s subject of inquiry is the abolition of the
Marxist universalist vision of the borderless global communist society in favour of quite a
different goal, one of building “socialism in one country”. It's stunning how fast the transition
was in both culture and ideology. Such a velocity makes one think that from the very beginning
there was some part of Marxism — at least in its Soviet variety, — which made this, in
historical terms, momentous transition possible.

| will argue that there was, indeed, such a tendency, which was noticeable in Leninism
and then actualised in full by Stalinism. | will also argue that this tendency was inherited by
Bolshevism from German social democracy and that in the end it can be traced to Johann
Gottlieb Fichte or, more precisely, to his teachings on Right and State and particularly to his
1801 treatise “The Closed Commercial State.” Finally, while it was definitely Ferdinand Lassalle
who has implanted Fichtean thought into the very heart of German social democracy, the most
important intermediate link between Fichte’s post-Kantian political philosophy and Bolshevism
is, arguably, “The Isolated Socialist State,” another treatise, published in 1878 by Georg von
Vollmar, then just a socialist neophyte, but later the most prominent figure of the reformist
faction within SPD, Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands. It was Trotsky who first cited “The
Isolated Socialist State” as a source of the concept of “socialism in one country” in his 1937
book “The Revolution Betrayed: What Is the Soviet Union and Where Is It Going?” Ten years
before making this claim public, in 1927, he had, in fact, personally confronted the Stalinist
Politburo with the question of whether the author of the idea was known to them (Trotskii
1988: 101). The question was, of course, purely rhetorical: Trotsky was certain that not a single
Politburo member was even aware of the existence of Vollmar’s article on “the isolated socialist

state” he had in mind, let alone read it. So, he just dismissed the immediate positive answer



(“Yes, we know, we’ve read" (Ibid)), all the more since it came from Sergo Ordzhonikidze, who
was never exactly known for his interest in the history of the socialist thought. Trotsky, as well
as generally the later scholarship on the subject, has always assumed that neither Stalin, nor
any other member of the Party leadership, has ever read Vollmar’s text. Moreover, it was until
now thought to be translated into Russian only as late as the beginning of the 1990s. It
emerged, in the course of the research for this study, that this was not the case. Not only was
Stalin aware of Vollmar’'s text’s existence, but he was also familiar with the abridged
translation, made for him and at least one more member of Politburo personally in late
November — early December 1926. This translation, with Stalin’s remarks, was found in his
archive. While in December 1926 the concept of “socialism in one country,” extrapolated from
just one paragraph in Lenin’s 1915 article, was already developed and de facto adopted by the
party leadership, the analysis of Stalin’s remarks on his copy of the translation suggests that
Vollmar's text had a fundamental impact on Soviet policies of the late 1920s and 1930s, a detail

previously never factored in.



Continuity and rupture: a closer look at one old debate

The term “utopian” is commonly used to describe the Soviet project. Nevertheless, its
meaning is far from certain. It is clear that from 1917 to 1940, the regime underwent a
significant transformation, which had its own dynamic. It seems obvious that, for instance, the
utopianism of the revolutionary avant-garde with its radical formal innovations and basic
assumption of a close and reciprocal affinity between culture and politics, and Stalinist
utopianism of socialist realism, transformation of natural landscapes and biological species are
as far from each other as (in more political terms) utopianism of the still universalist Bolshevist
variety of Marxism is from the Stalinist utopianism of the socially and culturally homogeneous
community, regulated by violence, and at the same time, “naturally” united®. At the same time,
these two utopian projects are somewhat deeply interwoven and share a number of features.
The perplexity of this disposition is captured, first and foremost, in the works of Vladimir
Paperny and Boris Groys, conceptualising the transformative transition between the two in
terms of culture.

Vladimir Paperny, in his classic Architecture in the Age of Stalin: Culture Two (Paperny
2002a) distinguishes between two Soviet cultures — a culture of the revolutionary avant-garde
(Culture One) and a Stalinist culture (Culture Two). The first one is a culture of “running
around,” a culture that has its eyes on the future, overflowing borders, for which it has no
respect, an anti-hierarchic culture of discontent and motion. Culture Two, on the contrary, is
very much past-oriented and hierarchical; it is a culture of consolidation, stoppage, enclosure,

immobility, and of locking up. This scheme is described by two antonymous sets of qualities,

* This unity was of a rather peculiar nature since it was based upon common aspirations (i.e. shared image of the
future) rather than national or national-like identity. The latter was considered to be little more than a by-product
of the capitalist order, still inescapable in the early stages of socialist development, but destined “to be passed
through before a mature international socialist world can come into being” (Martin 2001: 8).



which form the structure of Paperny’s narrative: spreading-solidifying, moving-immoveable,
horizontal-vertical, uniform-hierarchic, collective-individual, and finally, destruction-making. In
the Russian text, destruction (paspyweHue) is coupled with “cosuganue”, the word that
immediately conjures up “building” or “construction.” Paperny understands the two principles
as rather a structuralist binary opposition; their dialectical synthesis being out of the question.
These opposites are locked in a constant fight within Russian culture and, as his recent essay
suggests, politics (Paperny 2012). This strictly structuralist approach was elaborated and at the
same time challenged by Boris Groys in his no less classic Total Art of Stalinism (1992). He
argues that “the Communist party leadership was transformed into a kind of artist whose
material was the entire world and whose goal was to ‘overcome the resistance’ of this material
and make it pliant, malleable, capable of assuming any desired form” (Groys 1992: 3).

Groys dispels the myth of the innocent revolutionary avant-garde that fell victim to
Stalinism: in his view, Stalinist art “was not created by the masses but was formulated in their
name by well-educated and experienced elites who had assimilated the experience of the
avant-garde; and been brought to socialist realism by the internal logic of the avant-garde
method itself, which had nothing to do with the actual tastes and demands of the masses.”
(Groys 1992: 9). Generally, both authors agree on the concept of the “two cultures” and to a
large extent on what their constitutive features are. Moreover, there’s no disagreement when
it comes to recognition of Culture Two as a sui generis reaction to Culture One. The point of
controversy between the two can be located, tentatively speaking, within the domain of
historicization. Paperny treats Stalinist culture, though probably not quite explicitly, as a case of
more or less pure archaization, — at least this is logically entailed by his vision of Culture One

and Culture Two as a dyad of opposing principles, which take turns in acting throughout Russian

> “Sozidanie” has the same root as “zdanie”, since both derive from “3baatn” (“to create, to build”), common for
Slavic languages and preserved in prefixal verbs “vozdat’” and “sozdat’”. Another word of the same origin is
“zodchii”, now an archaism for “architect”, but earlier, in Old Russian (“3bgbunn”), — also “potter”, “builder”, and
“mason”. “3bgatn”, in turn, derives from “3bav” (clay). (Shanskii 1975: 81, 104)
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history, conceived within this framework as recursive. Groys on the contrary, asserts that
Stalinist culture possesses a number of somewhat “postmodern” features and therefore should
be understood in historical context as a much more complex condition: “beginning with the
Stalin years, at least, official Soviet culture, Soviet art, and Soviet ideology become eclectic,

nm

citational, ‘postmodern.”” (Groys 1992: 108). Moreover, he perceives Paperny’s view as totally
unhistorical; presenting his ambition to bring Stalinism back into historical time, he claims
superiority of his view over that of Paperny® on this basis specifically, arguing that he, among
others, fails to acknowledge that specific characteristics of Stalinist culture exist. He argues that
it’s impossible to consider Stalinist culture as an isolated phenomenon since in fact, “striking
analogies” to it can be found in the cultures of other countries in the same period. Groys makes
an assumption that those adhering to the views he sees as unhistorical have been
subconsciously “transfixed by its [Stalinist culture] claim to have transcended history” (Groys
1992: 64).

Some argue that Paperny’s view of the subject has undergone significant transformation
in recent years’. While in the introduction to “Culture 2” he specifically emphasises the
difference between the postmodern and Stalinist cultures®, his later interview indeed can be
seen as evidence of a change in views. Answering the interviewer’s question concerning one of
the post-Soviet high—rises9 during his 2005 interview, Paperny cites the American architect and

achitectural theoretician Robert Venturi, more precisely, his book “Learning from Las Vegas”

(1972), in which Venturi attempts to break from the “form-follows-function doctrine”,

6 Groys’s criticism of the unhistorical perception of the Stalinist culture goes, in fact, beyond Paperny with Katerina
Clark being its other significant target (in relation to Clark (1981)).

7 See, for example, Wolfe (2013)

¥ postmodern culture destroys the Pruitt—lgoe housing complex in St. Louis, Missouri in 1972 because this creation
of the previous (modernist) epoch “failed to meet the requirements of the new epoch”; the Stalinist culture in
1934 destroys those creations of the previous epoch (Sukharev tower, lberian Gate and Kitay-gorod wall), that are
“most congruent with it” (Papernyi 1996: 28).

° The building at issue is Triumph Palace (Tpuymd-Nanac), the tallest apartment building in Europe, designed by
Andrei Trofimov (Architectural-design bureau TROMOS), which is sometimes referred to as the “Eighth Sister” due
to its’ striking similarity to the Seven Sisters, Moscow skyscrapers of the Stalin era, built between 1947 and 1957.



advocating what he terms “decorated shades.”*°

Paperny argues that Stalinist culture made
that move forty years earlier: “constructivist buildings, and later steel structures of skyscrapers,
were decorated with Greek, Renaissance, Gothic, Russian folk, elements. Stalin's vysotki were in
fact decorated sheds, prestigious but uncomfortable, with huge halls and staircases but small
and poorly lit bedrooms.” (Fiks 2005). Considering that in architectural terms the production of
“decorated sheds” is characteristically postmodern, Paperny’s remark can be understood as
recognition of the Soviet high-rises as such. In the essay “Modernism and destruction in
architecture”'!’ he, among other things, keeps track of the postmodern reactions to the
“modernist excesses” in architecture, and one can’t help noticing the similarity between these
reactions and the reactions of the Stalinist culture to the revolutionary avant-garde. Paperny
observes that modernists, particularly within the Russian avant-garde, strove to clean their new

“uie

buildings of everyday routine, including cooking and laundry, let alone “‘the family
photographs, the dirty socks, the cocktail shakers and the grapefruit rinds’—everything that is
signified by the almost untranslatable Russian word byt.” He points out specifically that
Venturi’s postmodern offensive against modernism starts with the call “for messy vitality over
obvious unity.” (Paperny 2010: 44) Paperny draws no straight lines, but the implications here
are fairly obvious. In Paperny’s view, a certain similarity exists between Venturi’s postmodern
reaction to the restrictions of modernism and the reasons for the abolition of the avant-garde

architectural experiments centred on communal living'>. Such a similarity logically leads to the

conclusion that Stalinism is in a way, “postmodern”.

10 “Learning from Las-Vegas” (in fact, written by Venturi in co-authorship with two other authors, Denise Scott

Brown, and Steven lzenour) features a famous classification of buildings into “ducks” and “decorated sheds”.
While the former force structure and function into a recognizable symbolic form, the latter use conventional form
to which symbolic decorations are applied independently (for details see Venturi et al. (1977: 87-103)).

" First published in 2006.

'2 Consider, for example, the following passage from the speech delivered by Lazar Kaganovich as early as in June
1931, at the VKP (b) Central Committee plenum: “we have to stand up firmly against various attempts to impose
[...] communes top-down as well as against various undue and destructive attempts to run ahead of time. Here’s a
particular example of such absurd and unacceptable proposals, put forward by comrade Sabsovich a year ago: “We
can build upon the apartment buildings, accommodating 2-3 thousand people. There should be no individual



Nevertheless, Paperny’s most recent full-fledged reflection on the subject, the essay
“Culture Three: How to stop the pendulum” (Papernyi 2012) gives a fairly detailed account of
the two periods in the history of the post-soviet Russia — before and after Putin’s ascent to
power — as another illustrations of the Culture One vs Culture Two paradigm. Ultimately, this
essay sums up the same argument of Russian history as recursive and the alteration of Culture
One vs Culture two as a fundamental mechanism of its development. Paperny acknowledges,
though, that such recursiveness is not specific for Russia: “while recursive changes exist
throughout almost all cultures, civilization is exactly what keeps these changes from running to
extremes.”*?

Boris Groys not only maintains his view of the aforementioned Soviet culture
developments, presented in the “Total art of Stalinism”, but elaborates on it, reinforces and

»14 (Groys

advances it in several texts, and most importantly in “The Communist Postscript
2009). This treatise on the role of language in Stalinist culture and on the nature of the “real
socialism” experience is quite a showcase of Groys’s provocative and paradoxical views. Here

Stalinist version of communism (or, more precisely, the Stalinist USSR experience) turns out to

be “the only possible way of actualising the idea of bringing communism into being.> In “The

kitchens or laundries in such a building, no apartments, no common rooms, no family rooms. Every worker should
have a small room where he could sleep and probably have a rest sometimes. There should be absolutely no
rooms to share [between sexes]. History left us no time for the transformational period, for experiments or
prolonged research... This is why we have to proceed immediately.” Such “leftist” phrases can only do irreparable
damage to the cause of the reconstruction of the daily life according to the socialist principles.” (...Hy»kHO AaBaTb
peLnTeNbHbI OTNOP BCAKMM MOMbITKAM HaBA3bIBAHWUA 3TUX KOMMYH CBEPXY, KaK MU BCAKMM MOMbITKam BPeAHOro u
HeHy>KHoro 3aberaHua Bneped. BoT HanpuMmep O4HO M3 Takux abcypaHbIX M HEMpPUEMIEMbIX MOOXKEHWUH, C
KOTOpbIMK BbiCTynan T. CabcoBuy rog Tomy Hasag,. «Pasmep KUbIX AOMOB MOKET bbITb onpegeneH Ha 2—3 Tbic.
yenoBeK. B TaKOM AOMe He A0/KHO 6bITb HUKAKMX MHAMBUAYANbHbIX KYXOHb, NPayYeYHblX, B HEM He 40J/XKHO 6biTb
KBApTMP, LOMKHO ObITb HUKAKMX KOMHAT-0OLEXUTUIN, HUKAKMX CEMEMHbIX KOMHAT. Kaxabli TpYAAWMNCA B TaKOM
AOMe A0/IKEH UMETb OTAE/bHYI0 HEBObLLYIO KOMHATY ANS CNaHbsA, U MHOTAA MOXKET BbITb U 1A OTAbIXa. HUKaKMX
KOMHAT AN5 06L,Eero NpoXKmMBaHMA B HUX My¥Ka U KeHbl BbiTb HE A0/IXKHO. BpemeHu ona nepexoaHoro nepuoaa y
Hac HeT, UCTOpPMA He OTNyCTUAA HamM BPEeMEHW AN ONbITOB, ANA MPOAOKUTENbHOIO MU3Y4YEHUA... MOITOMY Mbl
JO/IXKHbI K 3TOMY feny npuUCTynuTb cpasy». ITU «nesble» ¢pasbl HMYEro Kpome Bpeda Aeny KOopeHHoMn
nepecTpoiikm bbiTa Ha CoOLMAIMCTUYECKOM OCHOBE NpuHecT He moryT. (Kaganovich 1931b: 63-64)).

B XOTA UMKANYECKME M3MEHEHMA CYLLECTBYIOT MPAKTMYECKU BO BCEX Ky/NbTypax, LMBMAM3ALMA KaK pas B TOM W
COCTOMT, YTO He MO3BOJIAET 3TUM U3MEHEHMAM CKaTbIBaTbCA B KPAMHOCTU U TOM, W Apyroi dasbl.

" First published in German three years earlier (Grois 2006)

' See detailed discussion in Penzin (2016).



Communist Postscript” Stalin is portrayed as the creator and Pantokrator-Judge of the diamat,
understood in turn as the mode of thought, distinct from both the formal logic (which rejects

III

controversy) and “conventional” dialectics (which resolves it). Stalin’s dialectical materialism,
on the contrary, has a constant focus on the controversy and embraces it within the seemingly
absurd paradoxes in its very centre. Within this logic, say, deviations from the Party line were
intolerable simply because each instance of deviation presented a part of the whole and each
of them was, therefore, at odds with the praxis of retaining the self-contradictory totality.
Groys presents the Stalinist “dialectical materialism”, diamat as the apogee of the European
speculative thought and Stalin himself not only as of the artist-demiurge of “The total art of
Stalinism”, shaping reality as he sees fit, but also as profound thinker and practitioner of
philosophy. The main advancement of the earlier concept in “The Communist Postscript” stems
from the aforesaid; not only has Socialist realism fulfilled (though at the same time
transcended) the revolutionary avant-garde impulse, but in addition Stalinist dialectical

materialism has fulfilled (though, once again, transcended) the promise of classic Marxism.

Stalin, thereby, turns out to be a Marxist, or even, probably, the Marxist®®.

Paperny and Groys investigate cultural dynamic, and — with all their disagreements and
differences being taken into account — both acknowledge, one way or another, that the two
distinguishable cultural modes exist and that some kind of rupture exists between these two

modes. In Paperny this rupture is conditioned by somewhat direct negation of the

'® Quite a broad consensus exists among scholars about Stalin’s genuinely Marxist mindset, — though this
argument is rarely (if ever) taken to such extremes, as in Groys. Particularly, Steven Kotkin, for example, claims in
his recent biography of Stalin, that “The fundamental fact about him was that he viewed the world through
Marxism” (Kotkin 2014: 462). Detailed and balanced consideration of Stalin’s Marxism is also found in Van Ree
(2000).



revolutionary avant-garde by the Stalinist culture. In Groys this rupture appears to have more
of a dialectical nature: the disruption point (or, to be more precise, interval) both connects and
disconnects Culture One and Culture Two. Both Groys and Paperny proceeded from the same
premise: in course of 1927-1932 in the USSR one cultural mode superseded the other, albeit, of
course, not completely. For already some time now this assumption has been a significant part
of the common ground within the domain of Soviet cultural history. However, the presence of
this rupture, well-established in cultural history, is less pronounced and/or more problematic
elsewhere. Staying to a large extent unresolved, this issue presents an apparent problem: if the
rupture doesn’t exist, then largely the same framework of categories and concepts can be used
within Soviet studies in regards to Bolshevist and Stalinist periods. If, on the contrary, the
rupture is tangible, these periods need to be examined with different sets of instruments and
optical devices; there are two subjects of inquiry considerably different in nature.

Concurrent, if not simultaneous attempts have been made to conceptualise the dynamic
nature of the Soviet interwar order along the lines of economic, social and political history. Was
the cultural change conditioned by either economical or political evolution of the regime (or
both)? And if yes, then to what extent, — and how in particular? It’s clear that the years of
transformation, implied by Paperny’s model'’, namely between 1927-1928 and 1931-1932
cover the so-called “Great Break”, i.e. the abandonment of the NEP and the turn to accelerated
collectivisation and industrialisation. The cultural shift fits within the time frame of the First
Five-Year Plan (1928—1932). This is also a period of “cultural revolution” and what Sheila
Fitzpatrick describes (1978a) as the time when this term meant “class war” as opposed to the

earlier, Leninist understanding of that concept.'® With the economy, as well as political and

7 He specifically has reservations on the chronological boundaries between the two being blurred (see Papernyi
(1996: 18-19)). However, Culture Two as a model is applied in his book to the period between 1932 and 1954 with
the lower boundary of this chronological frame being set by the adoption of the Resolution of the TsK VKP(b)
Politburo "On restructuring literary and arts organizations" (23 April 1931).

'8 See David-Fox (1999) for an in-depth reflection on the term and the subject.



social systems in focus, the transformation of the regime at the turn of the decade is, of course,
also quite obvious. It is also commonly explained in idiosyncratical terms: such theories cite a
wide range of particular historical conditions and circumstances, starting with the
backwardness of the Russian/Soviet economy combined with tragic shortcomings of the
interwar global economy and international order — in some cases all the way through to
Stalin’s personality. At the same time, there is this ambiguity, surrounding the impliable rupture
itself in terms of ideological transfigurations and metamorphoses of the Soviet doctrine.
Understandably, such an ambiguity results in a noticeable lack of conceptualizations. The big
issue at hand, underlying all inquiries into the Soviet pre-war history of ideas, was and still is
quite political. It can be phrased as a series of questions, for instance: is there a continuity or a
rupture between the early revolutionary Soviet regime (Bolshevist or Leninist) and the Stalinist
regime which has emerged in the course of, and gained stability after, the First five-year plan?
Was there any continuance in ideology? Finally, — and probably, most significantly, — what is
the place of Marxism in all this?

This issue (alongside corresponding questions) is almost as old as the Stalinist state
itself. Many politicians, political theorists, economists and political economists have been
addressing it at least since the late 1920s. As of the late 1930s several dozen texts were either
published or merely written (to be published only later — if ever) in which their authors were
trying to conceptualize the path of development, followed by the Soviet regime. Among those
authors were workers and former revolutionaries like Gavriil Myasnikov (Myasnikov 2008);
European social democrats, like Friedrich Adler (Adler 1932) and Helmut Wagner (Wagner
1934) ; Trotskyites, like Victor Serge (Serge 1937), Raya Dunayevskaya (Dunayevskaya 1992)
and Ryan Worrall (Worrall 1939); Trotsky himself and Simone Weil (Weil 2001: 1-23).
Unsurprisingly, authors who took a specific interest in this issue predominantly associated

themselves with the Left. The need and urge to solve this problem became even more



compelling with the start of the de-Stalinization, however incomplete, inconsistent and
insufficient it was, in the USSR. The version, suggested by Nikita Khrushchev in his speech to the
delegates of the XXth Party Congress, could be essentially boiled down to the following
provisions: pure Leninism /Bolshevism existed; this pure Leninism, in turn, was the lineal heir of
the original, intact Marxism, as conceived by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels (hence “Marxism-
Leninism”). After Lenin’s death, it was twisted and corrupted — personally and almost single-
handedly by Stalin. However, true Marxism-Leninism was preserved by the collective
conscience of the Party, which is now healing and returning to the “Leninist norms”. Stalinist
practices (e.g. “cult of the personality” or mass terror) were not directly linked to any
theoretical developments (e.g. “socialism in one country” or “intensification of class struggle in
course of the socialist construction”) within the Party, let alone to the politics of
industrialisation and collectivisation, and could be therefore, just swiftly cast away.
Khrushchev's version was —seemingly smoothly and certainly quickly — adopted by the Party.
Apparently, “Marxism-Leninism” in this version in no small part consisted of Stalin’s theoretical
developments and policy playbooks. This fact didn’t make dealing with the old problem of
continuity vs rapture any easier for those who still wanted to deal with it.

During the Cold war years quite a significant number of historians, political scientists,
economists and public intellectuals came to think that the Stalinist regime was, indeed, little
more than just a logical extension of the early Soviet statehood, associated with Lenin and,
consequently, with the untouched Marxism. As Stephen Cohen observes in the opening
introductory essay of the 1977 collection “Stalinism: Essays in historical interpretation”,
“between the late 1940's and 1960's, a remarkable consensus of interpretation, formed on the
subject of Bolshevism and Stalinism [...] posited an uncomplicated conclusion: no meaningful
difference or discontinuity was seen between Bolshevism and Stalinism, which were viewed as

being fundamentally the same, politically and ideologically. [...] Stalinism, according to the



consensus, was the logical, rightful, triumphant, and even inevitable continuation, or outcome,
of Bolshevism.” (Cohen 1977: 3) Cohen attacks what he calls the “continuity thesis” alongside
the following lines. First, claims of the existence of the Stalinist “seeds” in Bolshevism has little
heuristic value, since seeds of any historical period may be found in the preceding period.
Second, the undeniable authoritarianism of Bolshevism doesn’t, in fact, explain why Stalinism
was as excessive and extreme as it was: not just “coercive peasant policies, but a virtual civil
war against the peasantry; not merely police repression, [...] but a holocaust by terror that
victimized tens of millions of people for twenty-five years; not merely a Thermidorian revival of
nationalist tradition, but an almost fascist-like chauvinism” (Cohen 1977: 12). Third, Bolshevism
itself was too diverse in many aspects to treat it as merely “embryonic Stalinism”. In his own
works Cohen holds that Stalinism was principally avoidable or even to some extent the
illegitimate result of the Revolution and of Leninism as such. In other word, Cohen gives the
affirmative answer to the question of whether the rupture between Bolshevik and Stalinist
regimes exists®.

In early 1970s came the “revisionist” shift in Soviet studies, connected to the new
generation of historians, which has switched the focus of scholarship from political to social
history and tended to accentuate the social support for the 1917 revolution and later for the
cultural revolution of the late 1920s — early 1930s as well as the complexity of the nature of
Stalinist terror.” It would be an exaggeration to claim that the revisionist historians agree with
each other on the issue in question, but authors associated with this line of scholarship

recognize Stalinism as a specific object of research, which is deeply linked with the preceding

® He claims, for instance, that “when Stalin had abandoned the program of industrialization, inspired by
Bukharin’s views and adopted by the XV Party Congress in favour of the more intensive and fast development, he
abandoned mainstream Bolshevik thinking about economic and social change” (Cohen 1977: 23). See also the
epilogue to Cohen’s biography of Bukharin with the prefixed epigraph from R. Medvedev, claiming that: “Stalinism
cannot be regarded as the Marxism-Leninism or, the Communism of three decades. It is the perversions — that
Stalin introduced into the theory and practice of the Communist movement. It is a phenomenon profoundly alien
to Marxism-Leninism.” (Cohen 1975: 382)

2 see, among others: Rabinowich (1976), Fitzpatrick (1978b) and (1979), Koenker (1981), Viola (1987), Getty
(1985).



period, especially when it comes to the ways Party leaders envisioned the future and their
specific roadmaps. The later “anthropological turn” has once again shifted the emphasis, this
time from social to cultural history, which led first to the rise in the study of the marginalized
groups within somewhat a Foucauldian paradigm,®* then to cultural studies as such, drawing
upon a variety of poststructuralist approaches from deconstructivist or Bourdieusian to literary
analysis*® and finally to the research in the problematic field of “Soviet subjectivity.” The last is
thought to originate from Stephen Kotkin’s study of the workers’ life in Magnitogorsk, the
iconic “socialist city” of the Stalinist industrialisation (Kotkin 1995) and to develop in the works
of Igal Halfin and Johan Hellbeck®.

The problem of continuity vs rupture lost its significance in the later lines of
development taken by of Soviet studies. The collapse of the Soviet Union seemingly made this
debate obsolete: prior to 1991 the USSR was perceived by many on the Left as a viable
alternative. That made the question of whether Stalinism was unavoidable and inscripted into
this model from the very beginning, highly significant. When the “Soviet alternative” turned out
to be unsustainable and collapsed, the very point of the debate was somewhat lost. While the
issue has probably lost its topicality, it persists. Unlike the cultural history of the period,
approaches primarily focusing on politics and economy do not provide a definite answer to the
question of continuity/discontinuity in the nature of the Soviet state before and after the Great
Break of 1928-1932. Politically, abandonment of the NEP entailed a fast transition from
collective to personalist dictatorship, which was made possible after the successful campaign
against the so-called “right opposition” and Bukharin’s removal from power. Consequently, a
presumed restitution of the pre-NEP policies was thereby, accompanied by the change in the

political model. However, the system of collective dictatorship had been gradually deteriorating

! see, for example, Ball (1994) and Goldman (2002)
2 see, for example, Dobrenko (2007), Ryklin (2002) and (2009)
2 see, for example, Halfin (2003), Hellbeck (2006)



since Lenin’s de-facto withdrawal from governance in March 1923. One may say that this
process led to the personalistic dictatorship “naturally”, so it had not necessarily been
established as a result of a political rupture.

In economic terms, the answer to the question of continuity/discontinuity is also
complex. Indeed, the NEP since the time of its adoption in 1921 was an improvisation and Lenin
had to threaten his colleagues with resignation in order to proceed with it (Valentinov 1991:
68). Moreover, it was never fully accepted by the Party rank and file as or by a huge part of the
leadership. In 1923 Molotov, in his article on the state of affairs in the Party before the XII
Congress, writes that “we have no intention to say that all the Party members have
immediately understood and duly appreciated NEP. Unfortunately, it’s still not the case, even

724 Nikolai Valentinov (Vol'skii)*® writes in his memoir, with reference to Aleksei

today.
Sviderskii, at the time deputy Commissar of Agriculture, that in 1923-1924 only Aleksandr
Tsuryupa and Leonid Krasin of all Party leaders agreed with the NEP policies, introduced by
Lenin (Valentinov 1991: 68). Many workers, even those without formal party commitment, and
particularly old-time Bolsheviks, perceived NEP as a deviation from the real communism of the
Civil War years. We don’t know exactly Lenin’s thoughts on the subject. The phrase about NEP
being “serious and here to stay” was and still is extensively quoted, though it doesn’t, in fact,
belong to Lenin.?® Obviously, he had no objections, — unless “here to stay” wasn’t followed by
“forever”.

Complications arise from the fact that the policies of 1917-1921 were largely improvised

by the Party in quite extreme circumstances. Stalinist economic policies of the First five-year

plan period were also reactive — at least to the same degree to which they were pro-active.

** Mbl He XOTMM CKa3aTb, 4TO 41 BCEX YAEHOB napTum HIM cTan cpasy v BMOMHE NOHATEH U NPaBUALHO OLEeHeH. K
COXKa/leHUIo, 3TOro 1 ceiyac cKasaThb elle Henb3A (Molotov 1923)

> He worked as an editor of the “Industry and trade” newspaper, published by VSNkH at the time.

?® The author is Valerian Osinskii, whom Lenin quotes twice speaking to the Xth Party Conference (Protokoly
Desyatoi partkonferentsii 1933: 68, 91). However, some parts of the transcript, including Osinskil’s speech, quoted
by Lenin, were lost.



Thereby, any clear verdict on the continuity of the Stalinist economic policy is barely possible.
Sure enough, some basic provisions of the transitional economic policies, as described in Marx’s
Manifesto, were in place during the pre-NEP years. However, a closer look at such measures
reveals a lot of subtle (or sometimes not so subtle) legalistic intricacies. For example, the
“Decree on the abolishment of inheritance””” adopted by VTsIK from 27 April 1918 indeed
forbade the inheritance of the “bourgeois property”, but established the inheritance of the
“earned property.”?® Also formally the Soviet state adhered to the second provision of the
Manifesto, which required the introduction of a heavy progressive or graduated income tax.
Moreover, personal income tax in the early 1930s was both graduated and progressive®’, but in
fact it had little impact. Government almost completely relied on various indirect taxes, largely
on turnover tax, which was applied to a limited group of agricultural products and raw
materials. Complex structuring of the turnover tax allowed for the retrieval of the surplus
produce throughout the whole economy, including not only agriculture and consumer goods
production, but also heavy industries and construction. Thus the real tax burden was only to a
very limited extent defined by the personal income tax rates.’® These and other intricacies of
the Soviet economic policies of the early 1920s and early 1930s together with their largely
reactive nature, make it quite difficult to give a definitive answer to the question of whether
the Great Break policies take over from those of the pre-NEP period.

A shift on such a scale, which, as we know, has completely changed the cultural

landscape, had to entail also a noticeable ideological shift. Existing accounts of the transition

%7 06 oTMeHe Hacne0BaHNs

® Wording was pretty careful: the “earned property” of the deceased changed its status, since legatees could
exercise “direct management and control” (HenocpeacTBeHHOe ynpaBaeHue u pacnopsaxeHue) over it, which was
formally not the same as inheritance of the property rights. But in practice the Soviet judicial system treated this
provision exactly as the inheritance of the property rights. The right of inheritance itself was reinstated within the
Soviet law by the Civil Code, adopted in 1923.

% Taxation was (among other things) instrumental in social engineering. Taxpayers were divided into groups,
depending on type of occupation and of income, so different rates were applied at identical levels of income in
different groups (Holzman 1950). On details of earlier taxation policies see Kotsonis (2016)

¥ see, for example, Pashkovskil et al. (1929) and Karavaeva (2009)



from Leninism to Stalinism don’t generally provide integral explanations of the ideological
transformation that was followed by the carnage of collectivisation and terror. What particular
change in the vision of the future served as the underlying reason for that shift? This new vision
was presumably conceived by Stalin (and, arguably, other people in the Party elite), but it was
barely openly manifested within the Party doctrine, — aside from two exceptions - the
adoption of the idea that it’s possible to accomplish the construction of socialism in one
country and the theory of class struggle aggravation contributing to the development of
socialism. Instead a lot of effort was invested in covering up an actual ideological shift. The
legitimacy of the Soviet government during the second half of the 1920s and through the whole
1930s was heavily dependent, at least from the Party elite’s perspective, on preserving the
appearance of continuity of ideological principles and propaganda vocabulary of the preceding
period. Thereby, it was impermissible to openly articulate any substantial diversion from the
Leninist paradigm, not to mention one on the scale of the turn which was brought into action
during 1927-1932. Consequently, the diversion from the previous ideology was consciously and
extensively disguised and covered up with the Marxist vocabulary. Simultaneously those party
leaders who were actually challenging this shift were be dealt with — alongside with those who
could hypothetically pose such a challenge and particularly those, who were in a position to
understand. This long-term decoy operation had profound consequences not only for the
historiography of the Soviet period but also for the fate of the Soviet state as such.

In the next part, | will try to define the two conditions of the Soviet state — before and
after the rupture of 1927-1932 in terms of the two different modes of utopian thinking. In
doing so, | proceed from the understanding of ideology, as formulated by Clifford Geertz, who
suggests that it is an instrument, which renders “otherwise incomprehensible social situations
meaningful, to so construe them as to make it possible to act purposefully within them” (Geertz

1973: 220). The word “purposefully” is not accidental here: it implies that ideology includes a



more or less clear image of the future, where the purpose of activity is found. Whether this
image of the future is utopian and to what degree, depends on the particular ideological
system. The utopian nature of the Soviet project as such is hardly doubtful: utopianism is at the
core of the Soviet image of the future, which, in turn, looms large within the ideology of the
Soviet regime. It is, presumably, the change in the mode of the utopian thinking that can help
us to reveal the radical nature of the Soviet regime ideological transformation in late 1920s—

early 1930s.

Culture One vs Culture Two, Utopia One vs Utopia Two

What is Utopia

Utopian studies constitute a huge realm of research in their own right. Nevertheless,
even though definitions of the subject are numerous, no common definition of utopia exists.
Such vagueness stems from the very book, which gave utopia its name; it was built into the
foundation of the idea by Sir Thomas More: Ou-topia (from Greek: o0 ("not") and tomog
("place")) is the homophone of Eu-topia (derived from Greek €0 ("good") and tomnog ("place")).
Latin editions of the “Utopia” (see for example More (1518: 11) featured a short poem,
Hexastichon, or, “Six lines on the Island of Utopia“, attributed to “Anemolius, Poet Laureate,
Nephew of Hythlodaeus by his Sister." In this poem, the island itself speaks, asserting its
superiority over Plato’s Republic: “The ancients called me Utopia or Nowhere because of my
isolation. At present, however, | am a rival of Plato's republic, perhaps even a victory over it.
The reason is that what he has delineated in words | alone have exhibited in men and resources
and laws of surpassing excellence. Deservedly ought | to be called by the name of Eutopia or

Happy Land.” (More et al. 1965: 21).



More’s wordplay, made explicit in this epigraph, became a point of departure for many
authors of the abundant literature on the subject since it makes evident the basic contradiction
of utopia, between desirability and the impossibility. While the utopian condition is desirable
(e0-t6MOC), it’s always separated from the present condition by the infinite distance which is set
by the impossibility to reach it (o0-tomog). However, this contradiction is common for all forms
of utopianism, but for operational purposes, we obviously need the definition to be stricter.

Karl Mannheim in his “Ideology and Utopia” defines the utopian state of mind as one
showing evidence of being “incongruous with the state of reality within which it occurs”, or
which is, in its thoughts and actions, “oriented towards objects which do not exist in the actual

”n

situation.” Moreover, since not just any incongruity is utopian, “only those orientations,
transcending reality will be referred to by us as utopian which, when they pass over into
conduct, tend to shatter, either partially or wholly, the order of things prevailing at the time.”
(Mannheim 1972: 173). This definition is operational in sociological terms, but it becomes more
problematic when applied to the literary genre of utopia and generally to the utopian texts
since fictional literature itself transcends reality and it is not always clear whether any
particular text is programmatic in nature. Utopianism can be defined as something manifested
in the texts, belonging to the literary genre of utopia, generally being the accounts of travel to
exotic destinations first in space and later in time.

According to Frederic Jameson, this genre is uniquely characterised by its explicit
intertextuality. “Few other literary forms,” writes Jameson, “have so brazenly affirmed
themselves as argument and counterargument. Few others have so openly required cross-
reference and debate within each new variant [...] So it is that the individual text carries with it

a whole tradition, reconstructed and modified with each new addition...” (Jameson 2005: 2)

Yet, such a formal approach leaves out other forms of utopian thinking, which often are, in fact,



far more important in terms of influence and ramifications. As Jameson himself recognises,
“...utopia is a good deal more than the sum of its individual texts.” (Ibid).

A very different, exemplarily broad understanding of the term is commonly associated®
with Ernst Bloch’s opus magnum, the three-volume “Principle of Hope.” Bloch, while paying
specific attention to the primacy of the antinomy between the individual and the communal,
conceives a notion of the utopian impulse, which can be found in everyday life including
advertisements, travel guides, celebrations, fairy tales, cinema and antiques as well as in the
enormously broad corpus of texts on technological advances, architectural theories (and
practice), medicine, geography, philosophy (including, among others, Plato, Spinoza and Kant),
politics and religion.

Somewhat along the lines of Mannheim’s understanding, Bloch introduces a distinction
between those visions of the future that involve new possibilities and those that merely serve
purposes of psychological compensation for suffering, caused by the evils and flaws of the
present condition, designating those visions as abstract and concrete utopias (Bloch 1995: 146).
This concept proved itself quite fruitful revealing the unmanifest, hidden or just subtle
elements of the utopian thinking, but as Ruth Levitas observes in “The Concept of Utopia”, for
Bloch the criteria by which one makes a judgement on the presence of the utopia or
distinguishes between its abstract and concrete forms, are quite ambiguous if not obscure. She
also points out that on many occasions, Bloch seems to read his own concerns into the pastin a
subjective and even teleological®> manner. (Levitas 2011: 105-07).

Levitas herself advocates structural pluralism as the leading principle, emphasising that

attempts to define utopian terms of either form, function or content, result in artificial

3! see, for example, Roberts (1987), Levitas (1989) and (2007).

32 Teleology can be found in the “Principle of Hope” in quite an explicit form. Concluding his research, Bloch writes
for instance (regarding to his analysis of Marx), that “True genesis is not at the beginning but at the end, and it
starts to begin only when society and existence become radical, i.e. grasp their roots” [emphasis in the original]
(Bloch 1995: 1375).



limitations put on the field of study and lead to erroneous judgments. Essentially, her view is
that utopia is not a product of some innate impulse, but a social construct which emerges as a
response to the “scarcity gap” between “needs and wants” (Levitas 2011: 209). She defines a
basic precondition for utopia as “disparity between socially constructed experienced need and
socially prescribed and actually available means of satisfaction.” (Levitas 2011: 210-11). Finally,
Levitas introduces the distinction between “hope” and “desire”, arguing, that by limiting utopia
to the possible, we conflate these categories and reduce utopia to hope at the expense of the
dream. In her opinion, the fact that early utopias are located somewhere far away reflects the
fact that they express social/political criticism or dream, pure desire — but not something to
hope for, — and it is desire, not hope, which constitutes the main subject of the utopian inquiry
(Levitas 2011: 221).

Finally, Frederic Jameson distinguishes “two distinct lines of descendency from More's
inaugural text: the one intent on the realisation of the Utopian program, the other an obscure
yet omnipresent Utopian impulse finding its way to the surface in a variety of covert
expressions and practices” (Jameson 2005: 3). For us Jameson’s “systemic” or programmatic
line is of primary interest, since alongside the numerous texts, belonging to the genre, it also
includes political practice, aiming to found a new society (by means of revolution), “self-
conscious Utopian secessions from the social order which are the so-called intentional
communities” and last, but not least, “the attempts to project new spatial totalities, in the

aesthetic of the city itself”. Jameson illustrates this argument with the following scheme:
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Figure 1. Two lines of descendency from More's “Utopia” (Jameson 2005: 4)

He specifically addresses what he calls “closure,” that is, the necessity to isolate the utopian
locus spatially to accomplish the totality of the project, and assigns such a design exclusively to
the “Program” line of the above diagram. According to Jameson, totality is “precisely this
combination of closure and <Utopian social> system, in the name of autonomy and self-
sufficiency” (Jameson 2005: 5), and this particular characteristic of utopia generates the feeling
of otherness, radical distance, which constitutes the subject itself, since (at least in terms of
genre) “utopian form is [..] a representational meditation on radical difference, radical
otherness, and on the systemic nature of the social totality” (Jameson 2005: xii).

Another aspect of the utopian thinking and visions, defined in terms of content. This
definition follows J.C. Davis, who, in conclusion to his “Utopia and the Ideal Society” devoted to
the English utopias of 16™-17" centuries, suggests the definition of utopia, which emphasises
the importance of social or communal. He holds that utopia is a mode of visualizing social
perfection. What makes it distinguishable from other such modes is that utopia acknowledges
deficiencies in both human nature and in the surrounding world and aims “to contain and

condition them through organisational controls and sanctions” (Davis 1981: 370). Within this



frame, mythic Arcadia, for instance, is not utopian: deficiencies in people or nature are absent
and therefore absent is the need to contain and condition them. This, in turn, means that
there’s no moral community to strive after perfection. However, such a community with its
moral heroics is what utopian authors aim to imagine and depict. Only deficiencies make the
perfectibility of human nature visible, — and precondition the possibility of the successful
moral community, which is built upon the sacrifice, be it absolute or partial, of the individual to
the communal in order to achieve social harmony. Thus, utopia necessarily acknowledges the
primacy of the antinomy between the individual and the communal.

This research is almost exclusively concerned with the aspect of utopia found along the
“Program” line of Jameson’s diagram. Though we’ll probably have to locate the utopian
features in texts not explicitly utopian, the term itself is hereinafter used almost exclusively to

|II

designate the social/political, more “practical” utopianism, which, however, often extends far
beyond the limits of the political praxis or even programs. Utopia, therefore is considered here
not just as a literary genre or “social dreaming,” not to mention “impulse” or “desire” but as a
complex vision of the desired future condition, which is vastly different from the present one.
This vision may be rather concrete, providing details or, on the contrary, quite vague, but there
are two aspects always present in such a vision. The first integral element of utopian thinking,
as understood in this research, is defined in terms of function: it includes either the intention to
implement the utopian vision (in the future or starting today), or at least, recognition of the

utopian vision — by the author and/or, for lack of a better word, his “readers” — as one of the

possible worlds.



Disparate natures of the “Soviet”: Temporal Utopian Imagination and Its Spatial Rival

Theoretical frameworks of utopian imagery are numerous, and so are approaches to the
systematisation of utopias. For the purpose of this research, though, one of the most basic and
old-established lines of thought within the utopian studies is of primary interest. Arguably, it
was German social and art historian Alfred Doren, who was the first to set a clear distinction
between the spatial and the temporal modes of utopian imagery in his 1927 essay “Desired
place and desired time” (Doren 1968). In fact, this distinction is even more rigorous: according
to Doren, only accounts of the “desired place” (Wunschraum) can be perceived as utopias,
while those of the desired time (Wunschzeiten) fall into the category of eschatology. According
to Doren, while utopia, the desired place, can be essentially characterised as immanent/worldly
(Weltndhe), eschatology, the desired time, is on the contrary transcendent/other-worldly
(Weltferne). Doren’s approach was at the same time elaborated and contested by Frederick
Polak in his “Image of the Future”. Polak observes that many texts, largely referred to as
utopian “are implicitly set in time, and many explicitly so” (Polak 1973: 163), but then he makes
one critical caveat, namely that “from the beginning, there is a paradoxical and tragic conflict
between temporal and spatial images of progress. Possibly the spatial forms have had a more
destructive influence on man's destiny than the hubristic philosophy of endless evolution in
time. [...] when spatial images begin to dominate, the regression of the image of the future as a
category of human thought becomes an accomplished fact” (Polak 1973: 129).” According to
this view, placing utopian societies elsewhere, in isolated places like islands, has more to it than
being merely a handy literary device. The relation to spatiality is of crucial importance for the
outcome of the utopian thought. Polak considers that it’s not, of course, spatial awareness as
such, that leads to the “degeneration” of utopia, — but gives no certain answer to the question

of what causes such degeneration.



Indeed authors of texts on envisioned ideal societies have been placing them elsewhere
from the very beginning. Not only utopias as such were located in space: long before More,
widespread Christian narratives of Medieval times describing societies of the righteous also
made use of the spatial frame, — most famously the legend of Prester John’s kingdom. The first
known utopian text whose author resorted to the temporal frame only emerged in the late
Enlightenment, namely in 1770, when Louis-Sébastien Mercier’'s “L'An 2440” was first
published. In the course of the next century the number of utopian texts, set at some point in
the future, grew steadily. On the opposite, authors, who preferred far away islands or
inaccessible mountain valleys, became scarce. That doesn’t mean, such texts ceased to exist:
“The Voyage to Icaria” by Etienne Cabet (1842), who places his imaginary country on an island,
separated from the continent “by an arm of the sea that takes six hours to cross” (Cabet 2003:
6); Samuel Butler’s “Erewhon: or, Over the Range,” set in the “Southern Alps” in New Zealand
(1872) and, to a lesser extent, Edward Bulwer Lytton’s “The Coming Race” (1871), being the
account of a superior, but subterranean civilization, prove otherwise, — though the utopian
nature of the last two texts is debatable. Nevertheless, many influential utopias, such as
Edward Bellamy's “Looking backwards” (1888), “Freeland” by Teodor Hertzka (1890), and most
famously, H.G. Wells’s “The modern Utopia” (1905) are all set in the future.

Reinhart Koselleck, one of the most prominent figures of modern historiography, who
has also worked in the field of linguistics, observes in his essay “The Temporalization of Utopia”
that before Mercier, not only was the space of experience in traditional utopia primarily spatial,
but its mode of representation as well. And though “a great number of utopias related to the
past already existed, what was fundamentally missing was the temporal dimension of the
future as the site of utopia” (Koselleck 2002: 86). Koselleck connects this process with the fact
that by 1770 the understanding of the finiteness of the Earth’s surface was already in place, so

“spatial possibilities for establishing a utopia” had been exhausted. Sure enough, there’s always



outer space with its infinite number of planets, giving plenty of room for any possible imaginary
society, which is demonstrated by a wide variety of texts from the “Comical History of the
States and Empires of the Moon” by Cyrano de Bergerac (1657) to Alexandr Bogdanov’s “Red
Star” (1908). However, the “temporalization of utopia” was not a path taken by the utopian
imagination involuntarily, due to the lack of mysterious untraveled lands.

On the contrary, one may say that authors have embarked on their journey to the future
as soon as the opportunity presented itself. The possibility of the temporalization of utopia was
conditional on several other important developments. Firstly, the definitive break with the
concept of cyclical time and its replacement by the idea of Progress, meant that history is
directional and at least in general, its direction is one from the worse to the better. Secondly
there was the application of this idea to the social and political, made by Turgot in his 1750
“Philosophical Chart of the Progressive Advance of the Human Mind,” and the later final break
with the theological view of history, found arguably in the “Outlines of an Historical View of the
Progress of the Human Mind” by Marquis de Condorcet (1793), whose claim was that “no
bounds have been fixed to the improvement of the human faculties; that the perfectibility of
man is absolutely indefinite; that the progress of this perfectibility, henceforth above the
control of every power that would impede it, has no other limit than the duration of the globe
upon which nature has placed us.” (Condorcet 1795: 4) The third development, which made the
temporalization of utopia possible, was the abandonment of the religious perfectio doctrine,
within which absolute perfection was inaccessible in this world, and pursuit of the relative,
worldly perfection, was, in Koselleck’s words, a “timeless imperative”. This pursuit lasted until
the death of the particular person, — and every new person born had to start from the
beginning. The term “perfectibilité,” or perfectibility, was coined, once again, by Turgot and
elaborated upon by Rousseau. Adoption of this lexical novelty meant that a person now could

become perfect, and the goal was “completely temporalised and incorporated into the human



agents themselves, without an end point.” (Koselleck 2002: 89) After that, a goal (perfection)
became less significant than movement towards one. Condorcet made an attempt to resolve
this inner contradiction: in his understanding improvement was, at once, the goal and the
process. Finally, temporalization of utopia entailed the idea of human agency or vision,
according to which progress was not just a natural order of things, but a potentiality, which
required conscious “exercise of reason” and generally human effort to be fulfilled, — though in
Condorcet, human beings are certainly benign, inclined to make such an effort, so progress is
also natural for them.

More than once since Thomas More wrote his treatise has the idea of utopia laid claims
to more than just literary merit, aiming to at least provoke discussion, — whether public or not,
— or even to guide conscious social and political transformation. This is the kind of utopianism
this research is concerned with: the “programmatic” utopia, speaking the language of social
philosophy rather than fine literature and, one even may say, inclined more to talk policies than
politics. Reflecting on this programmatic variety of utopian thinking, David Harvey suggests in
his “Spaces of Hope” that it can work in two fundamentally different modes. Harvey
distinguishes these two modes building upon the notions of temporal vs spatial. Utopias of
social process “usually get expressed in purely temporal terms. They are literally bound to no
place whatsoever and are typically specified outside of the constraints of spatiality altogether.
The qualities of space and place are totally ignored” (Harvey 2000: 174). Harvey’s examples of
this kind of utopianism are Hegelianism and Marxism. In the first case, “things in themselves
move history as they become things for themselves”, while in the second “it is not the World
Spirit but active class struggle that assumed the guiding role”. Classes in themselves have to
become “classes for themselves” in order for history to move towards the perfect classless and
stateless social condition (Harvey 2000: 174). The other kind of utopia, usually associated with

the term, is the “utopia of the spatial form”, which resembles Thomas More’s prototypical



Utopia, “an artificially created island which functions as an isolated, coherently organized, and
largely closed-space economy (though closely monitored relations with the outside world are
posited). The internal spatial ordering of the island strictly regulates a stabilised and unchanging
social process”. Almost all forms of temporality (except for recurrent rituals) here are
eliminated or, in other words, “spatial form controls temporality, an imagined geography
controls the possibility of social change and history.” (Harvey 2000: 160). Spatialities are
extremely important in such utopias since rigid spatial forms presumably secure social
changelessness.

None of these two modes of utopian thinking exists in pure form. In real life, they are
found in constant rivalry and/or interplay. In what follows we’ll see on multiple occasions that
spatial and temporal utopianisms coexist and compete, demonstrating complex dynamics.
Temporal and spatial utopias are not principles in the essentialist sense, but descriptive

categories, helping to foster better understanding of historical processes.

The very acceptance of the possibility of “building socialism in one country” may be
understood as a turning point, where revolutionary, avant-garde, explicitly deterritorialized
utopia of the social process, with its hopes for the World Revolution, began to transform into
an autarkic Stalinist utopia of the spatial form. In fact, More’s Utopia itself was not always an
island and had to go through a similar transformation:

Utopus, that conquered it <...>, brought the rude and uncivilised inhabitants into such
a good government, and to that measure of politeness, that they now far excel all the
rest of mankind. Having soon subdued them, he designed to separate them from the

continent, and to bring the sea quite round them: to accomplish this he ordered a
deep channel to be dug, fifteen miles long; and, that the natives might not think he



treated them like slaves, he not only forced the inhabitants but also his own soldiers to
labour in carrying it on. (More and Burnet 1808: 69-70)

Hegelianism and Marxism, Harvey’s exemplary “utopias of the social process”, emerged
as late results of the temporalization of Utopia, hence their obvious neglect of spatialities.
Classical Marxism does not expect the revolution to happen (or at least to succeed) within the
borders of any particular state. Though Marx himself never explicitly wrote on the subject,
Engels did. In his late revolutionary catechism “Principles of Revolution” he rejects the
possibility of revolution being “accomplished in one country alone”: “Big industry, by creating a
world market, has all the peoples of the earth, especially the civilized ones, brought into such
close connection with each other that each nation is dependent upon what happens in the
other [...] the communist revolution, therefore, will not be a national one only but will be
carried on simultaneously in all civilised countries <...>. In each of these countries it will develop
either faster or slower, depending upon whether one country or the other has better
developed industries, bigger wealth or a greater mass of productive force”. Finally, Engels
claims that, in spite of the differences in development, revolution will be universal and
“therefore, will claim universal territory” (Engels 1925: 19-20). Proletarian poet Vladimir Kirillov
made a very similar claim, using more poetic language in his programmatic “We” (1917): «We
are innumerable thundering legions of labour. / We are those who overpowered the space of
the sea, the ocean and the land...”*?

Critical distancing from customarily structured space in visual representations is
probably best instantiated by the Soviet propaganda posters from 1917-1925. In the posters on

the world revolution, the destruction of borders, i.e. the very basic instruments of spatial

structuring is proclaimed both visually and verbally. See an anonymous poster created in at the

33 v
Mbl HecmeTHble, Fpo3Hble neryoHbl Tpyaa. / Mbl nobegutenn MNpoCcTPaHCTBA MOPEN, OKeaHOoB M Cyww

(Krementsov and Losev 2002: 46)



Print and graphic design department of VKhUTEMAS in 1921 (Fig. 2a) or in the May 1°*" poster

from 1919 by Alexandr Apsit (Fig. 2b)
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Figure 2. a: We destroy borders between countries. Vkhutemas Print and Graphic design department,
1921. b: May 1*. Workers have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win. Aleksandr
Apsit. Vtsik, 1919.

The structure of space in posters on other themes is also often unconventional: details
of the images are disproportionate in size, perspective is distorted. The representational plane,
surface of the material image, ceases to be “that transparent plane through which we are
meant to believe that we are looking into a space, even if that space is still bounded on all
sides”, but becomes the “wall or the panel bearing the forms of individual things and figures”,
i.e. works similar to the way it did within the medieval representational principle (Panofsky
1991: 54) 54. The poster by Victor Deni and Mikhail Cheremnykh from 1920 is not
communicating the idea of world revolution directly, but space here is abstract and symbolic
with grotesque proportions (Fig.3a). The globe as the image of universalism and totality of the
revolutionary ambition is very common in 1920s posters until the turn of the decade, when it is
usually succeeded by the map of the USSR. It can be seen not only in Bolshevik party
propaganda posters. Alexandr Rodchenko depicts the globe to illustrate the notion of “Europe”,

used by Vladimir Mayakovskil in the advertising for galoshes or rubber boots (Fig. 3b). Space is



less radically structured in the Socialist—Revolutionary election poster from 1917, but even so,
proportions and setting remain unrealistic (Fig. 3c). It's important that other Marxist political

parties also used the globe as the symbol, communicating universalism and totality>*.
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Figure 3. a: Comrade Lenin Cleanses the Earth of Filth. V. Deni, M. Cheremnykh. 1920. b: Rezinotrest
protects from rain and slush. With no galoshes, Europe would sit and cry (advertising). A.Rodchenko, V.
Mayakovskii, 1923. c: Through struggle, you will attain your rights (on the red banner). Land and
freedom (on the globe). Unknown artist. Socialist—Revolutionary election poster, 1917.

One may argue that the visual language of the poster is by nature symbolic, and that accurate
depiction of spatial structures is beyond its scope. However, this is not the case for the majority
of the propaganda posters from the Stalinist era. On the other hand, the most prominent
paintings of the earlier period, including, for instance, Pavel Filonov’s “Formula of the Petrograd
Proletariat” (1920-1921) and Konstantin Youn’s “Symphony of Action” (1922) provide similar

images. The trend is even more pronounced in architecture and monumental art.

** The tradition of using the globe symbol in relation to May 1% was born in the 19" century. Arguably, the globe,
surrounded by working people from different walks of life first appeared in Walter Crane’s illustration of the May
1% proclamation as Labour Day in 1889. The same image was published a year later on the frontispiece of the 1890
edition of “News from Nowhere” by William Morris (Morris 1890).
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Paperny describes what he calls “Culture One’s battle with the hierarchy of space”
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which is on the most basic level expressed as “striving towards uniform dispersal” (Paperny

III

2002a: 71). Arguably, “uniform dispersal” is the closest thing to “unnoticeable” borderless
space. Space makes itself perceptible via distances and aside from distances, via its structural
elements, i.e. different sorts of boundaries. The technological advances of the epoch seemed
likely to deliver on the promise to do away with distances. When it comes to hindrances and
consequently, perceived discontinuity, however, “uniform dispersal” is just another way of
saying “homogeneous”, “borderless”, free of internal (and probably even external) boundaries.
This is not to say that Culture One had no spatial awareness at all. On the contrary, some spatial
structural elements were purposefully dealt with.

It would take too much time to consider in any reasonable detail the theories of space
within the Russian revolutionary avant-garde, but as El Lisitskil’'s 1925 article “A. and
Pangeometry” demonstrates, the ambitions of Culture One in relation to spatialities were far
from limited to uniform dispersal. Lisitskil draws the line of succession from planimetric (two-
dimensional) space to perspectival (three-dimensional) space and then, referring to the works
of Gauss, Lobachevsky and Riemann, suggests a further evolution to “irrational” and then
“imaginary” spaces. According to Lisitskii, perspective has made space closed, finite, so it was
destroyed by cubists, who “pulled the space-confining horizon into the foreground and
identified it with the surface of the painting”. Then suprematism “has swept away the illusion
of three-dimensional space on a plane, replacing it by the ultimate illusion of irrational space
with attributes of infinite extensibility in depth and foreground”. Lisitskii is not only speaking
about the representations of space in A. (as art is designated in this text). His next step implies
that “...a number of modern artists [..] believe that they can build up multidimensional real
spaces that may be entered without an umbrella, where space and time have been combined

into mutually interchangeable single whole” (Lissitsky 1999: 304-05). Though Lisitskii does not



fully subscribe to this idea, as soon as it comes to the somewhat vaguely described “imaginary
space” his own ambitions also turn out to stretch far beyond the scope of mere representation:
the ultimate goal is the creation of “imaginary space by means of material objects” (Ibid: 306).
As is evident from the adjective “imaginary” the ultimate goal is to create a malleable,
unresisting space, which, together with the technological disposal of distances, amounts to
something more resembling no space at all.

While temporal utopias invest hopes and efforts into the future, utopias of the spatial
order, on the contrary, need specific territories on which to unfold. Their goal is to produce
perfection now, in the present, but since the world as a whole is imperfect, the territory
claimed by a utopia of the spatial order should be isolated from it. A channel should be dug or,
in other words, a border, as strict as possible, should be established to secure splendid
isolation. One can say that utopia of the spatial order places itself under a kind of timeless
guarantine to avoid corruption. Indeed, such quarantine is not necessarily guaranteed by a
water boundary: Tommaso Campanella’s “City of the Sun” is not on an island, but “is built upon
a high hill”, standing on a large plain; nonetheless, its isolation is maintained by other means:
“it is so built that if the first circle were stormed, it would of necessity entail a double amount
of energy to storm the second; still more to storm the third; and in each succeeding case the
strength and energy would have to be doubled; so that he who wishes to capture that city
must, as it were, storm it seven times. For my own part, however, | think that not even the first
wall could be occupied, so thick are the earthworks and so well fortified is it with breastworks,
towers, guns, and ditches.” (Claeys and Sargent 1999: 107).

Soviet border policies were, in fact, restrictive from the very beginning. As early as in

April 1917 at the VII RSDRP(b) Conference, Lenin claimed the necessity of border control as



735 (Lenin

such: “We maintain that the state is necessary, and a state presupposes frontiers.
1974g: 299) At the beginning of November 1917 the Military-Revolutionary Committee of the
Petrograd Soviet adopted the remarkably short resolution on closing the border.*® In December
Trotsky signed the order, which forbade entrance of foreign citizens without a Soviet visa, while
in May 1918 Lenin signed the resolution, which established the Border Guards, in 1919 mobility
of foreign citizens within the Soviet borders was restricted, and in 1921 limitations were put on
all foreign commercial vehicles entering Russian ports to mention a few of the measures taken.
Border policies of 1917-1927 were on the one hand, restrictive, but on the other hand, during
early 1920s, Soviet citizenship was granted rather easily, and cross-border migration was quite
intensive. Until late 1921 the Soviet government encouraged migration of a foreign labour force
into the country, including German industrial workers and American farmers. At least two
dormitories were built in Kyiv and Kharkiv for such migrants: each could host up to 1000
persons (Fel'shtinskii 1988: 31). In 1922, same year, when hundreds of Russian intellectuals
were expelled from the country by the “philosophers’ ships”, the resolution “On Soviet citizens
and non-residents foreign travel” was adopted, which marked the formation of a significantly
restrictive system, which required exit permits, two warrantors, letters from work, etc. (O

vyezde za granitsu... 1922). There’s little reliable statistics on international migration in the

1920s and virtually none for the 1930s,>” but until at least 1927 this restrictive machinery was

% Mol croum 3a HeobXoAMMOCTb rocyaapcTBa, a rocyaapcTBo npeanonaraet rpaHuubl (Sed'maya (Aprel'skaya)
Vserossiiskaya konferentsiya RSDRP 1958: 218). This claim is, in fact, part of the very interesting and largely
overlooked dispute, sparked by Stalin, who has delivered the main speech on the national question and Pyatakov,
who was his official opponent (koHTpaoknagumk). While Stalin supported the right for secession, Pyatakov argued,
that the only possible slogan was “Down with the borders” with reference to the nation state being a leftover of
the previous epoch, mostly already overcome by the process which we would now call the “globalization”. Lenin
sided with Stalin, arguing that “In Western Europe most countries settled their national questions long ago. [...]
Comrade Pyatakov, however, puts this where it does not belong — to Eastern Europe, and we find ourselves in a
ridiculous position.” (Lenin 1974g)

% “Border is temporarily closed, nobody should be let through without the specific order from the Military-
Revolutionary committee” (FpaHuUa BpemeHHO 3aKpbiTa, 6e3 0coboro pacnopsaxKeHus BoeHHO-peBoNOUMOHHOIO
KOMWUTETa HUKTO NponyLLeH 6biTb He MOXKeT (Zyryanov 1973: 265))

¥ Official data published in 1928-1929 states, that migration was steadily increasing between 1924 and 1928.
Specifically, in 1924 the numbers of incoming and outcoming border crossings were 85,231 and 65,586



put to action selectively, — and the USSR was not a completely closed country, especially by
the standards of the time. 1927 saw a significant increase in exit visa denials due to political
reasons. A passport was quite expensive, but until 1929 discounts were in place for various
groups. However, after the abandonment of this practice, crossing the Soviet border became an
unaffordable luxury for the largest part of the population. Also, less and less foreign currency
was allowed to be exchanged. In 1931 new guidelines prescribed issuance of exit permits for
private travel in exceptional cases only, and around 1934-1935 any private foreign travel was
effectively clamped down upon.

The situation concerning international mobility in the 1920s and 1930s respectively was
worlds apart. It should be noted as well that, after the Great War, international mobility was
also severely restricted across all of Europe. During the period between the end of the
Napoleonic wars in 1815 and the outbreak of World War | 99 years later “only minimal state
intervention touched migration practices. Working people wanted to cross borders, and they
were usually free to do so" and governmental interventions in migration “usually took the form
of encouragement” (Moch 2003). 1914, however, brought various practices of human mobility
regulation, — from the requirements of visas and identification of foreigners to passports,
which were first made mandatory by France, Germany, and Italy, and later by the vast majority
of European countries, including neutral ones. Despite nominal commitment to “secure and
maintain freedom of communications and of transit,” expressed in the “Treaty of Versailles”
(Bevans 1969: 57), passport control, visas and other restrictive practices in Europe stayed in
place in the decades to follow. To be sure, exit visas were considered extraordinary measures
and were abolished after the war by the majority of countries. Starting from mid-twenties,
however, some countries, including Poland, Spain, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia reverted to

this instrument to restrict emigration and achieve a better position to bargain with the

accordingly, while in 1928 these rates almost doubled, being 144,442 and 131,429 accordingly (Moiseenko 2016:
74)



importers of the labour force. Exit visas were introduced in Italy in the early 1930s, being the
implementation of the 1927 declaration of the new policy, according to which the Italian state
claimed it “will cease to encourage emigration” so that Italian mothers wouldn’t “bring into the
world children who [...] grow up into soldiers for other nations” and more generally in order to
stop the process, that “saps the vital forces of race and State” (Oblath 1931: 808). In the 1925
survey of League of Nations International Labor Office 20 countries (of 41 total) “mentioned an
obligation to possess an exit visa” (Migration laws and treaties 1928: 82), though the
requirement was more or less a formality. In this context, the situation before and after 1928-
1929 in the USSR looks very different. The limitations of the first period look standard for the
period. Since late 1920s however, the Soviet government certainly acted against the global and
European trend on easing travel restrictions.

The situation of the foreign trade monopoly was similar to that of human mobility. The
monopoly was not formally abolished during the NEP period, but the early and mid-twenties
saw constant expansion in the number of actors in the Soviet economy, who could contract
with foreign counter-agents relatively freely (though approval of the People’s Commissariat of
Foreign Trade®® was necessary). Moreover, a number of state-owned enterprises gained the
right to have their own representative as an employee in one, and sometimes several Soviet
Trade agencies (Torgpredstva) abroad. In reality, these representatives negotiated and made
the deals by themselves, though formally contracts were signed by the particular senior official.
Another remarkable exception was made for Tsentrosoyuz,® the Central Union of Consumer
Co-Operatives, which under NEP sat atop the cooperative hierarchy built upon the territorial

principle: a regional union (raysoyuz) was the elementary unit of the structure, then came a

® HapogaHsbii Komuccapuat BHewHe Toprosnm, HKBT.

% LleHTpocotos. This organization was quite powerful in mid-twenties, since it provided a significant share of Soviet
exports — 12.5% in 1924-1925, and somewhat less, 10,4% in 1925-1926 according to the official data. This was the
heyday of cooperation, after which its export share started to shrink, being only 7,8% in 1926-1927 (Lyubimov
1957: 286)



provincial union (gubsoyuz) and finally the central union Tsentrosoyuz. The last could trade
with foreign cooperatives directly, without the state approval. Moreover, it could also trade
with other entities, including private companies, in cases where it could prove that such a deal
was more profitable. This dispersion of foreign trade monopoly ended in March 1928, when the
resolution “On export, import, transfer and remittance of currency assets and equities to and
from foreign countries” was adopted™.

The same dynamics are in place with access to independent information sources. In
1926 the Joint State Political Directorate,* in a letter to Vyacheslav Molotov, informed him that
1134 subscriptions to the émigré press were processed regularly via Peoples Commissariat of
Foreign affairs alone. "Socialist reporter"®, for instance, had 240-300 subscribers among
various Soviet organisations. The letter also states that those travelling abroad also brought
into the country around 500 copies a year (Golubev 2008: 36-37). Of course, there were other
newspapers and magazines as well. The following year this practice was abolished altogether,
and special reports, compiled by the Information Department of the Central Committee were
introduced instead.

There are more examples, some of which we’ll touch upon later, but the point is clear:
the Soviet state of 1917-1927 was, of course, in no way an open society even by the rather low
post-war international standard. However, in many aspects, most notably when it came to the
economy, total isolation was considered neither possible nor desirable. Then, later, everything
changed.

In Chapter One | will argue that this change, previously referred to as “rupture” or
“ideological shift”, is better described as a the shift from the temporal to the spatial mode of

utopian thinking. | will also observe this shift through the dynamics of the two Grand

* For details see Markovskii (2015)
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42 “Coumanuctnueckunin BectHuK”, official Menshevist periodical, published since 1921 first in Berlin, then in Paris
and New York under the editorship of Yulii Martov.



Metaphors of the Soviet discourse, used to comprehend the project of the future: The Path
metaphor (as in “path to socialism”) and the Building or Construction metaphor (as in
“building/construction of socialism”). These two metaphors correlate with the two utopian
modes, and the dynamics of their usage is remarkably consistent with the dynamics between
temporal and spatial utopianisms. | will use the data available from Google Ngram Viewer
(GNV) to observe changes in frequency of occurrence for the two linguistic expressions of the
above metaphors. The highly ritualized ideological language of Soviet publications during the
1920s and 1930s quickly and accurately reflects changes in ideology, and thus allows for use of
instrument, with all its limitations and flaws, to assess relative dynamics of trends. (For detailed
information on the work of GNV as well as some considerations and reservations in relation to

this method see: Appendix I).

Socialism in One Country and Where to Find It

Carving out a place for the concept of socialism in one country within the Soviet
orthodoxy wasn’t easy. The only text authored by either Marx or Engels which categorically
states that the future socialist revolution can only occur simultaneously in all developed
countries, namely Engel’s short piece under the title “Principles of communism”, was only
published in 1914 (Van Ree 2010b: 64). That doesn’t mean that this idea dwelt somewhere in
the periphery of Marxist thought. Quite the opposite, it was an inseparable part of it, perceived
as common sense by the vast majority of European socialists. Hopes for the global
revolutionary tide, resembling that of 1848-1849 were particularly high in the Soviet Russia:
Bolsheviks themselves, let alone other Russian socialists, had little confidence in the possibility
of retaining power in the underdeveloped country, where industrial workers were by far
outnumbered by peasants. The first years of the Bolshevik rule were fraught with the

anticipation of the all-embracing revolutionary wave, of which the Russian October was



presumably just a beginning. Up to the failure of the “German October” in autumn 1923%,
news on trade unions, strikes and communist rallies in various European countries was
routinely published on the first pages of “Pravda”, followed by the news from Soviet Russia,
including the reports from the battlefields of the Civil war. Later adoption of the concept of
“socialism in one country” was vigorously opposed by the whole “Left opposition”, that is not
only by Trotsky and his supporters, but also by those who previously associated themselves
with the “Workers’s opposition”, “Group of Democratic Centralism” (Decists) and other
varieties of the Left Communism. The idea was also rather popular not only among the Party
leadership and activists, but in much broader circles, — though, of course, in great measure
thanks to extensive propagandistic effort. As of 1925, even peasants openly questioned the
ability of the USSR “to build socialism without foreign countries.” Some of them also wondered
if the Soviet Union could “endure for decades in case there will be no revolution in other
countries; can socialism be achieved in one country, such as the Soviet Union with its
underdeveloped technology...”**

This concept could only be adopted on the condition that not only VKP(b) rank and file
(as well as, to some extent, common public), but also the Party's prominent figures and
theoreticians recognized it as “Marxist”. While the Party leadership could probably dismiss (or

silence) doubtful members of the public, Party rank and file still mattered, as did, more

importantly, opinion- and decision-makers at the local level. The foundation for the new

* “German October” was the term for the unsuccessful uprising in Germany in October 1923. The idea was
favoured and advanced by Lev Trotsky, Grigory Zinovyev and several other figures in the Soviet leadership. The
plan was largely conceived and planned in Moscow by the group within the Comintern Executive Committee, led
by Karl Radek. The plan was developed in somewhat reluctant collaboration with the Communist party of Germany
(KPD): Heinrich Brandler, leader of the party, was never convinced that the time was ripe for the takeover. In
Saxony and Thuringia the KPD entered the governing coalitions, but failed to take control over the Internal Affairs
Office (and consequently, Sicherheitspolizei, the security police), as planned. In these states the KPD eventually
called off the uprising, while the armed revolt in Hamburg was put down by the army. See Thalheimer (2004).

. _.Cmoxer nm CCCP CTpOUTb coumanuam 6e3 MHOCTpaHHbIX rocyaapcTs. [...] MoxeT nu Cosetckuit Cotos
CYLLEeCTBOBATb HA MPOTAKEHWUWU AECATKOB JIET, €CNU He ByAeT peBO/OUUM B APYrMX CTPaHaX, MOMeT n bbiTb
OCYLLECTBMM COLMANM3M B OAHOM CTpaHe, Kak CoeTcKuii Coto3 C ero oTcTasiol TeXHUKOM... (Bryantsev 2016: 186).
The same article cites many more examples of the kind.



theoretical development was found in Lenin’s 1915 Article “On the Slogan for a United States
of Europe” (Lenin 1974k), the only acceptable text, mentioning the possibility of a successful
socialist revolution in “one, single country.” The relevant paragraph was cited by Stalin, other
Party leaders and authors of propaganda books countless times. Stalin claimed that Lenin
“discovered the truth that the victory of socialism in one country is possible” and “was the first
to settle the question of the victory of socialism in one country” (Stalin 1954c). Nevertheless,
this is the only occasion on which Lenin openly argues for the possibility of socialism in one
country. Arguably, the reason can be found in the historical context of the article at issue. It
was a part of a very emotional discussion, which followed what Lenin termed the “collapse of
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the Second International” (Lenin 1974j). After all major socialist and social democratic parties
voted in favour of the war loans for their governments, Bolsheviks broke ties with the Second
International. In this and other texts of the period Lenin’s style betrays both bitterness and
fury: his lone mention of socialism in one country expresses the former.

Even more interestingly, Lenin's paragraph turns out to be the compressed and slightly
reworded translation of several fragments from the 1879 pamphlet “The isolated socialist
state” by the prominent member of the German Social Democratic party (SPD) Georg von
Vollmar, who, notably, held in 1914 that the SPD should not oppose the German government in
its war effort. This pamphlet will be analysed in detail in Section 4 of Chapter Two . The
aforementioned Trotsky was, of course, not the only prominent party figure who was aware of
this text: Vollmar was one of the leaders of the largest and the most influential socialist parties
in Europe. The central place of the SPD within the Second International and more broadly, in
the global socialist movement, was also supported by the general perception of Karl Kautsky, its
leading ideologist as the safekeeper of “original” Marxism. He met both Marx and Engels in

London in 1881, and befriended Engels, who later chose Kautsky to be the editor of Marx's

three-volume work “Theories of Surplus Value” and a number of Marx's unpublished and



sometimes unfinished manuscripts. The two were working closely together throughout 1880s.
In a way, Kautsky helped Engels to create “Marxism” from what was a huge compendium of
heterogeneous and sometimes self-contradictory texts.

In 1891 Kautsky, wrote the “Erfurt Programme”, the first Marxist program of the
German Social Democratic party. However, the Erfurt Programme and generally, the variety of
Marxism widely accepted in the SPD, is, in some aspects significally different from what is found
in the body of Marxist theory, expounded by Marx and Engels themselves, — especially when it
comes to Marx’s later works, including, for instance “The Civil war in France” (written in 1870-
1871) and “Critique of the Gotha Program” (written in 1875)*. In what follows | will use
different terms for these “varieties” of Marxism. The former, that is, the Marxism of the SPD
and the Second International, in no small part shaped by Karl Kautsky, will be termed “orthodox
Marxism”, while the latter, meaning the theory found in Marx's and Engels’s work, will be called
“classical Marxism”. Speaking about the variety of Marxism,consolidated by official Soviet
theorists, which is sometimes designated as “Marxism-Leninism”, | will use the term “Soviet
Marxism”.

It is, of course difficult and sometimes impossible to draw clear boundaries between the
three. Firstly, classical Marxism is in no way homogeneous in itself. There are sometimes
significant contradictions (more notably in Marx’s works) between texts written at various
times. Moreover, the positions of Marx and Engels, particularly after late 1860s — early 1870s
can also differ substantially. Secondly, it was Engels who determined at least the initial impulse
of orthodox Marxism, so the border between “orthodox” and “classic” is quite blurred. Thirdly,
the “Marxist-Leninist” rendition of Marxism certainly has some very distinctive features, —

most noticeably, the Jacobinist doctrine of the party as the ultimate driving and guiding force of

*> Some of these works’ key ideas can be found, albeit unexpanded and sometimes not quite thought through, in
Grundrisse (Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen Okonomie; Fundamentals of Political Economy Criticism),
unfinished Marx’s manuscript from 1857-1858.



revolution. At the same time, other features, traditionally associated with Soviet Marxism, such
as excessive statism and organizational centralism at the expense of democratic deliberation,
were already quite pronounced in the orthodox Marxism of the SPD and the Second
International. At some point, namely in 1914-1916, Lenin even uses (in regards to the orthodox
Marxism) the strategy described by Lars T. Lih as “aggressive unoriginality” (Lih 2009). After SPD
voted to grant war credits to the German government in 1914, it could no longer serve as a
model party for RSDLP(b). Starting from the break-up of the Second international and almost
until the October revolution, Lenin insisted on the Bolsheviks’ continuity with pre-war German
social democracy, which had, in his opinion, later betrayed its own ideas and commitments.
Yet, even if these terms are conventional, they are necessary to avoid confusion.

Orthodox Marxism was more than just a result of the efforts made by Engels and then
Kautsky and other SPD theoreticians to make classical Marxism more consistent. It was also a
product of compromise or, one may even say, a blending of the two lines of German socialist
thought. The first is classical Marxism, while the other is associated primarily with the name of
Ferdinand Lassalle, an extremely popular socialist politician with a distinctive set of ideas, which
enjoyed greater success than Marxism in Germany at least in the period 1850-1860. Lassalle
was also the first European socialist to succeed in creating a mass legal socialist party, the
General German Workers' Association (ADAV)*® in 1863. SPD was born in 1875 as a result of the
merger between ADAv and the much smaller Marxist Social Democratic Workers' Party of
Germany, founded in 1860 by Wilhem Liebknecht and August Bebel. For years, the ideology of
the new party was a mixture of Lassalleanism and Marxism with the noticeable prevalence of
the former. This is quite clear from the Gotha programme, adopted at the unification congress,
which, as it is well known, drew vigorous criticism from Marx. Even after the adoption of the

Marxist Erfurt programme, the ideology of the SPD preserved some obvious Lassallean traits.
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The main differences between Lassalle and classical Marxism are found in two areas:
attitude to the institution of the state, and internationalism. Lassalle was a firm believer in state
socialism and held that it was only possible to achieve the new social and political condition
with the extensive support of the state. The state was expected to take a lead in socialist
transformation and the socialist economy, which would emerge as a result. Also, Lassalle was in
no way an internationalist. He took almost no interest in socialism outside Germany, which only
emerged as an integrated nation state seven years after his death in 1864. Moreover, he saw
socialism as a competitive advantage that would presumably help Germany to take the
appropriate place among the great nations which it was previously deprived of. Lassalle also
praised the republican form of government and categorically refuted violence. This very distinct
set of ideas can be traced to the political philosophy (and, to some extent, political economy) of
Johann Gottlieb Fichte.

The striking similarity between the model, developed in Fichte’s 1801 treatise “The
closed Commercial State” (Der Geschlossene Handelsstaat) and the Stalinist state have been
noticed by more than one scholar since early 1930s. Yet, until recently, this issue was never
discussed in any detail. Fichte’s model of the rational state has its deep roots in his lifelong
project of elaborating the Science of Knowledge, Wissenschaftslehre, juridical and political
implications of which are discussed in Sections 1-3 of Chapter Two. In this dissertation |
consider the “The Closed Commercial State” as a programmatic “utopia of the spatial form”,
which, thanks to Lassalle and later SPD theoreticians, especially Vollmar, survived within
orthodox Marxism and eventually became reality in the form of the Stalinist state. The question
of whether Stalin himself had read “The Closed Commercial State” remains open: while the
treatise was published in Russian twice, first in 1898, then in 1923 and was familiar to a
significant number of Russian intellectuals before 1917, there is no direct evidence that either

Stalin or anybody else in the Bolshevist leadership except Bukharin had read the treatise. At the



same time, it has been established that, contrary to what was previously believed, Stalin had
read the “Isolated socialist state” by Georg von Vollmar, which bears not only Lassallean, but
distinctly Fichtean traits. The abridged translation of this text was made for Stalin and Mikhail
Kalinin (if there were other copies, they have been lost) by Alexandr Svanidze in late 1926, that
is, after the concept of “socialism in one country” was adopted by the regime. This translation
from the Stalin Archive at RGASPI (Fond 558), containing Stalin’s remarks on the typewritten
copy will be discussed in detail in Chapter Four. The analysis of this document shows that
Vollmar’s ideas had a noticeable impact on Stalin’s thought in regards to international affairs. A
table, demonstrating which fragments were marked by Stalin, and in what manner, is found in
Appendix II.

The whole text is arranged as follows: in Chapter One (“From Leninism To Stalinism:
Metaphors and Historical Rupture”) Sections 1-2 contain the detailed analysis of the dynamics
between the temporal and spatial modes of utopian thinking through the usage of the linguistic
expressions, corresponding to the Path and Building metaphors. Section 3 explains how
architecture and the notion of building are linked to closedness/autarky. Sections 1-3 of
Chapter Two (“Bolshevism and Stalinism: shared origins, different lineages”) deal with the
analysis of Fichte’s treatise “The Closed Commercial State” project. Section One first briefly
analyses Fichtean elements in Marxism and then demonstrates that Fichte’s political economy
originates from his philosophy of Right. Section 2 presents a detailed analysis of “The Closed
Commercial State.” Section 3 reflects on the origins of Fichte’s commitment to autarky (in
relation to Immanuel Kant’s “Perpetual Peace”) as well as the origins and meaning of his
statism. Section 4 presents a detailed discussion of Fichtean traits in German social democracy
and especially “The Isolated Socialist State” by Georg von Vollmar. Chapter Three (“Stalinist
state: Fichtean Utopia and Soviet Reality”) starts from the inquiry into Russian and Soviet

readership of Fichte (Section 1) and continues with the reflection upon the images of the future



and logic of purposes of the Fichtean model state on the one hand and and historical Soviet
Union on the other. Section 3 is largely devoted to an in-depth analysis of the similarities and
differences between the project of the Closed Commercial State and the official discourse in
the Stalinist USSR that shows a close affinity with Fichte especially on foreign trade monopoly
and, even more importantly, monetary policy. Finally, a brief comparison of the Stalinist USSR
with the ideal vision of the Isolated Socialist State as expressed by Vollmar as well as with two
other models, centered on the notion of closedness, is presented. Chapter Four (“The only
fatherland of the international proletariat, hostile encirclement and war”) features firstly, the
analysis of the copy of Vollmar's treatise abridged translation with marks, found in Stalin

archive and secondly, possible ramifications of this document.

The theoretical frame used by the author is inevitably multicomponent. This research
starts with the analysis of the two fundamental conceptual metaphors of Soviet discourse —
both spatial in nature; both determining, directly or indirectly, certain modes of temporality, —
and continues with the close exploration of the Soviet pre-war ideological terrain. Ideology
itself, being a kind of social metaphor, always has a conceptual metaphor at its core.
Consequently, the theoretical frame in question is partly constituted by the insights derived
from cultural and cognitive linguistics, including the theory of conceptual metaphor, elaborated
most significantly in the works of George Lakoff, Mark Johnson and Zoltdn Kévecses.*” In the
course of further inquiry into the concepts and forces, which had been shaping the ideological
terrain of broadly construed Russian/Soviet Marxism, including Stalinism as its significant and

inalienable part, this research draws upon the set of ideas and approaches of conceptual

7 See Lakoff and Johnson (1980); Johnson (1987) and (2008); Kévecses and Csabi (2002).



history elaborated particularly by Reinhart Koselleck.*® The last are complemented by the
perspectives of intellectual history or, rather, the history of ideas, in asmuch as the border is
blurred between the two.

This part of the theoretical framework is specifically important when it comes to one of
the main themes of the research, namely “socialism in one country”, which turns out to be
much more than a rhetorical figure opportunistically used by the party leadership at the
moment when expectations of world (or at least European) revolution went unmet. On the
contrary, not only has this idea a history within the German socialist thought of the late 19"
century, but, even more significantly, its origins can be traced to much earlier debates in the
late 18" century. This makes the idea of “socialism in one country” a concept in Koselleck’s
sense of word, a legitimate subject of Begriffsgeschichte. Focus on the historical contexts in
Koselleck’s conceptual history as well as in the intellectual history as it is conceived by the
Cambridge school is consistent with another party of the theoretical frame, namely the broader
semiotic approach to culture, aiming, as Clifford Geertz puts it, to “aid us in gaining access to
the conceptual world in which our subjects Jive so that we can, in some extended sense of the
term, converse with them” (Geertz 1973: 24).

Being a part of a long intellectual tradition, the idea of “socialism in one country,” is,
amongst other ideas, one of the most significant parts of the Stalinist state’s ideology. This term
itself is very problematic: Terry Eagleton starts his “ldeology: an introduction” with a list of
sixteen definitions for this concept, largely incompatible with one another (Eagleton 1991: 1-2).
Since the author has no intention of going deep into the details of the still ongoing debate on
the epistemology of ideological systems and the nature of their relation to social reality, it only
remains to mention that, within this thesis, ideology is understood in accordance with the

views of Clifford Geertz, as developed in his essay “ldeology as a cultural system” (Geertz 1973:

*® See Koselleck (1989) and (2002).



193-233). Geertz distinguishes between interest and strain theories of ideology. While the
former conceives ideology as a weapon in the struggle for power, the latter sees it as a remedy,
allowing for correction of the “sociopsychological disequilibrium” (Geertz 1973: 202). Geertz
himself suggests a different understanding of ideology as something of a social/cultural
metaphor, an instrument, which renders “otherwise incomprehensible social situations
meaningful, to so construe them as to make it possible to act purposefully within them [...].As
metaphor extends language [...], enabling it to express meanings it cannot or at least cannot yet
express literally, so the head-on clash of literal meanings in ideology [..] provides novel
symbolic frames against which to match the myriad "unfamiliar somethings" that [...] are
produced by a transformation in political life” (Geertz 1973: 220).

The concept underlying spatial conceptual metaphors, that is, space itself, is understood
here as a complex dialectical entity, first expounded by Henri Lefebvre in his famous
“Production of Space” (1991). It was later elaborated in the works of other scholars, most
importantly Edward Soja and David Harvey, whose concept of utopianism, suggested in “Spaces
of Hope” (Harvey 2000), is crucial for this study: its theoretical frame rests, among other things,
upon the ideas of the contemporary utopian studies. Such studies, in turn, involve concepts and
practices, mostly inextricably linked to the notion of space. This connection is, however, multi-
dimensional and goes deeper than the mere fact that utopias commonly used spatial forms
before Louis-Sébastien Mercier in “L'An 2440”* first set a utopia in some point in the future,
not in some place in space. In fact, even temporal utopias, commonly having little interest in
spatialities, use spatial vocabulary: since we can’t experience time directly, it’s spatialized both
in language and in thought (Moore 2014). Perhaps even more importantly, utopia, as Louis
Marin points out, is not located somewhere, it's not just “another place”, but rather a “no-

place”: “Outopos, Outopia is a paradoxical, even giddy toponym since as a term it negates with

*"The Year 2440: A Dream If Ever There Was One". Only the second volume was published in English — under the
title “Memoirs of the Year Two Thousand Five Hundred” (Mercier 1772)



its name the very place it is naming. [...] the term as the name of a place designates a no-place;
it designates another referent, the “other” of any place” (Marin 1993: 411)*°. The term
“Utopia” in this research is used in a rather broad sense, which on the one hand cannot be
reduced to the designation of the literary genre, but on the other hand excludes, in order to
preserve operability, the all-embracing notion of “utopian impulse”, suggested by Ernst Bloch in
his “Principle of hope” (Bloch 1986). The first essential aspect of utopian thinking as understood
in this thesis is defined in terms of function: it includes either the intention to implement the
utopian vision (either in the future or starting today), or at least, recognition of the utopian
vision, by its author(s) and audience as one of the possible worlds. The second aspect is defined
in terms of content. Here | follow J.C. Davis, who, in the conclusion to his “Utopia and the Ideal
Society”, suggests that the utopian mode “is one which accepts deficiencies in men and nature

and strives to contain and condition them through organizational controls and sanctions” (Davis
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1981: 370). While Harvey’s concept of “temporal” and “spatial” utopias, being one of this
study's load-bearing elements, is neither very common within the area of utopian studies, nor
elaborated in fine detail, it proves significant for a considerable amount of scholarship,

including some groundbreaking works>".

>0 Consistently, the name of the river in Utopia is Anydrus (no water), the title of the governor is “Ademus” (with
no people) and the capital city is Amaurotum (''dark or dimly seen").
>l See, among others, Polak (1973), Manuel and Manuel (1979), Foucault (1984) and Harvey (2000).



Chapter One. From Leninism To Stalinism: Metaphors and Historical Rupture

1. World revolution, isolation anxiety and socialism in one country

Lenin, along with many others in the RSDRP(b) leadership was committed to the idea of
the World Revolution, originating from classic Marxism. Engels’s “Principles of communism”
(Grundsatze des Kommunismus), a brief catechism of 25 questions and 25 answers features the
most categoric wording of this idea, stating that the revolution can only be victorious if it
happens simultaneously in all developed countries: “world” in this context should be
understood as “European and North American”. While it was only published in 1914, there was
a rather broad consensus among those who considered themselves Marxists that the future
revolution would start in several countries, which would lead to an all-European war, in the
course of which revolution would prevail everywhere. This vision can be deduced from the
programmatic claims of the “Communist Manifesto” and was shaped by the European events of
1848-1949. That revolutionary wave receded, but it was only natural to assume that next time,
similar events would lead to the victory of the oppressed. Significantly, the proletarian
internationalism in classic Marxism is not pro-active, but reactive. Capitalism was transcending
the borders of the national states, making their ruling classes less and less rooted in their own
states: this process, currently commonly referred to as “globalisation”, can also be termed,
“deterritorialization” (Deleuze and Guattari 2004). The opposition to this ruling international
class was also supposed to deterritorialize. This development can be described as gradual
deterritorialization, where the class was losing spatial characteristics.

Of all the parties and groups of the Second International, the Leninist faction of the
RSDRP put the greatest emphasis on internationalism. It was one of the few parties having no

parliamentary group and generally preaching, at least after 1902, a somewhat Jacobin



approach. The Basel Manifesto of the Second International (1912) claimed that in the
revolutionary struggle of the Russian proletariat “Congress sees [...] the strongest guarantee
against the criminal intrigues of Tsarism.... For Tsarism is the hope of all the reactionary powers
of Europe and the bitterest foe of the democracy of the peoples whom it dominates; to bring
about the destruction of Tsarism must, therefore, be viewed by the entire International as one
of its foremost tasks” (quoted after Page 1951: 10). The Bolshevist leadership understood this
statement as a firm promise of internationalist solidarity. However when, two years later, the
war broke out, Lenin found himself in almost complete isolation: all the leading parties of the
Second International voted for war credits for their Governments. This was a very significant
blow to the internationalism of Russian communists. At that moment Lenin first turned to the
possibility of socialism in one country. However, even after the Bolshevist party broke with the
Second International, neither Lenin nor other figures in the Party made any attempts to
develop this concept. Moreover, the October revolution revived their hopes for the world, —
or, at least, European, — revolution. The Communist International was founded on the
assumption that the proletariat itself was more internationalist and radical than the “renegade”
socialists of the Second International.

European socialist revolutions of the early 1920s turned out to be unsuccessful, and the
Soviet Union found itself being the only socialist state in the world. By the time of Lenin’s death
it became clear to the Bolsheviks that this situation was not going to change in the near future.
The condition of the “isolated socialist state” was considered to be extremely dangerous,
because it meant such a state has to defend itself from all other countries in the world. It was
assumed that capitalist governments would do everything they could to wipe the socialist
alternative off the face of the Earth. The situation was even more precarious in Russia, which,
as Bolsheviks fully understood, was as far as possible from the conditions Marxist doctrine

deemed necessary for the socialist revolution: a heavy concentration of industry and industrial



proletariat in the economy, high levels of urbanisation and, consequently, concentration of the
proletariat, high level of industrial monopolism, etc. That, in turn, made it difficult for
Bolshevist government to survive in the country, where its social base was next to none. The
intervention of the Allies during the Civil war only enforced the fear of external threat, which
resulted eventually in the full-scale Soviet-Polish war, intended to pave the way for military
support to the “revolutionary German proletariat.” The anxiety, related to the situation of the
only socialist state, is noticeable in the words and actions of the Soviet government until at
least mid-1930. It manifests itself very clearly in the Soviet discourse of “Thermidor” —
anticipated reactionary takeover, inspired by the “capitalist elements” inside the country,
financed by the foreign governments and carried into effect by the peasant masses. Stalin’s
concept of the possibility of socialism in one country can be interpreted as a set of principles,
which, whether it contradicts Marxist tradition substantially or not, was designed to deal with
the totality of real and perceived threats.

However, in a broader sense, “socialism in one country” appears to reshape the Marxist
vision of social and historical processes in a much more profound way. The emergence of the
single socialist state reterritorializes class war: socialism becomes territorial, assumes spatial
characteristics, of which “isolated” or even “besieged” is the most intense. “Uniform dispersal”
becomes the thing of the past. Within such reterritorialised socialism all things spatial
understandably gain significance, while temporal categories and imagery shrinks. In other
words, one may say, the famous Stalin’s slogan “USSR is the fatherland of the working class of
the whole world” is somewhat true. In the USSR, socialism has acquired the territory, i.e. space,
it desired. However, while previously this desired space was by default, imagined as limitless,
the reality proved different.

This profound transformation, acquirement of space very vividly manifests itself in the

change of the basic metaphor used to describe the attainment of socialism.



2. State of metaphors
2.1. Brief overview

For decades, two powerful metaphors prevailed in the Soviet discourse — whether in
propagandist texts and images, political communication, censored (and partly uncensored)
fiction, or poetry: the Path metaphor (PM) and the Building metaphor (BM). According to Lakoff
and Johnson, both mediate our understanding of one conceptual domain in terms of another;
both have a long history within philosophy, politics, and everyday language;>* both belong to
the “language of the future” — that is to say, the temporal dimension is essential to both.
Nevertheless, they have, of course, their particularities and specific features. The Path
metaphor is a particular case of the spatialization of time (Casasanto and Boroditsky 2008),
implying that the future is found at some point, usually located (metaphorically) “in front of
us”. Examples of this trope (or, in other words, metaphorical linguistic expressions drawing on

the Path metaphor) in the language of Soviet propaganda include, among others, the slogans
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“Forward —to Communism”>® or, more implicitly, “The Party is our steersman”.”” One of Stalin’s

”>> comes from the same conceptual metaphor,

grandiloquent titles, “The great helmsman
which appears to be so significant to Soviet discourse that some scholars, for example, Lars Lih,
argue that “the inner history of Soviet ideology is <...> the story of a metaphor — a history of the
changing perceptions of the road to communism” (Lih 2006: 706). The process of journey,
“folded up” inside PM, implies movement (characterized, in turn, by direction, velocity,
straightness/curvature), expenditure of effort, various obstacles, the presence or absence of

forks in the road, and so on, — as well as a number of specific terms derived from a broad

understanding of a journey as a social situation: leaders, fellow travellers, those falling behind,

>? See for example: Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 44-46); Rigotti (1995); Cowling (1998); La Marche (2003: 99-116).
>3 Bnepes, — K KOMMYHU3MY

> NapTua — Haw pyneBoi

> Benukuit KOpMYUnii



free-riders, workhorses, etc. PM can be reduced to a pair of simpler conceptual metaphors:
Purposes are Destinations and Means are Paths. The Building metaphor is seemingly more
complex, but in fact, as we will see later, BM presents fewer complications for this analysis than
its counterpart. The building, alongside the human body>®, is one of the most common source
domains in the conceptualisation of abstract complex systems. In both Russian and English, one
can “build” a career, a relationship, or a theory; theoretical models or knowledge can be
“constructed”; economies can “lie in ruins,” which in turn may cause political turmoil and rock
the “foundations” of society. Kovecses argues that the “meaning focus” of the Building
metaphor appears to be the creation of a complex, structured and stable system. Also,
generally, linguistic expressions related to BM mostly have to do with one of the three
components of the building as a concept: the process of construction, the building’s structure,
and its solidity/frailty. BM, therefore, may be summarized in the following overarching formula:
“Creating a well-structured and lasting abstract complex system is making a well-structured,
strong building” (Kévecses and Csdbi 2002: 131). Like PM, the Building metaphor may also be
reduced to simpler subcomponents: Creating an Abstract Complex System is a Process of
Construction and the Structure of a Complex Abstract System is the Physical Structure of a
Building® . The use of both metaphors inevitably entails the mapping of the source domain onto
the target domain. In other words, when PM is invoked, the appearance of trains, cross-roads,
fellow-travellers, steersmen, and those who “put spokes in wheels”>® becomes quite feasible.
Similarly, the Building metaphor entails foundations, cement, strong walls, floors, and, in case

of misfortune, ruins or wreckage.

*® The human body is apparently one of the primary source domains, see e.g. Heine (1997). More significantly, the
metaphor of the “body politic”, employing the human body as a source domain for understanding the more
abstract domain of state, can be traced back at least to Classical antiquity (Harvey 2007).

>’ Arguably PM rather commonly implies that the Creation of a Complex Abstract System is a Journey (cf. “road to

peaceful coexistence”, “roadmap to democracy”, etc.)
58
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Both metaphors are, of course, anything but specific to the context of the Soviet state.
However, both were very successfully incorporated into its propaganda discourse and became
essential to it, albeit at different point of time. The Path metaphor in regards to progress has
been familiar since at least John Bunyan’s “Pilgrim’s Progress,” a religious allegory centred
around the journey of its main character, Christian, from the "City of Destruction" to the
"Celestial City" on top of Mount Zion. The very word “progress”, in fact, originates from the
Latin “progressus”, “going forward” (Skeat 2005: 478). The Journey metaphor, as applied to
historical progress, spread more and more widely during the 18" century, as the concept of
progress was gradually taking shape. As early as in 1755, Denis Diderot, referring to Bacon,
wrote that “the progress of human knowledge is a route marked out, from which it is almost
impossible for the human mind to stray.” (Eclectisme, 1755; quoted from Delon (2013: 1103)).
It grew especially popular in the 19" century, with new developments in transportation,
especially railroads (Fig. 1). The railroad version of the Path metaphor, in all likelihood, was
transferred to Russian progressivist discourse from Marx’s The Class Struggles in France, 1848

to 1850 (Marx 1978: 122) and later became one of the most popular versions of the Path

metaphor in the Soviet language.

Figure 4. The “Tom Thumb Locomotive”, embodying progress, races against a horse-drawn car.
From “The History of the First Locomotives in America”, by William H. Brown 1830 (litho)*®

>° “Tom Thumb” was the first steam locomotive built in the US in 1830 by Peter Cooper. The race in the picture

actually took place in the summer of 1830, though, interestingly, it was won by the horse due to a safety-valve
failure with “Tom Thumb” (Brown 1871: 120-22).



The Building metaphor as applied to a spiritually bound group of people (this target
domain later took the shape of the state, society, or nation) can be arguably traced to the late
Roman times. The Apostle Paul uses it more than once to refer to all Christians, but the
following quotation is particularly remarkable: “So you are no longer outsiders or aliens, but
fellow-citizens with every other Christian — you belong now to the household of God. Firmly
beneath you is the foundation, God’s messengers and prophets, the corner-stone being Christ
Jesus himself. In him, each separate piece of building, properly fitting into its neighbour, grows
together into a temple consecrated to the Lord. You are all part of this building in which God
himself lives by his Spirit” (Ephesians 2:19-22; J.B. Phillips New Testament). The Russian
translation of this fragment comes very close to the English text quoted above. Similarly, in
both languages, the word “church” is used for a building as well as for the whole community of
Christians® . This homonymy, dating back to the Apostle Paul, is probably even more noticeable
in Russian since it has no immediate equivalent of “Christendom”.

The late 18" century saw a revival in the use of BM: as Rigotti points out, “it was not
until the French Revolution <...> that the state was expected to take on the task of the
demolisher of ancient structures and the builder of the new.” (Rigotti 1995: 434). Abbé Sieyes
(Emmanuel Joseph Sieyés) uses the Building metaphor extensively. Writing on the applicability
of the two-chamber parliament structure in What is the Third Estate? (1789), the de-facto
manifesto of the French Revolution, he asks, “How, with such dissimilar materials, can it be
possible to conceive of building the same political edifice in France as in England?” (Sieyés
2003: 128). In the same text, he mentions “social architecture, the most important art of all”

(Sieyés 2003: 133). In another text, Views of the Executive Means, written in the same year, he

® The wording here (“the whole community”) is a translation of the Russian dictionary definition, since English
dictionaries most commonly use “the whole body of Christian believers”, introducing another metaphor and
creating unnecessary complications. In modern Russian, the body metaphor is also present, but to a much lesser
extent: it is only used in theological or liturgical contexts, usually when defining the Church as “Christ’s mystical
body”.



calls for “national representation that will bear all the characteristics of having a genuinely

I"

popular mandate and a legislature that will always express the general will”. As he goes on to
say, only “on this unshakeable foundation, it will then be possible to see the gradual elevation
of the edifice of a human society designed at last for the utility and well-being of the members
who compose it” (Sieyés 2003: 89). There are more examples like this. The Apostle Paul’s
spiritual divine building and the seemingly secular metaphors of state in Sieyes’ pamphlets
come together, though, in the quasi-religious narrative of Freemasonry, for which the
construction domain is essential. This is how Jonathan Scot begins his account of the history of
Freemasonry: “The first piece of masonry we know of immediately after the divine direction
was the Ark, wherein Noah and his three Sons <...> were preserved from destruction. They
brought with them over the Flood, and afterwards communicated to their Children, Geometry,
and the Art of Building: And from these Masons or four grand Officers, all the present Race of
Mankind are descended” (Scot 1754: 8-9). The rituals of Freemasonry, though varying from one
Lodge to another, were largely centred around the story of the construction of King Solomon’s
Temple (Second Temple) and its mythical architect, Hiram Abiff, — since it was presumed that it
was during the construction of the Second Temple that masons first organized themselves as a
group of craftsmen®’. The divine personality is remarkably referred to as the Great Architect of
the Universe throughout Masonic texts, whose authors, at the same time, understand creation
as a process and consider it their mission to continue the work started by the Great Architect.
Elements of Masonic ritual also largely belong to the domain of construction and architecture.

Rigotti suggests that this symbolism influenced Marx and his metaphors of the base and the

superstructure — the latter term more or less directly related to Latin “superaedificare” (to build

o1 Early Masonic narratives told a different story, rooted in the legend of the Tower of Babel and honouring King
Solomon’s Temple only in the second instance. Even as late as 1756, the anonymous author of the “Thistle”
manuscript stated that it was King Nimrod who created Masons and who "gave them their signs and terms so that
they could distinguish themselves from other people." This Promethean view was arguably inconvenient in the
sense of alienating Christianity, so it was mostly abandoned by the beginning of the 18" century. (Beresniak 2003:
26)



upon), present in the Latin text of the Vulgate. The above quoted fragment (Ephesians 2:20):
“superaedificati super fundamentum apostolorum et prophetarum” is translated in the English
Standard Version as “built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets”. Architectural
imagery was very important for a number of European political philosophers, including, among

others, Locke, Burke, and Gibbon.
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Figure 5. The GNV relative frequency graph for “building socialism” (stroitel'stvo sotsializma) and “path
to socialism” (put' k sotsializmu) ngrams, 1910-1940 (case sensitive; smoothing: 1)

In Russian political philosophy, the Building metaphor appeared rather late and did not
enjoy much popularity until the mid-twenties of the twentieth century. In the following
sections, the Building Metaphor and the Path metaphor will be investigated in relation to Soviet
pre-war propaganda and political discourse. As the graph in Figure 5, which compares two
linguistic expressions of the two metaphors, demonstrates, the Building metaphor’s expression
exhibited a more “dynamic” behaviour than the one connected to the Path metaphor. So let us

start with the former.

2.2. The Building metaphor and the “luxurious building of socialism”

The Building metaphor is a significant part of the language we use to speak about the
future, but in this case, the trope lacks a direct indication of movement, which was arguably
one of the reasons for the co-existence of the Building metaphor with the Path metaphor: to

some extent they were complementary. Nevertheless, the future is an essential element of



construction, since it involves design, which “projects far into the future” (Schumacher 2011:
201). St Mark's Basilica was under construction for more than 400 years, while the construction
of the Basilica and Expiatory Church of the Holy Family in Barcelona (Sagrada Familia) was
started in 1882 and is still underway (the anticipated completion date is 2026). Finally, modern
urban planners operate in terms of decades. It is safe to say that construction was among the
earliest practices to require long-term thinking. Building, construction, and edifice — all these
terms feature prominently in Soviet and especially Stalinist discourse. Suffice it to say that the
Russian translation of the “The Internationale” is the only one to feature the lines “we will
destroy the world of violence / wholly, down to its foundation, and then / we will build our
own, new world”®?.

As mentioned above, BM is largely employed in the process of complex abstract systems
cognition. In her comparative research on the Building metaphor and its role in Russian and
English in particular, Dilyara Murtazina came to the conclusion that in both languages “the
building metaphor appears to be a reference or prototype for the categorisation,
conceptualisation, and naming of abstract ideas and categories” (Murtazina 2011: 189). We
have already discussed the Building metaphor as an element of Western European political
thought. In Russia it was used by historians and political writers from the end of the 18"
century, simultaneously with its European revival in the course of the French Revolution. Even
the term “mirozdanie” (universe) begins to see wider use, according to Viktor Vinogradov
(Vinogradov 1961: 302-03),%* approximately at the same time. Vinogradov points out the term’s

use in Nikolal Karamzin’s works and suggests that it originates from the works of Russian

freemasons. In fact Karamzin resorted not only to the word “mirozdanie”, but the building

®2 Becb MMp Hacu/bA Mbl paspywmm / [o ocHoBaHbA, a 3atem / Mbl Haw, Mbl HOBbII MUp noctpoum. “Dig up”,
which featured in the first version of this translation by Arkadii Kots (Drobinskii 1930), was replaced by “destroy”
later. A literal English translation of the French verses reads: “Let’s make a clean slate of the past, / Enslaved mass,
arise, arise! / The world’s foundation will change, / We are nothing, now let us be all!” (Abidor 2013)

% See also Vinogradov (1966: 17)



metaphor itself in reference to the target domain of the state in his Memoir on Ancient and
Modern Russia (1811) : “Having raised throughout her realm the moral value of man, Catherine
re-examined all the inner parts of our state’s edifice, and left none unimproved. She amended
the statutes of the Senate, the governorates, the courts, as well as those of the economy, army,

and commerce.”®*

(Translation by Richard Pipes (Karamzin and Pipes 2005: 131), except for the
words in italic). The same Building metaphor and again in reference to the state (and
sometimes its laws) was used by Mikhail Speranskii (Speranskii 2015: 128, 39, 65) and later by
various authors including, among others, Khomyakov, Danilevskii, Chicherin, and others.®®
However, it would be an exaggeration to say that the building metaphor was eminent in pre-
revolutionary Russian political discourse. Moreover, even after 1917, it was years before it
began to enjoy considerable popularity. Following Nina Arutyunova (1990), many Russian
authors trace the popularity of the building metaphor in Soviet discourse to Marx, and

III

specifically to his “architectural” metaphor of society, which was used for the first time in his

1859 preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy. The passage in question
reads as follows:

In the social production which men carry on they enter into definite relations
that are indispensable and independent of their will; these relations of
production correspond to a definite stage of development of their material
powers of production. The sum total of these relations of production
constitutes the economic structure of society —the real foundation, on which

* B03BbICVB HPABCTBEHHYIO LiEHY YE/I0BEKA B CBOEI Aep:KaBe, OHa NEPECMOTPENa BCE BHYTPEHHME YacTV HALLEro
3[aHMA TOCYHAPCTBEHHOIO M He OCTaBW/a HM eauHon 6e3 nonpasneHusa; Yctas CeHaTa, rybepHuid, cyaebHble,
XOXANCTBEHHbIE, BOEHHble, TOProsBble ycoBeplueHcTBOBaAucb et (Karamzin 1861: 44). Pipes translates “Bce
BHYTPEHHWe YacTu Hawero 3gaHus rocygapcteeHHoro” (literally: all the parts of our state’s edifice) as “all the inner
parts of our body politic”, following a well-established Western tradition, according to which the “body politic” is
defined as “the people of a nation, state, or society considered collectively as an organized group of citizens”
(Jewell 2002). Both Body and Building metaphors are known to have been used in relation to State and society,
though the former is usually associated with earlier, absolutist thought. Interestingly, the functional proximity of
the two metaphors may be illustrated by one fragment from Marx’s The Materialist Conception of History 1844—
1847, featuring a vivid example of metaphor blending, an effect mentioned by Kévecses (Kévecses 2005: 128-30).
Marx uses both metaphors in one sentence comparing ideological systems to a building and social systems — to a
body: “In constructing the edifice of an ideological system by means of the categories of political economy, the
limbs of the social system are dislocated.” (Marx 2000: 220). The same blending is observed in Montaigne (see
Clark (1995: 206)).

® See Chizhkov (2013: 84, 256, 467, 549).



rise legal and political superstructures and to which correspond definite forms
of social consciousness (Marx 1904: 11) .

The extensive use of the building metaphor in Soviet language originates from these
words (in Russian, the link to construction is probably even more pronounced because it uses
the word “HapgcTpoirika”). Still, this hypothesis does not explain all the peculiarities of its
metaphorical usage. Indeed, Marx imagined society as a building or an architectural structure,
but at the same time, this building is static. He describes an entity that already exists and,
moreover, can be mapped on to any society. In a sense, Marx’s structure has no use for
architects or construction workers — quite the opposite: it emerges as a result of people
entering “into definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their will”. This kind
of building metaphor has no temporal dimension; it is intended to describe any society and
therefore is presumably timeless. Leaving radical assumptions of Marx being “a genuine
organicist” (Wacquant 1985: 27) aside, interpretation of his metaphor by Soviet Marxism can
somewhat justifiably incite certain suspicions®’. Katerina Clark concurs with Arutyunova and
observes that “architecture’s central role in Stalinist culture has its own logic in that building
and spatial organisation lie at the heart of Marx’s account of society: the base-and-
superstructure model.” She states further that “this potential <in particular> was picked up in
Bolshevik Party rhetoric about ‘building communism.”” (Clark 2003: 4). Clark also traces the
roots of the extensive use of architectural metaphors to the 1931 VKP(b) Central Committee
plenum, namely to a speech delivered by Lazar Kaganovich (1931a) and to the resolution “On
Moscow's Urban Services and the Development of Urban Services in the USSR” (Egorov and

Bogolyubov 1984: 313-26). According to Clark, it was after this that “architectural schemes and

* This fragment is still a matter of considerable debate among contemporary Marxists and beyond. See for
example Althusser (1971: 121-76) and Rigby (1998: 175-298).

%7 Joseph Needham in “Moulds of Understanding” suggests, for example, that “dialectical organicism” would be a
better term for what we call “dialectical materialism” (Needham 1976: 278). Toby Clark lays special emphasis on
this peculiarity of Soviet Marxism: “In Lenin’s distinction between the Party’s consciousness and the peoples’
spontaneity it is difficult to ignore the shadow of that classical construct of the government as head and the people
as body, which draws attention to the related anthropomorphic ghost lurking in Marx’s base-superstructure
model” (Clark 1993: 48)



tropes became dominant sources for political rhetoric throughout this most formative decade
in the history of socialist realism.” | think this understanding may be refined and elaborated.

In order to understand why the building metaphor gained such great significance during
this period, which was constitutive for the Soviet regime, we have to turn to the history of its
usage. It is worth mentioning that Stalin himself was often called “the great architect” or “the
great architect of communism”. Interestingly, of all his numerous sonorous titles,?® this is one
of the very few referring to particular professions or specialised skills. This epithet was given to
Stalin for the first time (at least prominently) at the 2" Plenum of the Soviet Writers’ Union
address to V. M. Molotov. This text concludes with the following phrase: “Long live the great
architect of socialism, a giant of Bolshevik thought and action, comrade Stalin” (Lomidze and
Khitrova 1935: 468, 508). Remarkably, the Plenum took place in 1935, the year when the
General Plan for the Reconstruction of Moscow was adopted (Molotov and Stalin 1935). In his
1939 article “The great architect” (Velikii Zodchii), Andrei Stramentov® begins a story about his
encounter with Stalin with the very same words: “The speed of the Bolshevik reconstruction of
the ancient Moscow is incredible. Labyrinths of narrow, crooked side-streets are being wiped
from the face of the city, old streets are being widened, new shining asphalt avenues emerge,
monumental buildings arise, and beautiful bridges appear over the river, encased in granite. All

this ambitious work is directed by the great architect of our age — I. Stalin.””®

In the post-war
period, these words sometimes lose their direct connection to architecture and urban planning,

their meaning shifting to the area of the country’s transformation in general, as with the 1951

poster by Boris Belopol'skii:

% See for example Antonov-Ovseenko (1980: 283)

® Andrei Stramentov, engineer. Specialized in the construction of bridges and embankments in 1924-1941, later
served as a demolitionist in the Soviet army during the war. In 1943-1948, Stramentov was in charge of the post-
war reconstruction of Kiev. After 1948, he took up an appointment as a professor at the Moscow Civil Engineering
Institute (Khrushchev 2014: 56).

" Co cKa3ouHONM BbICTPOTOIN MepecTpansBaloT GONbLIEBUKM ApeBHIOW Mocksy. CMeTaloTcs € Auua ropoaa
NAabUPUHTBI Y3KMX, KPUBBIX NMEPEYIOYKOB, PAaCLLUMPAOTCA CTapble YNLLbl, BO3SHUKAIOT HOBble, baelylime acdanbTom
MPOCMNEKTbI, BbIPACTatOT MOHYMEHTa/IbHble AOMa, KPacaBLbl-MOCTbl NMOBUCAKOT HaZ, 3aKOBAHHOM B MPAHWUT PEKOMN...
Bcelt aToM rpaHAMO3HOM paboTol PyKOBOAUT BEMKUIA 3044 Hawel anoxu — W. CTanuH. (Stramentov 1939: 23)



Figure 6. Glory to Stalin, the great architect of communism. Poster by Boris Belopol'skii, 1951

Stalin has a roll of paper in his right hand, but it is unclear whether it is a map
(transformation of the territory) or blueprints (architecture and construction). In the
background of this next poster, however, we can see a panoramic view of Moscow (with the

recognisable high-rise on Kotel'nicheskaya embankment).

Figure 7. Glory to Stalin, the great architect of communism. Poster by Konstantin Ivanov, 1952
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On December 21, 1949, Anastas Mikoyan (who had earlier, in March of that year, been
removed from the Minister for Foreign Trade office) chose “The great architect” as the title for
his article in Pravda praising Stalin on his 70" birthday (Mikoyan 1949: 6). Beriya used the same
words in his speech at Stalin’s funeral in March 1953: “The great architect of communism, the
brilliant leader, our own Stalin, armed our party and people with the majestic programme of
building communism.” (Beriya et al. 1953: 8-10). More examples can be provided here, but the
point is clear: not only was the building metaphor essential for Stalinist culture, but also Stalin
himself was referred to as an “architect,” while the very meaning of the Soviet state’s existence
was very often defined in architectural terms as the building/construction of

socialism/communism.
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One can clearly see from the graph in Figure 8 that at least two of the four expressions
in question were in rather frequent use from as early as 1920. The first peak around 1920 is, to
a certain extent the result of a technical quirk: it is observed in GNV for all n-grams with words

affected by the spelling reform of 1918”". It should be noted, however, that Lenin’s speech at

71 o . . . .

Before 1918 ngrams in question were spelled as “ctpoutenbctBo couianusma”, “noctpoeHie couiannsma”,
“3paHie couianmama”, and “dyHaameHTb couianmnama”. The modifying factor, which would allow one to estimate
the real relative frequency here and verify the existence of a local maximum, cannot be determined at the
moment.



the 2nd All-Russian Trade Union Congress (April 7, 1920) included this passage: “Soviet power is
now passing through a phase of outstanding importance [...]. And it is the specific nature of the
period that provides the trade unions with special tasks and special responsibilities in the work
of building socialism.””? (Lenin 1973c: 502). It is also interesting to note that the expressions
“building communism” and “building socialism” (unlike “socialist construction”, or “economic
construction”, or “peaceful construction”) are virtually absent from Lenin’s works written
between December 1919 and April 1920 (except for the speech quoted above). They appear in
the works written from May to November 1920, mostly in The Tasks of the Youth Leagues:
Speech Delivered At The Third All-Russia Congress of The Russian Young Communist League on
October 2, 1920 (Lenin 1981: 298-318) and then disappear again. Special mention must be
made of the book by N. Osinskii’®, which was published in 1918 under the title “Building of
socialism: general tasks and manufacturing process management”’* (Osinskii 1918a). The book
was, in fact, the elaborated version of the article, published in April 1918 by the “Communist,”
the theoretical organ of the communist left group within RKP(b) under the same title (Osinskii
1918b). In 1918, though, the expression failed to attract much attention and was never used
extensively until seven years later.

A sharp increase in the usage of “stroitel'stvo sotsializma” in 1925 followed by a local
peak around 1927 is accompanied by a moderate increase in the use of the expression
“noctpoenmne counannama” which reaches its local peak in 1926, a year earlier. Both local peaks
correspond with discussions around the possibility of “building socialism in one country”. The

discussion itself was started by Stalin with an article first published in the Bolshevik journal on

72 This year the same expression appears also for the first time in an official party document, namely in the 11th
RKP(b) Congress Resolution on Trade Unions and their Organization (March, 29 — April 5, 1920). See: (1953: 461)
7 Ak.a. Valerian Osinskii (N. Osinskii was Valerian Obolenskii’s party pseudonym). Osinskii was an economist,
chairman of The Supreme Council of National Economy in 1917-1918, one of the leaders of the Democratic
centralist’s opposition in 1920-1921. Later he broke his ties to the opposition and held senior positions within
Gosplan (State planning committee) and the Central Bureau of Statistics in 1926-1937. He was arrested and
executed in 1938 during the Great Purge in connection with Bukharin-Rykov trial (Case of the Anti-Soviet "Bloc of
Rights and Trotskyites").
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December 17, 1924, and then republished twice, in January and May 1925 as a foreword to
both editions of his book On the Paths to October (Na putyakh k oktyabryu) (Stalin 1925: I-
XLVI). The expression in question cannot be found in this particular text or in the second edition
of the 1924 brochure On Lenin and Leninism (Stalin 1924), which discussed the same issue.
Stalin extensively used Lenin’s term “socialist construction” (“sotsialisticheskoe stroitel'stvo”)
and even “building a socialist economic foundation”, but not “building socialism.” Edward Carr
observes that the idea’s “original appearance in the article of December 1924 was followed by
a three months’ silence, during which the theory of socialism in one country seems to have
been ignored by party leaders and publicists, including its author.” (Carr 1960: 103). It’s hardly
possible to determine who was the first to coin the expression “stroitel'stvo sotsializma”. One
of the likely candidates is Grigory Zinovyev. However the expression is almost absent from his
book “Leninism” (1925), featuring a special chapter on the problem of socialism in one
country.”® Some authors suggest that Bukharin should probably be considered the author of the
expression,76which was soon, however, appropriated by Stalin: he used it eight times in his
1926 pamphlet On Questions of Leninism (Stalin 1948: 13-90). One way or another by the end
of 1925 the expression really gains momentum: it is widely used by the participants of the XIV
Congress of VKP(b) (December 1925) — 31 times in verbal metaphorical expressions (stroit' /
postroit' sotsializm) and 22 times in nominal metaphorical expressions (stroitel'stvo /
postroenie sotsializma). Fifteen times out of the overall 53 these expressions are used in
immediate relation to “socialism in one country”.”” To put this in perspective, for the XllI Party

Congress (May 1924) the same verbal and nominal metaphorical expressions were used 3 and 2

> 1t is fair to mention, though, that Zinovyev uses “postroenie sotsialisticheskogo obshchestva” (three times)
(zinov'ev 1925: 279, 328, 41).

’® If not the author, Bukharin was certainly one of those responsible for bringing it into wider circulation. See also:
Bukharin (1926). Interestingly Lih observes that the extensive use of the path metaphor began after the
publication of Bukharin’s book Road to Communism (Lih 2006: 706).

77 Based on the published transcript (XIV S"ezd Vsesoyuznoi kommunisticheskoi partii (b) 18—31 dekabrya 1925 g.
Stenograficheskii otchet 1926).



times respectively accordingly and “socialism in one country” is never mentioned.”® The global
peak in usage of both synonymous expressions is found (in accordance with Clark’s
observations) around 1931. The emergence of these expressions, however, does not seem to
be linked to real-life construction or building activities. The metaphorical vision of socialism as a
building was conceived much earlier than Soviet architecture’s preeminent moment — and
when this moment came, tropes were already there waiting to be used.

From that point onwards, almost everything that happens in the USSR is a part of a
“construction” or “building” process, and every participant in public life is a participant of this
process too. Contributors to Pravda used the expression “active builder” 91 times during 1930-
1940. Generally, they refer to “active builders” of “socialism”, “socialist society”, “classless
society”, or “classless socialist society”, but variations are plentiful. lvan Kharchenko, chairman
of the All-union Committee for physical education and sports, concluded his speech at the
sports parade in the Red Square on July 12, 1937, with the slogan: “Long live Lenin’s Komsomol,
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— the active builder of Soviet physical education”’” (Kharchenko 1937: 3). The most common

substitute for “socialism” or “socialist society” is “new life”®°

, another frequent expression in
this decade. Generally, words and expressions from the construction domain are far more often
used metaphorically than literally. For instance, in 1932 a page in Pravda featuring a number of
articles under the collective title “Meetings of the Moscow and Saint-Petersburg districts’ active
party members unanimously approve the decisions of the <17th All-union Party> Conference”

(1932b), mentions “builders” and “buildings” nine times, of which only one instance is in a

literal sense. What kind of building was socialism expected to be?

78 Based on published transcript (Trinadtsatyi S"ezd RKP /b/. Mai 1924 Goda. Stenograficheskii otchet 1963)
7 la 3ApaBCTBYET IEHUHCKNI KOMCOMOJI — aKTUBHBIN CTPOUTE b COBETCKOM GU3KYNbTYPbI!
% Hosasn u3Hb
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Figure 9. The most common words immediately preceding “building/edifice of socialism” (zdanie
sotsializma) and “building/edifice of socialist society” (zdanie sotsialisticheskogo obshchestva) ngrams,
1917-1940 (case sensitive; smoothing:1)

The graph in Figure 9 shows that most commonly the future building of socialism was
described as majestic (sesnuvecmeeHHoe), light-filled (ceemnoe), luxurious (pockowHoe), grand
(epaHOu03HOE), and great (8esnukoe). One cannot fail to notice that all these words (except one)
belong to what Martin Joos (1967) termed the “frozen register”, or, in other words, to the
language of the sublime. “Luxurious” is arguably the most interesting adjective here, since it
certainly shows up as a colloquialism. The answer to why this happens is found in Lenin’s
speech at the 8th All-Russia conference of the R.C.P.(B.). Insisting that the requisitioning of
grain from the peasantry be carried out in full, he argues in relation to the problem of grain
supplies that “only when we have solved that problem shall we have a socialist foundation, and
on that socialist foundation we shall be able to erect the splendid edifice of socialism that we

d.”® The above list of

have so often begun to build from the top and which has so often collapse
adjectives is quite indicative of utopian thinking: on the one hand all of them are positive
characteristics, connoting religious or at least sublime feelings, while on the other hand,

perceived as a single set, they present an extremely vague description. The only specific quality

of the “magnificent building of socialism” is “light-filled”.
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M TonbKo TOrAa, Mbl pewwnm 3Ty 3agady, U y Hac ByaeT couManmcTMIecknini GyHLaMEHT, Mbl CMOXKEM CTPOUTL Ha
3TOM coumanuctTuyeckom dyHaameHTe BCE TO POCKOLWIHOE 34aHWe COLMann3ma, KOTOpoe Mbl He pa3 HauMHanu
CTPOUTb CBEPXY M KOTOPOE He pa3 pasBanmnsanochk (Lenin 1974e: 184).



2.3. Time, forward! The Path metaphor and spatialization of time

Time, Forward! is the title of Valentin Kataev’s novel, published in 1933. Like many other
novels, novellas, and short stories of the time, it describes (and praises) the Soviet “labour
front” of the first Five-Year Plan. In this case, the action is set on a construction site in the Urals,
where a group of shock-workers is establishing a new record for the biggest number of
concrete batches mixed in one day, which is described in the book: its whole action takes only
24 hours. This is, in a way, the prototypical Soviet production novel, or at least one of the most
famous examples of the genre. While it is a novel about construction, conceived during Kataev’s
two-week trip to Magnitogorsk, it is at least in one way connected to the second metaphor we
are going to discuss: as well as the Path metaphor as such, the title of Kataev’s novel presents
an example of spatial thinking about time, — though the text itself fully belongs, in fact, to the
period when the idea of rapid movement towards future was already to a large extent out of
favour. The Path metaphor emerged earlier than the Building metaphor, and with its
counterpart, it has successfully outlasted the Soviet project and the USSR itself and now holds a
less prominent but still noticeable place within contemporary Russian political discourse®.

The source domain of the idea of “journey” is, according to the theory of conceptual
metaphor, one of the very few basic concepts (Kovecses and Csabi (2002), Lakoff and Johnson

(1980)) used to understand complex abstract entities, but that is not the whole story. Spatial

8 As was demonstrated by Koteyko and Ryazanova-Clarke in their research into the usage of the Path and Building
metaphors in the speeches of Vladimir Putin, not only is the path metaphor the most common in the corpus of his
public speeches with a total word count of 210 000, but also the context of usage is often borrowed “from a
historically <...> distant, Soviet discourse <...>. In particular, he (Putin) frequently uses the path metaphor (this time
using the metaphor keyword ‘move forward’®) to talk about the country’s progress towards ‘a better future’ and
about achieving stability and prosperity”. (Koteyko and Ryazanova-Clarke 2009: 118). One can capitalise on the
combination of the path metaphor with the invocation of the Soviet period in a different way: “...path metaphors
can be powerful intertextual references to the more ‘stable’ past and/or they can be combined with lexical
elements signalling the positive aspects of the historical past <...>. Thus, the associations of the road/movement
forward are linked to the Communist past, which in turn is associated with economic stability and regular wages.
This provides a powerful emotional link between the ‘stable’ Soviet past and the present” (Koteyko: 137-38).



metaphors in general and the path/journey metaphor, in particular, are commonly used to talk
about time (Traugott (1978), Boroditsky (2011)). Therefore, the identification of particular
sources of the path metaphor in Soviet political language is problematic or even perhaps
impossible. However, it should be noted that Nikolai Chernyshevskii in his review of Henry
Carey’s Principle of Social Science®® states that “the road of history is not the pavement of the
Nevsky prospect; it goes all the way through fields, now dusty, then muddy; through swamps
and wilderness. If one is afraid to be covered with dust and get one’s boots dirty, one should

A .
8% These words, in turn, can be traced to Alexandr Herzen’s foreword to

not enter public life.
Alexandr RadishcheVv’s Journey from Petersburg to Moscow and to Prince Mikhail Shcherbatov’s
On the Corruption of Morals in Russia. In the foreword, Herzen writes: “That on the road ahead
there will be times not only of weariness but also of cruel reaction, — of that there can be no
doubt, it is enough to know the main actors to be certain of it. Well, the path of history is not a

11”8 While Radishchev’s text is structured by his journey

promenade along the Nevsky after al
“from Saint Petersburg to Moscow”, that journey is used in his book not as a metaphor of
history and/or time, but as a narrative device, which can be traced, among other texts, to
Laurence Sterne’s “Sentimental Journey through France and Italy” and Jean-Jacques
Barthélemy’s “Voyage du jeune Anarcharsis en Gréce.” Shcherbatov, however, uses the path
metaphor to talk about Russian history at the very beginning of his book: “I can truly say that if,

after entering later than other nations upon the path of enlightenment, nothing more remained

for us than to follow prudently in the steps of nations previously enlightened, then indeed, in

8 Carey himself, at least in this particular work, uses the path metaphor very moderately and never in relation to
history.

* McTopuueckuii nyTb — He TpoTyap HEBCKOroO NPOCMEKTA; OH MAET LE/IMKOM Yepes MOJs, TO MblibHbIE, TO rPA3HbIE
TO yepes 60n10Ta, TO Yepe3 Aebpu. KTo 6ouTcA BbITb MOKPLIT NbINbIO U BbINAYKaTb CAaNorK, TOT HE NPUHMMAaKCA 3a
obuectBeHHyto geatenbHocTb (Chernyshevskii 1950: 923).

% Yo no gopore ByayT He TONbKO BPEMEHa YCTanu, HO 1 GE3yMHOM PeakLmn — B 3TOM HET COMHEHMS, /11 3TOro
[OCTaTOYHO 3HATb FNaBHbIX aKkTepoB. [la BefAb UCTOPUYECKUI MyTb U He ecTb nporynka no Hesckomy! (Gertsen
1958: 277)



sociability and in various other things, it may be said that we have made wonderful progress
and have taken gigantic steps to correct our outward appearance."86 (Shcherbatov 2009: 113).
Chernyshevskil’s quotation from Herzen (which presumably originates — at least in part
— from Shcherbatov) was in turn quoted first by Georgii Plekhanov in his 1890 book on
Chernyshevskii (Plekhanov 1958: 152) and then by Lenin in August 1918 in his Letter to
American Workers (Lenin 1969a: 57). Whether Lenin and other Bolsheviks were writing with
Chernyshevskii and Herzen in mind or not, Shcherbatov’s choice of words draws our attention
back to the very roots of the path metaphor as it existed in Soviet political language. Its
persistence was noted more than once. Unlike Lars Lih, who sees it as fundamental, Jeffrey
Brooks suggests that neither the path nor the building metaphors were constitutive for Soviet
political language, but instead the metaphorical use of the word “task” (zadacha) played that
role, zadacha being a word which had “pedagogical connotations, <...> connoted hierarchical
authority” and generally “corresponded to a picture of the state as the manager of economy
and society”. However, he argues that the path metaphor was the most important of the three
“additional metaphors” (the other two being the Building metaphor and the metaphor of the
“line”) used to “emphasize control, purpose and leadership from above” (Brooks 2000: 48).
Brooks retraces the roots of the excessive usage of the path metaphor to Lenin. In fact, the
collocation “path to” is virtually non-existent in his works of July 1916 — February 1917, where it
was only used three times, and is used almost exclusively (except in two cases) in the context of
achieving peace in March-April 1917 (5 times altogether) and May-July 1917 (4 times).?’

However, the expression “path to socialism” appears first in the article “From the publicist’s

8 BoMCTMHY MOry A CKasaTb, YTO €C/M, BCTYNA MO3Ke APYrMX HAapOLOB B MyTb MPOCBELIEHUS, HAM HUYEro He
ocTaBanocb b6osiee, Kak 61aropasymHo NnocnefoBaTb CTE3AM MpeXAe NPOCBELLEHHbIX HAPOL0B; Mbl NOAJIMHHO B
MIOACKOCTM M B HEKOTOPbIX APYrMX BELax, MOMHO CKasaTb, YAMBUTE/IbHble MMEAN YCMexu M UCMNONMHCKUMM
LaraMu LeCTBOBAN K NOMNPaBAEHMIO HalLMX BHelwHocTel... (Shcherbatov and Radishchev 1983: 59)

¥ To be sure, Lenin was not the only one to use the phrase “path to socialism”. At least two books published
before 1920 have the same expression in their titles: Path to Socialism (Bogdanov 1917) by the philosopher
Alexandr Bogdanov and Rural Poor and the Path to Socialism” (Meshcheryakov 1919) by Vladimir Meshcheryakov,
later Narkomzem of the Ukrainian republic, diplomat, and member of VKP(b) Central Committee in the 1930s.



diary. Peasants and workers” (published in Rabochii No. 6, September 11/August 29, 1917):
“We do not claim that Marx knew or Marxists know the path to socialism in full detail. It would
be nonsense. Yet we know the direction of that path, we know the class forces leading us along
that path; the specific, practical details will come to light only through the experience of the
millions when they take up the matter.” (Lenin 1969b: 116). The same expression appears again
later, in the article “Can the Bolsheviks retain state power?” (published October 14, 1917 in the
magazine Prosveshchenie No. 1-2): “Justice alone, the mere anger of the people against
exploitation, would never have brought them on to the true path of socialism” (Lenin 1964:
130). This expression is also present in Lenin’s later works, but its usage is rather limited: “path
to socialism” occurs twice in the works of October 1917 — March 1918%, twice in March—July
1918, once in March—-June 1919%° and once in March—-June 1921.*° Google’s Ngram Viewer
allows us to get a rough estimate of the trend data for the usage of the “path to socialism”

expression in Soviet political language.
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Figure 10. “Path to socialism” (put' k sotsializmu) and “road to socialism” (doroga k sotsializmu) trigrams
relative frequency, 1910-1940 (case sensitive; smoothing: 1)

8 Both occurrences are in fact variations, namely “path to the victory of socialism” and “path to the realization of
socialism” (Lenin 1974h: 200, 77)

8 Significantly, in this case the expression was used in one of the speeches recorded and later distributed on
gramophone records specifically for propaganda purposes. Though accurate information on the runs of these
records is unavailable, at the very least tens of thousands were produced and distributed all over the country
(Skorokhodov 1986: 4-12).

% Data obtained from the 5™ edition of the complete set of Lenin’s works (Lenin 1967-1975), volumes 35, 36, 38
and 43 accordingly.



This graph illustrates changes in relative frequency of the occurrence of two
synonymous expressions, “path to socialism” and “road to socialism”, both of which are
commonly translated into English as “path to socialism” (though “road to socialism” may also
be found, especially in pre-war American translations of Soviet texts). The Y axis shows the
percentage share of each particular trigram in the total trigrams count in Google’s Russian
corpus. The search was case-sensitive, which is particularly important in this case, since “IMyTb K
coumanmnamy” was a very common name for all kinds of Soviet institutions from local
newspapers or agitbrigadas to collective farms or confectionary plants and could therefore
impede interpretation (see Fig. 11). Though the ubiquitous uses of the expression for naming
purposes stands on its own, it seems reasonable to consider cases of (presumably) conscious
language use. Differences in popularity between the two synonymous expressions are arguably
related to differences in common usage. “Aopora” is mostly a part of colloquial language, while
“nyTb’” is more often used in literary and religious texts, including the Bible: “Jesus said to him,
“I am the way, the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through Me.”** (John

27

14:6, New King James version). Moreover, while “put’ is teleological — it goes one way, — a
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road is somehow isotropic, as it can be used to go “there and back again.””” Considering the

above, we are going to focus on the “path to” expression.

! Yucyc ckasan emy: Sl eCMb NYTb M UCTUHA W XKU3Hb; HUKTO HE MPUXOAMT K OTLY, KaK ToMbKo yepe3 Mehs. (MH
14:6, CuHoAaNbHbIV Nepesoa)

%2 This rather subtle difference in meanings was used by Arkadii and Boris Strugatskii in their famous novel Hard to
Be a God (1964): in the opening chapter Anton, the leading character, speaks of the “anisotropic highway,” which
“only goes one way” (Strugatsky and Strugatsky 2014: 13). In the closing chapter this image of a one-way highway
turns out to be intrinsically linked to the notion of human progress: “The highway was anisotropic, like history. You
weren’t supposed to go back. But he <Anton> did go back. And stumbled on to a chained skeleton.” (Ibid: 213)
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Figure 11. “Path to socialism” (Put' k sotsializmu), “path to socialism” (put' k sotsializmu) and “road to
socialism” (doroga k sotsializmu) trigrams occurrence dynamics according to Google Ngram. 1910-1940
(case sensitive; smoothing: 1)

The first thing that these graphs demonstrate rather clearly is that the path metaphor in
fact persists throughout the period of 1925-1940, though the first peak is observed around
1920. The second one, less pronounced, appears in 1925, while the third (and the lowest)
presents itself between 1938 and 1939. As mentioned above, the first peak around 1920 is, to
some extent, caused by technical reasons.” Though a modifying factor cannot be determined
at this time, the peak is still too noticeable to ignore.”* With no (significant) work of Lenin
containing the “path to socialism” expression being published in 1920, the most probable
candidate is Terrorism and Communism by Lev Trotsky (Trotskii 1920), which contains the
following widely cited phrase: “In point of fact, under Socialism there will not exist the
apparatus of compulsion itself, namely, the State: for it will have melted away entirely into a
producing and consuming commune. None the less, the road to Socialism lies through the
period of the highest possible intensification of the principle of the state”®® (Trotsky 1922: 170-
71). It should be noted that Trotsky generally uses the path metaphor much more extensively

than Lenin during this period: the headline of his speech at the 7th Congress of The Soviets

* Two words of the trigram in question were affected by the reform, since before 1918 it was spelled as “nyTb kb
couiannsmy”.

" The same peak for “construction of socialism”, which also has two words affected by the spelling reform
(nocTpoeHie couianuama), is far less pronounced.

* The only plausible candidate, the 1919 text What is Soviet Power?, was only recorded that year, but not
published until nine years later, in 1928 (Lenin 1928: 3).

% Russian “nyTb K coumanusmy” is translated as “road to socialism” (translator not specified).



7 in the Manifesto of the Communist

(1919) is The Path to the Integrated Economic Plan,’
International Second World Congress (1920) he mentions “the road of Soviet federation — the
only road to salvation”® (Trotskii 2015: 112) and “social-Democratic blockheads”, who “persist
in counterposing the road of democracy to the violent road of dictatorship”®® (Trotskii 2015:
129), etc. In his Letter to a French Syndicalist about the Communist Party, Trotsky uses the path
metaphor three times (Trotskil 2015: 304-19), describing the desired role of the party: “Who
will give the Soviets, which are elected by workers of differing levels of consciousness, a clear
and intelligible programme of action? Who will help them to comprehend the confused
international situation and find the correct path?” (Trotskii 2015: 312). Also, Trotsky is the

7100 “\which is literally translated from Russian as “those

author of the term “fellow-travellers
following others along the path” and first appears in his work Literature and Revolution (Trotskil
1923). There are many more examples of this kind, which makes it safe to assume that it was
Trotsky who made the path metaphor such an important part of Soviet political language.

The second peak around 1925 presumably correlates with the publication of Nikolai
Bukharin’s booklet “The Path to Socialism and The Worker-Peasant Alliance”*™ (Bukharin
1925) and generally with the discussion around NEP, which was in essence the discussion about
the choice of a particular “path to socialism”, evolutionary or revolutionary. After a local
minimum around 1927, which marks both the end of this dispute and Trotsky’s expulsion from
the party (and exile to Almaty in January 1928), some growth is observed. After that, the

frequency graph of the path metaphor (in the form of “path to socialism”) oscillates until 1934.

Then, the usage of the expression starts decreasing and reaches another local minimum around

 NMyTb K €AMHOMY XO3ACTBEHHOMY NAaHy

% .Ha npopory Poccuiickon depepaunm — eaMHCTBEHHbIN NyTb CNaceHun

% ..coLMan-4eMoKpaTUIecKMe TYMULbI NPOLOMKAOT MPOTUBOMOCTABAATL MYTh AEMOKPATUM HACUAbCTBEHHOMY
nyTV AUKTATYpbI

1% £or detailed account of the “fellow-travellers” concept see Interpretation of Journeys by Alexandr Etkind (Etkind
2001).

101 o
MyTb K coumanmamy u paboye-KpecTbAHCKUI o3



1936, when Stalin’s constitution was introduced. Its first article stated that “The Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics is a socialist state of workers and peasants” (Konstitutsiya (Osnovnoi zakon)
Soyuza Sovetskikh Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik  1936: 9). Within the official discourse,
socialism, which had previously been a point to be reached in the future (there), became a line
segment being lived through now (here). To be sure, that did not mean the total abandonment
either of the expression itself or of the path metaphor altogether. The last local maximum on
the graph correlates with the publication of the History of the All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks): Short Course in 1938 (Istoriya Vsesoyuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (Bol'shevikov):
Kratkii Kurs 1938), where the following quote of Stalin’s was used: “The possibility is not
excluded that Russia will be the country that will lay the road to Socialism” (History of the
Communist party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks): Short course 1939: 197). However, a new
path, a “path to communism”, was introduced, while the “path to socialism” was left behind to
become part of history, — this is demonstrated by the gradual increase in the previously rather
stable use of the “path to communism” expression starting from 1937, right after the

introduction of the new Constitution (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. “Path to socialism” (nyTb K coumanusmy), and “path to communism” (NyTb K KOMMYHM3MY)
trigrams relative frequency dynamics, 1930-1940 (case sensitive, smoothing: 1)



3. Spatial Utopianism and Building Metaphor

The “temporal” mode of utopian thinking, characteristically found in Marx and in some
of his followers, manifests itself in the prevalence of the Path metaphor. Some time around

III

1927-1932 it gave gave way, though not entirely, to its “spatial” counterpart, linked to the
Building metaphor. This transition concurs with the turn to isolation, or one may even say,
autarky. The questions which logically arise at this point can be put as follows: is the politics of
isolation/closure, determinative for spatial utopianism as well as for the period of Soviet history
under discussion, related to the to the Building metaphor — and if yes, then how in particular?
Or, even more specifically, are autarky and closure related to architecture and construction and
how? The nature of such a relation is at least two-folded, so to answer this question, we’ll have

first to touch upon the concept itself, defining architecture as a functioning system, and

secondly, consider the immediate historical context.

3.1. Architecture/construction as enclosure and division

One of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s lectures on the philosophy of art features the

following claim on the purposes of the “Beautiful Architecture”:

Its task consists in working the external inorganic nature into right form [...]. Its
forms continue to be the forms of inorganic nature, arranged according to the
intellectual relations of Symmetry. But in such material and forms, the Ideal
cannot be realised as concrete living spirituality. The real object presented by
Architecture continues in its externality [...] Architecture only paves the way for a
more adequate presentation and embodiment of the Divine. [...] it clears and
levels a place for the Divinity, shapes His external surroundings and builds His
temple [...]. It bids an enclosure arise for the ingathering of the worshippers, and
for their protection from the threatening of the storm, from the rain, the
tempests and the wild beasts [...] (Hegel et al. 1886: 36-7)



This fragment is interesting to elaborate upon in its own right since one can say that Hegel
anticipates Henri Lefebvre’s spatial dialectics of conceived, perceived and lived spaces (Lefebvre
1991”38-40). However, what is important for us now is seemingly a less complicated idea,
emphasised by Hegel in this fragment: the idea of the two primary functions of architecture.
First is demarcation, leading to the emergence of place from space and the second is an
enclosure, intended for protection.

Simon Unwin begins his book “Analysing Architecture” with the reflection on the
guestion “What is one doing when one is doing architecture?” He notes that, despite seeming
simple, an answer to this question is no settled matter. According to Unwin, architecture in its
very core is about identification and conceptual organisation of places, or, on other words, once
again about demarcation and, — as it immediately follows from the example, Unwin employs
to illustrate the concept, — enclosure. In this example, a prehistoric family, wondering the
virgin landscape, at some point, decides to make a stop. This, according to Unwin, is the
moment when architecture begins: they identify a place for the fire, then a place to sleep, and
once they decide to stay for even a short time, “they surround these places with a fence [...].
From their choice of the site onwards they have begun the evolution of the house, they have
begun to organise the world around them into places [...]. They have begun to do architecture.”
(Unwin 2003: 14).

This view of the inside/outside dichotomy as the most basic one, underlying the
definition of architecture as the first human and then social activity is developed in the works of
Dirk Baecker and Patrik Schumacher. Both bring forth a problem of constitutive principle of
architecture as a social system in Luhmann’s sense of word, i.e. as self-referential, self-existent

2

and self-reproducing communication system.'®> Baecker was first to suggest in his 1990

192 The theoretical frame, used by both authors, originates from Niklas Luhmann’s concept of social systems being

primarily communication systems or, in other words, mass communication networks, which are self-referential,
self-existent and can be distinguished from their environment. Such systems are considered “autopoietic.” The last



groundbreaking article “The deconstruction of the box: Inside and outside in architecture” that
the distinction between the inside and the outside is constitutive for architecture as activity,
dealing with material objects and objects of communication: “however architecture may be
designed, presented, used and inhabited, one only knows that it is architecture if one can go in
and out” (Baecker et al. 1990: 83). Baecker specifically points one more requirement to be
necessarily met: the substantial difference between the inside and the outside should be in
place. In his understanding, the basic shared knowledge about this difference as well as about
the very possibility to go in and out not only makes the coordination between “constructing
and communicating architecture” possible but in fact enables the development of architecture
as such, as a separate domain. Schumacher explains this point even more clearly, claiming that
both architectural design (“construction of architecture” in Baecker’s terms) and architectural
communication are concerned with the same category of objects, which he calls “architectural
territories.” In fact, these “objects” are “occupiable spaces generated via a framing enclosure”
(Schumacher 2011: 168, emphasis in the original). The enclosure is what produces the
difference between the inside and the outside, — and it lies at the very core of architecture
since there is no architectural design, which doesn’t produce such a difference. Baecker goes
even further, claiming that it’s “shielding” that counts, or, in other words, that architecture
starts with the fence or, the wall (or floor, or ceiling). Both authors note that “shielding”
(Baecker) and “enclosure” are primarily, but not exclusively spatial categories, and as such can
be projected onto the reality of the social, — and that enclosures which unite what “might be
further divided” (Schumacher 2012: 73) exist on various levels of social organization, including,

among others, level of the state. These ideas enable us to give a partial answer to the question,

term describes the ability of such systems to “reproduce all their necessary, specific communication structures
within their own self-referentially closed process” or, to “generate their own components and structures within
the ongoing flow of communications” (Schumacher 2011: 2). Luhmann distinguished three types of social systems:
societal (closed systems, constituted by different fields of interactions, such as law, religion, art and our subject of
interest — architecture); organizations, being networks of decision-making, and interaction systems, characterized
by face-to-face interaction, requiring physical presence of the actors.



posed above. Autarkic and isolationist tendencies manifest themselves in the extensive use of
the Construction metaphor within the Soviet language because architecture and construction
are by definition based on creation of tangible boundaries, on generating enclosures, on

separating the place from space.

3.2 Architecture as a source of propaganda communication technique

The special position of architecture within Stalinist culture doesn’t just demonstrate
itself in the extensive use of the Construction metaphor. This phenomenon has been observed
many times by scholars, but has never, from our point of view, been fully explained. While
Vladimir Paperny conceptualizes the transformation of pre-war Soviet culture drawing mostly
on evidence from architecture,’® he asserts that Culture Two was based upon the affirmation
of the verbal, which led to the emergence of a hierarchy structured by the verbal possibilities of
the arts and the requirement of emulation of literature by other artistic practices: every art
form was expected to transform its language in order to be able to express verbal (and
ideologically imbued) content as clearly as possible (Paperny 2002a: 173-80). Architecture,
with its abstract morphogeny, is arguably the last art that such a verbally oriented culture could
be interested in, — or in other words, it would certainly occupy the last position in such a
hypothetical hierarchy. In support of his claim of the verbal, literary nature of Stalinist culture,
Paperny points out that the first Congress of the Soviet Writers’ Union (1934) preceded all
others. What is really interesting, though, is that the first Congress of the Soviet Architects’
Union was the second to be held in 1937. Composers’ and Artists’ Unions’ congresses were held

in 1948 and 1957 respectively (Paperny 2002a: 173-80).

%The English title of his book, Architecture in the Age of Stalin makes this more obvious than the original Russian

Kul’tura Dva.



It would seem that this sequence does not correlate with the hierarchy of arts that
Paperny’s assumption implies. The creation of all these unions in April 1932 was mandated by
the Resolution of the VKP(b) Political Bureau “On restructuring of literary and art
organisations”. The resolution suggested that all writers sharing Soviet ideology and willing to
participate in the socialist construction would be united into a single writers’ union and that
“similar changes” should be made in relation to other arts. Stalin excised the list of the latter
from the original text: “musicians, composers, artists, architects, etc.” (Artizov and Naumov
1999: 172-73). The chronology of the Congresses does not correspond to this sequence. In
terms, once again, of the primacy of the verbal, the deleted sequence makes more sense than
that in which the Congresses were held. Musicians and composers had to go first because songs
were probably the most powerful of all popular genres at the time. Artists were next because
verbal ideological narrative translates more easily into figurative visual images than into the
abstract forms of architecture, which occupied (quite reasonably from the point of view of this
logic) the last position. This inconsistency deserves an explanation.

Katerina Clark states that “...architecture, as spatial architectonics, could be seen as the
quintessential genre of socialist realism. Significantly, perhaps, in the first half of the 1930s, the
very decade when the conventions of socialist realism were being established, architecture was
the branch of the arts that received the greatest attention from the leadership.” (Clark 2003:
4)"* Hans Ginther in his article “Totalitarian state as total art” compares practices of interwar
authoritarian regimes and notes that architecture “has unquestionable primacy in the
government-controlled synthesis of arts” (Glinther 2000: 11). Boris Groys, describing the rise of
socialist realism, says it was a time when “just as the avant-garde had demanded, architecture
and monumental art <...> moved to the centre of Stalinist culture.” (Grois 1992: 71). Prominent

contemporary Russian architectural scholar and activist Aleksandra Selivanova states that

1%% See also: Clark (2009)



“architecture in the 1930s came to the fore and became as powerful as cinema in terms of its
‘mythogenic’ influence on the masses” (Selivanova 2009: 24). “The centrality of architecture in
socialist realism” (Clark 2003: 5) is by now firmly established but still requires an adequate
interpretation.

Hans Glinther argues that “monumental architecture can express might and grandeur
and suppress the individual like no other art”. He quotes Nietzsche from Twilight of the Idols:
“In the architectural structure, man’s pride, man’s triumph over gravitation, man’s will to
power, assume a visible form. Architecture is a sort of oratory of power by means of forms.
Now it is persuasive, even flattering, and at other times merely commanding. The highest
sensation of power and security finds expression in the grandeur of style.” (Nietzsche 2007: 54).
According to Glnther’s argument, to a certain extent following Lefebvre’s understanding
(Lefebvre 1991: 220-21), the nature of architecture’s importance for the Stalinist state is similar
to that of the Nazi and Fascist regimes — and is therefore generally related to architecture’s
particular ability to express the will to power. Consequently, the urge for such expression is
seen as characteristic of totalitarian regimes (or their leaders) per se. Glinther traces the
emergence of the aestheticisation of reality within ultimately authoritarian regimes to the fact
that “since real life cannot be forced into harmony, main efforts are invested into the creation
of concordant unity by means of aesthetics” (Glinther 2000: 8).

It is still unclear however why architecture itself is particularly important and why
authoritarian regimes do in fact often place more value on architecture than on other arts.
According to Glinther, the key notion here is monumentality. Once again following Lefebvre, he
appeals to the ability of monumental architecture to suppress individuality. But at the same
time, he notes that while Nazi monumental architecture was meant to render the viewer
awestruck, Stalinist monumentality was intended to reflect the collective wealth of Socialism,

fertility, warmth, happiness, and joyfulness of life. That makes “monumentality” a rather blunt



tool when it comes to communicating specific ideological values. It should also be noted, that
monumentality is described in Lefebvre as something that presents the ultimate material
manifestation of desired social space and transcends death by its imperishability, which in turn,
“bears the stamp of the Will to power” (Lefebvre 1991: 221). However, with the exception of
the enormous project of the Palace of the Soviets, which had never come into being, Stalinist
architecture doesn’t exactly answer Lefebvre’s criteria. Its vision of social space is not really
monumental,'® unlike the Italian architecture of the Mussolini era, e.g. the famous Palazzo
della Civilta Italiana with its stunning resemblance to Viollet-le-Duc’s reconstructions of Gibet
de Montfaucon™® or Nuovo Trionfale, a 1930 social housing project by 1.Sabbatini. Arguably, it
also doesn’t, at least explicitly, communicate “imperishability”, let alone sublimity; in this
regard, the Stalinist culture never produced anything close to Speer’s Lichtdom.

Selivanova argues that architecture became a symbol of “prosperity” achieved as the
result of the first five-year plan efforts. She notes that during the reconstruction period
“everyday life became the most important instrument of social regulation and ideological
influence.” Therefore, “architecture could not be ignored since it was shaping everyday life and
giving it fashion” (Selivanova 2009: 24). Indeed, Soviet architects insisted on the almost
demiurgic position of the architect. lvan Zholtovskii, for example, writing on the teaching of the
history of architecture in 1937, stated that “...it is not only space that the architect organises,
but also the human mind (psikhika), he is a true organiser of life” (Barkhin and Yaralov 1975:
34). II'ya Golosov asserted that architecture “is not a merely a frame, but the general
background of the picture, and not only does its plenitude bear testimony to the plenitude,

freedom, and happiness of human life, but it also contributes to this plenitude” (Barkhin and

1% | the Stalinist USSR this problem was addressed not via architectural representation, but in a much more

straightforward manner, namely through housing policy.

1% Gibbet de Monfaucon, arguably one of the first known “death factories” was a three-storey gallows near the
modern Place du Colonel Fabien in Paris, used for public executions until 1629 (it was later dismantled in 1760). At
least 45 people could be simultaneously executed there. For details see: Lacroix (1874: 423-25).



Yaralov 1975: 419). At the same time, it is well known that it was the functionalist architecture
of the previous epoch that was really serious about shaping social life by means of spatial
structuring. In the 1930s, however, things had changed dramatically. Paraphrasing Groys, one
can say that in the 30s architecture had to transition from transforming to representing the
world, — and, according to his book, that was the only way it could find itself at the “centre of
Stalinist culture”.

The architect Boris Markus, who graduated from the Moscow Architectural Institute in
1941, wrote in his memoirs: “Creating a project for a multi-storey apartment building was a
serious challenge for everybody. <...> Architectural journals at the time were full of various
suggestions for shaping residential sections. We were keeping track of the periodicals <...>. But
for some reason, our professors chose to put us on a special track <...> they suggested that we
should not concentrate on residential sections’ design so that we would not be distracted from
the main challenge: the composition of the facade. And if | have it right, we really had to work
on the building frontage, facing the street or the square. Somehow, nobody seemed really
concerned about side facades, or rather they were considered to be extensions of the frontage.
And the rear fagade — that was just out of the picture» (Markus 2006: 71; quoted from
Khmel'nitskii (2012)). There are other, similarly illustrative passages in theoretical texts on
architecture written in the USSR after 1931, but this artless memoir piece sums them all up: the
architecture of socialist realism was much more concerned with beauty, impression and, one
can even say, “representation” than with imposing spatial matrices meant to structure
previously chaotic (or or merely improper) social order. The “performative” function had to
step back and give way to the “representative” one which, in fact, considering the naturally
abstract morphogeny of architecture, proved to be mere monumentality, a demonstration of

“ability to impress”.



At this point, we have once again, to turn to the Grand Metaphors of the Soviet pre-war
discourse. Generally, it is common to use two or more metaphors or source domains to
conceptualise the same target domain. While the choice of a particular source domain is
influenced by immediate, as well as broader cultural and social circumstances, usually two or
more metaphors are used simultaneously, sometimes even within one piece of text, whether
an article, speech, novel, or short story. The coexistence of these metaphors is generally
unproblematic, though they sometimes enter complicated relations, and “blend” (Kovecses
2005: 128-30). However, that is hardly the case with the Building and Path metaphors within
Soviet political language. Let us look again at the GNV graph, showing the relative frequencies
of “building socialism” (stroitel'stvo sotsializma) and “path to socialism” (put' k sotsializmu)
expressions in 1910-1940 (fig. 2). The two metaphors “peacefully coexist” until around 1924,
when the previously less common building metaphor shows increases in usage so that the lines
of the two graphs intersect. From that moment onwards, the Building metaphor dramatically
prevails, while the relative frequency of the Path metaphor remains fairly stable. Within the
suggested reference frame, this can be explained as follows.

The Path metaphor was closely related to the classical Marxist utopia of social process,
within which, in Harvey’s words, “the qualities of space and place are totally ignored.” More
specifically, it was manifested in serious hopes for the beginning of the World Revolution.
Readers of Pravda between 1917 and 1922 could not fail to notice that international affairs (i.e.
the revolution in Germany) were considered to be of primary importance: articles on these
issues occupied the first and sometimes second pages, while reports from the battlefields of
the Civil War often did not appear earlier than the third page. The Building metaphor is linked
to the doctrine of the possibility of building “socialism in one country.” Its emergence in mass
communications marked a turning point in the Soviet spatial-temporal dynamic, where (using

Harvey’s term) the “utopia of social process” began its transformation into the “utopia of



spatial order”. However, as Jeffrey Brooks observes (and GNV data confirms), the building
metaphor “also predominated later, when Stalin broke with Bukharin and other supporters of
the NEP and enacted the First Five-Year Plan (1928-32) and forced collectivisation.” (Brooks
2000: 38).

The autarkic “utopia of the spatial order” may exist only within a temporal stasis, while
the “utopia of the social progress” naturally implies temporal dynamics. At the same time, it
was impossible to abandon the Path metaphor altogether, since it was an intrinsic part not only
of the whole Marxist discourse but, moreover, of the discourse of progress itself. Therefore,
“building socialism in one country” was from the very beginning a self-contradictory enterprise,
at least in terms of discourse. The utopia of social progress (including its manifestation in the
Path metaphor) had to be suppressed, — but not entirely. Trotsky with his idea of the
permanent revolution and his faith in the concept of the world revolution, both directly linked
to a particular kind of utopian thinking, fell victim to the process of transfer to the utopia of the
spatial order — together with “Culture One”. According to Paperny, this culture was
“spreading”, “moving”, “horizontal”, “future-oriented”, unaware of spatialities, and finally
“destructive” in quite a literal sense, e.g. hostile to the very idea of “structure”. One of the very
few aspects remaining of the utopia of the social process was the conceptual metaphor of the
journey, stripped of its contents and turned into an abstract or even scholastic scheme. Still, it
was a necessary part of the propaganda discourse. The temporally static nature of the utopia of
the spatial order did not serve the purpose of forming a positive motivation to participate in the
Soviet project, that is, hope for a better future. It is true that the Building metaphor is also
future-oriented, but to a lesser extent.

The new Stalinist utopia of the spatial order could not exist in full a) until socialism was

declared to be built and b) in the absence of the implied spatial order, that is, some degree of



197 However, at the end of the First FYP the complex

autarky and the realization of isolation.
machinery of violence, coercion, and propaganda brought together to achieve these goals
proved itself not nearly as efficient as Stalin hoped, and moreover, started to falter. In 1928-
1932, productivity reached 41-51%,'® of the plan’s target or following a more conservative
estimate, 60% on average at most (Gregory 2004: 118). Violence, coercion, and the drive for
control were increasing. In January 1931, a rationing system was introduced; the passport
system and propiska followed in December 1932. At the beginning of the 1930s, the first
experiments in the use of forced labour began, — and in 1931 Dalstroi State Trust, the Soviet
analogue of early modern colonial charter companies, started operating in the Far East to
become the largest and the most deadly part of the Gulag system in 1938. In rural areas, state
violence increased dramatically: while initially the authority to order executions was limited to
the Central Committee, on April 20, 1931, OGPU and republican courts were given the right to
sentence people to death themselves. Then, a Politburo Decree accepted in September 1932
required that such sentences should be carried out immediately, and at finally, in March 1933,
the Politburo started authorising specific officials to sentence the accused to death (Khlevnyuk
and Kvashonkin 1995: 59, 61, 63-65).

It is also known that Soviet authorities in the course of 1928-1937 sometimes stepped
back from the massive accumulation of capital, preferring consumption over investment
(Harrison 1994), since they were conscious of the need for carrots to complement the sticks.
Nonetheless, the material resources necessary to provide such carrots were scarce. Arguably,
the aforementioned necessity of “real” socialism for the very existence of a utopia of the spatial
order was the underlying reason for Stalin to announce that the “economic foundation of

socialism” was built in 1931, then that “the complete victory of Socialist forms of economy” had

%7 The second point was considerably problematic due to the size of the territory in question, which significantly

exceeded any utopian locus of that kind, such as Utopia Island, New Atlantis, or in particular the City of the Sun.
1% Estimation by actual production gain in volume terms (average for several dozens of the more important
goods). See Vishnevskil (1998: 52)



occurred in 1934 (Istoriya Vsesoyuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (Bol'shevikov): Kratkii Kurs
1938: 306), and, finally, that the building of socialism was “essentially completed” as early as in
1936. Article 1 of the new Constitution, accepted by the Eighth Extraordinary Congress of
Soviets in December that year, read: “The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a socialist state

7199 (Konstitutsiya  (Osnovnoi zakon) Soyuza Sovetskikh

of workers and peasants
Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik 1936: 9). After the goal of building socialism was achieved, it
would become possible to substitute it with a much more abstract goal of “building
communism,” thus moving the ultimate fulfillment to an indefinite future. Soviet authorities
found themselves squeezed between two utopias, neither of which could function in the way
they were intended. Violence, as enormous as it was, could not solve this problem, especially as
in terms of economics, violence also came at a price.

There is also the notion of architecture as an area a human activity directly related to
the concept of the future. The renowned Polish architect Jan Olaf Chmielewski, a member of
CIAM, 0 begins his famous 1934 “Warszawa Funkcjonalna” plan for the reconstruction of
Warsaw with the following claim: “The work of architects is based on projecting, that is, the
planned conception of the future.” (Kohlrausch 2014: 223). Indeed, architecture is largely about
the future, though we tend to think otherwise and see it as a multitude of petrified histories.
Such a view is, of course, quite justifiable, since “urban fabric is sedimentation of the past that
can be richly evocative of memory” (Pratt and San Juan 2014: 105). At the same time,
architecture itself, even in the very early stages of the design process, necessarily has to
envision its own future condition as a part of the past: Vitruvius designates “durability” one of
the fundamental properties of the craft (Vitruvius 2012). Therefore, even if we consider
architecture as merely the “built environment” or, even more, generally speaking, manmade

spatial structures, it implies a rather sophisticated constellation of temporalities. John Dewey,

1% See also Stalin (1952a: 552, 54).

10 Congres International d’Architecture Moderne.



who had his own history of complicated relationships with the Stalin regime, notes in Art as
Experience that “every important structure is a treasury of storied memories and a
monumental registering of cherished expectancies for the future” (Dewey 1980: 222). Lotman
echoes Dewey with an even more straightforward statement: “Architecture is by its nature
connected to both history and utopia. These two elements of human culture compose its most
general context” (Lotman 2000: 681).

Architecture is, of course, not just the sedimentation of past events or petrified
memories. In fact, the term “architecture” goes far beyond designating even specific kinds of
artefacts or academic domains/professional practices. Architecture is also art and, once again
following Dewey, “our experience of buildings”. But the subject of our particular interest here is
architecture as a social institution. Patrik Schumacher in his Autopoiesis of Architecture, writes
that “the mainstream architect has to face investors, clients as well as users and authorities,
and thus acts as the interface of architecture” (Schumacher 2011: 99). This observation is
specific to architecture since it is the only art form that requires a project-oriented approach on
a really large scale. Cinema is excluded from consideration since screenplays are of course often
communicated by the authors to the producers or by the producers to directors, for example,
but, except for specific reasons, never leave the professional community network outside the
production process. In many other domains, sketches of a future artistic creation precede its
embodiment, but only in architecture is a sketch meant not only to publicly communicate the
idea but to persuade the target audience that the final artefact is worth the investment. This
situation as such is determined by a set of factors related to “scale”. While the metaphoric
“scale of expenses” requires architects to persuade those who can provide sufficient resources,

III

the less metaphorical “scale of development” involves persuading other possible stakeholders
as well and finally the very real “scale of the building” implies collective effort. “Architects are

obliged,” says Dewey, “to complete their idea before its translation into a complete object <...>



takes place. Inability to build up simultaneously the idea and its objective embodiment imposes
a handicap” (Dewey 1980: 51-52). The presentation of a project in the form of drawings or,
even more importantly, maquettes is, therefore, a mode of public communication, specific to
architecture as a social system. What is the message which architecture communicates?

Chmielewski’s “planned conception of the future” is based on the assumption that,
unlike other arts, the “future” here implies much more than just “aesthetic” innovation. The
architect has to persuade those in command of the resources (whether money, time, land, or
labour force) that the project is worth spending on. It is not always easy to accomplish this,
taking into account the fact that “the very concept of a project entails the expectation of
projecting into an unknown future, a future that is unknown with respect to the context of the
project as well as with respect to the shape the project itself takes.” (Schumacher 2011: 395,
emphasis added).

In 1996, James Throgmorton wrote Planning as Persuasive Storytelling, which featured a
detailed account of the planning discourse around Commonwealth Edison Company’s
ambitious nuclear power plant construction programme in northern lllinois during the 1980s. It
is only one (though probably the most famous) of dozens of texts examining the adventures of
the modernist concept of planning in a changing society. In a sense, “persuasive storytelling” is
a product of adaptation of the modernist planning concept to new circumstances. It is usually
no longer possible to simply impose the vision of the planning authority (whether the urban
planner, the architect or the successfully persuaded official) onto the public. The underlying
economics are centred on the notion of time preference, or in other words, the relative
valuation placed on resources at an earlier date compared with the valuation of the project’s
outcome at a later date. The architect or planner has to convince those with a high time

preference (focusing on the present and immediate future) of the advantages of a low time



preference (caring more for well-being in the far future)'*!

, — and this is at least very similar to
the message that had to be communicated to the Soviet people by the Stalinist regime. The
architectural project-oriented approach, within which the presentation of a sketch or
maquette, i.e. scale model, is a vitally important part of the process culminating in the creation
of the actual building, had formed the foundation of Soviet cultural production ever since
Soviet culture itself became such a scale model. Notwithstanding the extremely aggressive
presentation of the latter, however, the actually suggested object — i.e. socialism — was never
created. Nonetheless, it was this approach that gave life to Socialist Realism. It was anything

112in the same period as the discourse of

but a coincidence that the latter was born in 1932,
construction and architecture had been enthroning itself once and for all as the main language
of the future within propaganda and political discourse. This was in full accordance with the

meaning of the shift from Culture One to Culture Two or, in our terms, from temporal to spatial

utopia.'® Socialist realism, as a method of persuasively communicating the project of the future

"1 According to the economist George Reisman, “the further away from us things are in space, the smaller do they

appear to us in our field of vision. The temporally more remote goods are in our field of valuation, so to speak, the
smaller is the value we attach to them”. In Reisman’s opinion, “the nature of human life implies time preference,
because life cannot be interrupted.” Accordingly, it is “more important to be alive now,” Reisman writes, “than at
any other, succeeding time, and more important to be alive in each moment of the nearer future than in each
moment of the more remote future.” (Reisman 1996: 56)

12 Arguably, the term was first introduced by Ivan Gronskii, a member of the SR Maximalist party before 1918,
executive editor of /zvestiya in 1928 —1934, editor of Krasnaya niva (from 1931) and of Novyi mir (1931—1937)
literary magazines. In 1938, Gronskil was arrested and convicted. After that, he spent 16 years in concentration
camps. On May 20, 1932, Gronskii gave a speech at a meeting of active members of the Moscow literary groups,
and, according to an article in Literaturnaya gazeta (1932a: 1), said the following: “The question of method should
not be posed in an abstract way; we should not approach this issue in a way that a writer first has to complete his
course in dialectic materialism and then write. Our main claim about the writers is — write the truth. Truthfully
portray our reality, which itself is dialectic. That is why the main method of the Soviet literature is the socialist
realism” (Vopros o metode nuzhno stavit' ne abstraktno, ne podkhodit' k étomu delu tak, chto pisatel' dolzhen
snachala proiti kursy po dialekticheskomu materializmu, a potom uzhe pisat'. Osnovnoe trebovanie, kotoroe my
pred"yavlyaem k pisatelyam — pishite pravdu, pravdivo otobrazhaite nashu deistvitel'nost', kotoraya sama
dialektichna. Poétomu osnovnym metodom sovetskor literatury yavlyaetsya metod sotsialisticheskogo realizma).
The term, however, according to Gronskil’s letter to A. Ovcharenko from October 22, 1972, was sanctioned by
Stalin earlier, in late April or early May (Gronskii 1991: 334-44).

13 By this point (May, 1932) the Party Plenum had already authorized (June, 1931) the three main pre-war Soviet
megaprojects, namely, the Moscow Canal, the Moscow Metro and, most significantly, the reconstruction of
Moscow itself (thus in May 1932 those projects were already long past the launch period). Major Soviet and later
foreign architects had been invited to bid for the Palace of the Soviets design project (February 1931) and the prize
for the second competition had been awarded (February, 1932) to lofan, Zholtovskii, and Hamilton (while none of
the modernist projects made it to the further stages of the process). Also, at this point the final decision had



“edifice of socialism,” was, arguably, prompted by time-honoured architectural practices.
Demand for total control was not the only underlying motive for the adoption of the 1932
Resolution of the VKP(b) Political Bureau “On restructuring literary and art organisations.”

Sheila Fitzpatrick, in “Stalin’s Peasants,” invokes the idiomatic expression “Potemkin
village”. According to a well-known story, Potemkin built “decorative imitations of villages” to
convince Catherine the Great of “his high performance” (Chernyshev 1960: 1595) during her
voyage to the Crimea in 1787. Potemkin “in fact decorated towns and settlements; he never
tried to keep it a secret” (Panchenko 1983: 97)."* Fitzpatrick uses this term for the image of the
Soviet village, which only existed in the imagination and notes that “the Potemkin village was a
preview of the coming attractions of socialism”. She also suggests the term “Potemkinism”**
for a “Stalinist discourse in which the defects and contradictions of the present were
overlooked and the world was described not as it was but as it was becoming, as Soviet
Marxists believed it necessarily would be in the future.” (Fitzpatrick 1994: 262, 16).
Significantly, in architectural terms the “Potemkin village” is a full-scale animated maquette,
something never evidenced as a matter of actual practice in professional or public
communication, but presumably more convincing than any drawing or scale model.

Socialist realism was conceived not as a technology for the creation of “Potemkin
villages” but as something even more ambitious, namely “as one of the most significant social
institutions of Stalinism—an institution for the production of socialism.” “The basic function of
Socialist Realism,” Evgeny Dobrenko (2007: xii) argues, “is to create Socialism — Soviet reality
and not an artefact”. He insists on understanding “Socialist Realism not as ‘propaganda’ (or, at
least, a phenomenon whose functions are totally reducible to propagandistic ones) but as a

system that engenders a sort of reality” (Dobrenko 2007: 13). “Until it had been processed by

already been made considering the use of forced labour for the purposes of “socialist construction”: 1931 is the
birth year of the GULAG system.

1% see also Zorin (2001: 109-10) and Dobrenko (2007: 48).

15 “potemkinism” was meant to distinguish between socialist realism as art practice and its “real-life counterpart”.



Socialist Realism,” Dobrenko writes, “‘Soviet reality’ by itself was without value, which is
precisely why it was constantly de-realized in Socialist Realism and official propaganda; in ‘raw
form,’ it lacked the qualities of an ideological commodity” (Dobrenko 2007: 9). The production
of reality by means of aestheticisation was not meant just to “sell” the project of the future to
the people. The problem of transition from the utopia of the social process — which envisions its
realisation at some infinitely remote moment in the future, — to the stasis of the spatial utopia
demanded the total substitution of reality by the exteriorization of an imaginary future,
bringing it to “now.” The very idea of the exteriorization of the project was taken from the
communication practices of architecture. And in this way architecture, the most intractable art,
the one least suitable for the manageable representation of ideology, became the most (or at
least the second most) important art of Socialist Realism and Stalinist culture as such despite
that culture’s preference for the verbal. Stalinism borrowed something very important from
architecture: a proven technique of communication meant to sell future development. In
socialist realism, this technique was pushed to its very limit, — and eventually failed.

Bringing the future to the present was only possible within an enclosed society, one
having no external point of reference. On the one hand, autarky was vitally important for
achieving the desired a-temporal condition. On the other hand, the fundamental contradiction
between the necessity of bringing the future to the present and the no less insistant necessity
to locate the desired state of things at an indefinite far point beyond the present time, is
characteristic of numerous known attempts to implement utopian projects in practice. In the
Soviet case, this contradiction took the shape of the unfeasible task of erasing temporality in
the best interests of the spatial utopia, while keeping the utopia of the social process alive. This
issue was resolved — to the extent this was practicable — by means of socialist realism, which

was itself born, as it were, of the spirit of architecture.



We can now summarise the above, thus providing an answer — or, more precisely, two
mutually complementary answers — to the question, posed in the beginning of this chapter.
First, autarkic and isolationist tendencies, defining aspects of spatial utopianism, manifest
themselves in the extensive use of the Construction metaphor within the Soviet lexicon
because architecture and construction are by definition based on the creation of tangible
boundaries, on generating enclosures, and on separating place from space. Second, it is the
crucial role of the peculiar communication practices common in architecture in the evolution of
the Soviet regime that leads to the manifestation of isolation/autarky in the Building metaphor

and to further consolidation of its role in Soviet propaganda and public discourse.



Chapter Two. Bolshevism and Stalinism: shared origins, different lineages

The observably dramatic change of the culture models in the late 1920 to early 1930s is
not fuelled directly by the changes of policies but has another underlying cause, namely, a no
less dramatic change in the modes of utopian thinking, which appears to be a substitute for the
lack of change in ideology. Transformations in the mode of utopian thinking, in turn, manifest
themselves in the dynamics of the two grand metaphors — those of the Path and Construction.
The reason for such a complex constellation is that any significant change in ideology appeared
to carry too high a price in terms of legitimacy. Stalin’s “revolution from above” came into
being only months after November 1927, when the opposition was defeated. Nevertheless,
Trotsky in Alma-Ata and later Turkey, as well as other opposition-leaning party members (not
necessarily Trotskyites) continued to contend for Lenin’s legacy: authentic “Leninism” accepted
as such by the party rank and file, was considered, on the one hand, a carte blanche to pursue
favoured policies, and on the other, the ultimate weapon to fight political opponents. As of the
end of 1927, Stalin has just got a grip on this long-contested prize, so any abrupt movements in
the ideological domain were out of the question.

Stalinist mode of Utopian thinking is focused on space rather than time and ultimately
produces the imagery which rather belongs to the utopias of the spatial order than to the
utopias of the social process. This kind of utopian thinking is not something alien to the Marxist
tradition, — though before Stalinism it never played such an important role. Mostly it served as
an undercurrent, which could rarely be observed directly. However, it is rooted the Marxian
tradition as much as this tradition itself is rooted in classic German philosophy: the most explicit
example of this kind of utopian imagery is found in a treatise by Johann Gottlieb Fichte
published in 1800 under the title “Der geschlossene Handelstaat,” “Closed Commercial State”

or, in full “The Closed Commercial State: A Philosophical Sketch as an Appendix to the Doctrine



of Rights and an Example of a Future Politics.” This relatively short text was conceived as an
illustration of Fichte’s doctrine of right and understanding of the law, as well as a rendition of
his theory of the state. According to Fichte’s son, his father considered this text his “best, most
thought-through [durchdachtestes] work.” (Fichte 1845: XXXVIII; quoted after Fichte (2012: 3)).
The “rational state,” presented in this treatise, bears a striking resemblance to the Stalinist
USSR in more ways than one. In what follows we will discuss the origins of Marxism and its
relation to Fichtean thought, and try to reveal those particular parts of the complex and rather
heterogeneous Marxist heritage that are related to Fichte, paying specific attention to his

understanding of state and his doctrine of rights.

1. Mary, Fichte, Socialism and “Foundations of Natural Right”
Sir Isaiah Berlin had a lifelong complicated relationship with Marxism. In his essay “My
intellectual path” he speaks about 1930s when he was “commissioned to write a biography of Karl

Marx”,

Marx’s philosophical views never appeared to me to be particularly original or
interesting, but my study of his views led me to investigate his predecessors, in
particular, the French philosophes of the eighteenth century — the first organised
adversaries of dogmatism, traditionalism, religion, superstition, ignorance,
oppression. | acquired an admiration for the great task which the thinkers of the
French Encyclopedia had set themselves, and for the great work which they did
to liberate men from darkness — clerical, metaphysical, political and the like. And
although | came in due course to oppose some of the bases of their common
beliefs, | have never lost my admiration for and sense of solidarity with the
Enlightenment of that period. (Berlin 2013: 5)

One may say that Berlin’s profound interest in the Enlightenment originates from the work on
the aforementioned biography (Berlin 1939). He fully recognized Marxism as a creation of the
Enlightenment, and has reserved a place for Marx among those who believed “laws of historical

development could be — and by then had been — discovered, that the answers to the questions

of how to live and what to do — morality, social life, political organization, personal



relationships — are all capable of being organized in the light of the truths discovered by the
correct methods, whatever those may be” (Berlin 2013: 8). It was the extremities of this belief
that Berlin “came in due course to oppose”: a vision of the mankind as fundamentally uniform,
the negation of the individual and excessive reliance upon reason, the super value assigned to
rationalism. All this led to the Communist doctrine, which proved to be incompatible with
human liberty, — and diversity. Marxism was a route taken by the Enlightenment rationalism to
arrive at its logical extreme. Berlin traces the authoritarian excesses of the 20" century to
Rousseau and his belief that reason may be imposed on those members of society who
disagree and have their own, albeit erroneous vision. Berlin’s concept of the Enlightenment,
which holds rationalism (or scientific method) as its true and only backbone, lays itself open to

the suspicion of oversimplification.™®

At the same time, it's hard to disagree that belief in
reason, in the inevitable positive outcome of the rational effort, in the value of this effort, is
indeed the constitutive part of the Enlightenment, — though in all probability not the only one.

It’s widely acknowledged that Marxism reflects three sources of primary importance:
classic German philosophy (most notably Georg Hegel and Ludwig Feuerbach), British political
economy (Adam Smith and David Ricardo) and French utopian socialism (Saint-Simon and
Fourier). This remarkably neat scheme is usually associated with Lenin’s short sketch “The
Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism” (Lenin 1977a). In fact, Lenin was not
the first to put forward this interpretation. Karl Kautsky, the most prominent theoretician of
orthodox Marxism and a very influential figure of the German Social Democratic Party, wrote

. . " " 117 - . "
his essay “The historical accomplishment of Karl Marx” ==’ five years earlier, on the occasion of

Marx's 90th anniversary. Lenin's sketch, written on the occasion of the 30% anniversary of

116 . . . . . . . .
Robert Wokler, for one, argues that Berlin’s version of Enlightenment is in essence, “uniformitarian,

undifferentiated, homogenous, and monolithic”. Particularly, Wokler points out that in Montesquieu principles, on
more than one occasion cited by Berlin as foundational for the Enlightenment, never gave rise to universalism or
cosmopolitanism. On the contrary, Montesquieu war particularly sensitive to the local, the specific and the unique
(Wokler 2003: 18-19)

7 bie historische Leistung von Karl Marx (Kautsky 1908b).



Marx’s death, bears a stunning similarity to Kautsky's text. It is indeed little more that new
rendition of Kautsky’s pamphlet, particularly of its fourth section, “Die Zusammenfassung
deutschen, franzosischen, englischen Denkens” (Synthesis of German, French and English
thought). The affinity of the two texts is so striking that in French Kautsky’s work is widely
known as “Les trois sources du marxisme : |I'oeuvre Historique de Marx” (The three sources of
Marxism: Marx's historical work)**2.

The most probable immediate source of Kautsky’s argument can be found in Engels’s
work, “Socialism: Utopian and Scientific” (Engels 1989a), in which Engels speaks of two sources
in question (German philosophy and French socialism), while the third (British political
economy) is discussed, though not explicitly named. Engels also speaks of the “Kant-Laplace
cosmogony, modern natural science and Darwin” (Engels 1989b) as of areas of knowledge
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significant for the formation of Marxism . All three texts in question are self-descriptive:

authors themselves are affiliated with the doctrine they are describing. This fact gives grounds
for considerable suspicion and critique, particularly by modern interpreters, some of whom
consider it necessary to include various authors in the list of those who influenced Marx most

120

significantly and whose work had a substantial impact on Marx and Marxism.™" But let us turn

18 See Kautsky (1947) as well as the editions of 1969 (foreword by Pierre Guillaume, postscript by Lucien Laurat)

and 1977 (foreword by Pierre Guillaume). The Spanish translation was made from the French text and has the
same title. In Russian editions (at least three exist, published in 1908 and then in 1918 and 1919 (reprinted in
1923)) the translation of the original title was used: “Karl Marx and his historic importance” (Kapn Mapkc u ero
ncTopuyeckoe 3HayeHue); see Kautskii (1908).

19 This triad itself probably demonstrates the vitality of the “European triarchy” concept, delineated by Moses
Hess, a French-Jewish philosopher, who stood at the origins of Labor Zionism, in his book “Européische Triarchie”
(The European Triarchy) published in 1841. Broadly speaking, Hess’s idea was to translate Hegelianism into
political action, that is, revolution. In the course of his argument, he elaborates on the idea of three European
powers being already on the front line of the struggle for the emancipation of humanity. They are Germany, where
the Reformation was born, and which has separated religion from the state; France, where the Great French
revolution has shaped the ultimate goals of social justice and political freedom — and Britain, being the
motherland of free speech. Subsequently, the final revolution also had to take place in England, since England was
expected to be the first country where tensions between “pauperism and the aristocracy of money” would rise to
the surface and thus provoke a revolution. Etienne Balibar argues that this concept was, albeit in a very broad
sense, “taken up by Marx in his early writings, in which the notion of the proletariat made its appearance” (Balibar
2007: 7). See also Coleman (1992).

120 £or discussion of the origins of Marxism see, for example, Lichtheim (1965), Kauder (1968), Kotakowski (1978)
and Thomas (2008)



first to classic German philosophy (the term itself was arguably coined by Engels), which is of
primary interest for us here.

It is a well-regarded view that of all authors whose works constitute the post-Kantian
debate, Marx was most influenced by Hegel. Indeed, during the four years the young Marx has
spent in Berlin University, he was introduced to Hegelianism which was at the time in its heyday
as the official philosophy of the Prussian state under the special care of the government. Hegel
praised the State as the entity, which “binds together the universal with the full freedom of the
particularity, including the welfare of individuals” (Hegel and Dyde 1896: 249) and argued that
the state alone, being “the Divine Idea as it exists on Earth,” can reconcile freedom and
necessity, since “law is the objectivity of Spirit [...], only that will which obeys the law, is free;
for it obeys itself” (Hegel and Sibree 1900: 39).**! Both the encounter with “Young Hegelians”
and his consequent deep interest in Hegel are formative for Marx and Marxism. Kant’s moral
philosophy is no less essential for Marx: In particular, the very concept of alienation and,
consequently, a significant part of Marx’s critique of capitalism has the second formulation of
Kant's categorical imperative as its base.'?

Fichte was never a part of the Marxist heritage in the same sense as Hegel or Feuerbach,
in spite of the fact that Engels himself wrote in the foreword to the first German edition of
“Socialism: Utopian and scientific” that: “we German Socialists are proud of the fact that we are
descended not only from Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Owen but also from Kant, Fichte and Hegel”

(Engels 1989b). Not only did both Marx and Engels rarely refer to Fichte in their works, but

21 \While Hegel's doctrine of state is, in fact, considerably more complicated, quotations like this, eventually

leading to justification of any possible actions of the government, sat well with the Prussian kingdom under the
rule of Friedrich Wilhelm Il and were consistent with the ideas of the Prussian bureaucracy, albeit only up to a
certain point. After 1840, a year when Karl vom Stein zum Altenstein, Prussian minister of culture, the main
advocate of Hegelianism and generally progressivist (at least in Prussian terms) has passed away, government
policies were subjected to the radical change informed by the ideas of neo-Pietist “Awakening”.

122 Estrangement originates from the tendency of the members of the working class to relate to each other as
agents of the production process rather than as people as such. This, in turn, is determined by the attitude of the
capitalist to the worker as to one of the means of production, not as to a human being, precious and unique as an
end in him- or herself.



Fichte himself had held a rather humble position in classic German philosophy scholarship for
quite a long time. However, after several of Fichte’s works were translated into English in 1980s
and 1990s, the situation started to change.

Fichte was long perceived by scholarship as a proto-socialist if not a socialist as such.'??
One author even claimed at the end of the 19" century that “the modern socialism of Germany
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may be said to begin” with Fichte (Bonar 1893: 280). " Ferdinand Lassalle, one of the founding

fathers of German social democracy, admired Fichte and wrote several essays on his

125 Finally, Fichte is mentioned as a source of inspiration, on the very first pages of

philosophy.
Die Neue Zeit, a theoretical journal established in 1883 by Karl Kautsky. Though the
philosopher’s name is mentioned just once, the whole editorial is overflowing with Fichtean
traits — from the mention of “partial knowledge,” a notion essential to Fichte's treatise “The
Vocation of Man” (1799) to the argument that knowledge is the very core of the human nature.
This last, in turn, leads Die Neue Zeit to the claim that only someone with an awakened mind, a
person at least trying to get to know other human beings and living life with consciousness and
understanding, deserves to call him- or herself a human being (Die Redaktion der "Neuen Zeit"
1883). In 1900, Marianne Weber has published a book under the title “Fichte’s socialism and its
relation to the doctrine of Marx.”*?®

After World War Il mention of Fichte vanished from both academic and popular books
on socialism, since his works, particularly the “Addresses to German nation” and a couple of

anti-semitic statements from his early works were actively used in Nazi propaganda.

Philosopher Ernst Bergmann claimed that Fichte produced an “outline of a national socialist

123 . T . . . . .
Fichte never uses the term “socialism”, referring to the desired future social condition as “rational state”.

See also Jaurés (1902), Mering (1929), Aris (1936: 106-35)

See, in particular, his “Fichte’s political legacy and the immediate present” (1862) and “Fichte's Philosophy and
the Meaning of the German Popular Spirit” (1877)

126 “Fichte's Sozialismus und sein Verhiltnis zur Marx'schen Doktrin”. I've consulted the “photo-mechanically
reproduced” second edition (Weber 1925). It's worth noting, that Victor Zitta speculates, that Georg Lukacs, who
befriended the Webers after settling down in Heidelberg in 1911, grew interested in Fichte thanks to his
discussions with Marianne Weber in course of his frequent visits (Zitta 1964: 49).
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worldview [...] which in its basic demands (the coalescing of the nation and the idea of racial
improvement) completely agrees” with national socialism and “in its justification for the belief
in Germany, even outruns it in fervor and boldness” (1933, quoted after Sluga (1993:29)). This
fact was brought to light by Rohan Butler when the war was very far from over: his “Roots of
National Socialism” (1941) gave Fichte quite a high profile among many other forerunners of
Nazism. Arguably because of this association with Nazi ideology, the analysis of Fichte’s,
philosophy in the socialist context and of his influence on Marxism, almost ceased for several
decades. It revived again after more than thirty years thanks to Tom Rockmore, who suggested
a new, less politicised and more philosophically inclined approach to the problem, first in
several articles on the subject and then in his “Fichte, Marx, and the German philosophical
tradition” (1980).

While Marianne Weber attempts to detect parallels in Marx and Fichte by analysing and
comparing the images of socialism produced by them, Rockmore bases his case on revealing
the similarities in the ways Fichte and Marx interpret and use certain significant notions, among
which Rockmore chooses to emphasise the notion of activity. This is not an arbitrary choice: the
notion of activity is central to both authors. In Marx, man is on a long journey of historical
development, eventually leading to self-realisation. This development is characterised by the
particular dialectics of potentiality being transformed into action precisely by activity. It
wouldn’t be an exaggeration to say that activity lies at the core of (at the very least) the
philosophy of history. As Marx suggests: “History does nothing [...]...” history” is not, as it were,
a person apart, using man as a means to achieve its own aims; history is nothing but the activity
of man pursuing his aims” (Marx and Engels 1975: 93). In Fichte, “Ego,” the self, moves first to
consciousness, then to self-consciousness, and then proceeds to knowledge, and finally, to

moral development. All this is possible because Ego interacts with Non-Ego via activity: “The



essence of the self consists in its activity”127 (Fichte 1982: 240). In both theories, the Self is an
agent not only in that it engenders objects, but also because it is the cause of self-change.
Rockmore shows quite conclusively that the notion of activity in Fichte and Marx is similar in
many ways: to name one, both indicate that the agent's activity is indeed limited within a social
context formed by the agent and the object generated by it.

The significance of activity in Fichte is closely related to his understanding of the
development process. His grand project, Wissenschaftslehre, “system of philosophy,”
presented, among other texts in the «Science of knowledge»'?® (1794-1795) was intended to
vindicate the idea that it is possible to find the eternal unassailable and invulnerable “first
principle,” synthetic a priori knowledge, from which all other possible knowledge could be
derived. If it can indeed be found, it proves that the alternative to the extremes of the
explanations and justifications of reason itself, — the very alternative, sought by the German
philosophers of that age, — is real. The success of such a project would assert human freedom
without sacrificing the possibility of knowledge to pure subjectivism. Another significant
outcome would be the proof of philosophy being a practical science, which was an especially
important point for Fichte, who later based his philosophy of right, ethics, statecraft and history

on the principles of Wissenschaftslehre.

According to Fichte, all human beings are self-conscious as well as having consciousness
of the outer world and how we interact with it; there can be no direct explanation of this, it is

just how it is. From this Fichte deduces the preceding, not self-conscious state and proceeds to

27 Also in the Lecture 5 from the “Vocation of a scholar” in which Fichte critically examines Rousseau’s doctrine,

Fichte claims that “humanity can and ought to approach nearer to [ideal state] only by care, toil, and struggle.
Nature is rude and savage without the hand of man: and it should be so, that thereby man may be forced to leave
his natural state of inactivity, and elaborate her stores; that thereby he himself, instead of a mere product of
Nature, may become a free reasonable being” (Fichte 1847: 69).

128 Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre. | consulted Heath-Lachs translation (Fichte 1982).



the explanation of the conditions necessary for the transition to the self-conscious state. Such
conditions, according to Fichte, are acts of mind (since, according to Kant, mind alone can
provide such conditions). Philosophy, which has self-conscious being as its primary object,
should be able to deduce such acts, necessary for the birth of self-consciousness, which can
only emerge from the absolute Ego in its own act of distinguishing Ego (conscious self) from
non-Ego (the outside world) or, one may say, by the voluntary delimitation of the border. In
other words, conscious self, the ultimate “first principle” of Wissenschaftslehre only emerges by
means of establishing a border. This is a very significant provision; all the more so in that it
quite clearly echoes Fichte’s political philosophy — and one may say even the practical political
philosophy of “The Closed Commercial State”.

The Ego lays limits for itself, but since in the previous state of the absolute ego, it was
infinite, along with this limitation comes the compelling need to overcome it. The Ego then
determines the non-Ego, meaning that Ego acts as an active principle, striving for self-
realization and thereby changing the resisting non-Ego. From here, Fichte’s system aims to
deduce the principles shared by all self-consciousness, and then proceed to theoretical and
finally, to practical philosophy. Fichte's emphasis on activity comes from his claim that moral
freedom constitutes the very core of human subjectivity. We can transcend the world of
causally determined things by knowing them, but most significantly, by acting to transform
these things into what they ought to be from what they are. For his practical philosophy,
however, relation to the non-Ego, which creates the feeling of limitation, is less critical than the
relation of Ego to other Egos. Fichte elaborates on this subject in his “Foundations of Natural

Right, according to the Principles of the Wissenschaftslehre”**®

, @ comprehensive, detailed
account of his political philosophy. This book is of course to some extent conditioned by the

French and American Revolutions, which induced numerous attempts to find a solid ground for

129 The word Recht is used in German, which means at the same time “right”, “law” and “justice”. In what follows it

is translated mostly as “Right”.



the right, — but also is one of the extensions of Fichte’s project into the territory of practical
philosophy. The “Closed commercial state” to which we’ll proceed shortly, is, in fact, an
addendum to, or even a second part of this treatise. And for this the reason it’s crucial to sum
up the most significant provisions of the “Foundations of Natural Right” first.

The point of departure here is Fichte’s unconventional approach to the very problem of
where the foundation in question is to be found. In his early works, he followed a principle very
common for the philosophy of the epoch, namely attempting to find a ground in the moral law,
e.g. in Kant’s categorical imperative (though Kant himself made no explicit claims on the
subject, at least in any considerable detail). As early as in 1795, Fichte already had significant
doubts about the common “moral” approach and eventually concluded that the deduction of
the concept of right is the only way to establish human entitlement to the concept, both in the
social and the political sense.’®* “Foundations of moral right” presents such a deduction, based
on the claim that the existing concept of right is a necessary condition for the very existence of
the self-conscious self. The type of resistance, necessary for the self-positing of the Ego,131
argues Fichte, can only be provided by other rational beings:

Experience can at most teach us that there are phenomena which appear to be
the results of rational causes; but it can never teach us that these causes actually
exist as reasonable beings in themselves, for being in itself is no object of
experience. We ourselves first introduce such a being into experience; —it is only

we ourselves who explain our experience by assuming the existence of rational
beings around us. (Fichte 1847: 28)

3% see Wood (2016) for details.

Bl wpositing” (setzen) is one of the most frequent words in Fichte’s works. In German in means simultaneously to
“set forth”, “put forward” or “establish”. Dudly points out that in the context of the philosophy of right it's also
important, that he German word for “law” is "das Gesetz", meaning that which has been set forth or established.
For details see Dudley (2007: 88-90)



Once the Egos become aware of each other's existence, they start “communicating.” The
primary act of such communication is, according to Fichte, a “summons.”**? “Summons” stands
here for a call to free action addressed to someone, who can voluntarily choose to perform
such action or not. Though “summons” suggests this action, it also assumes a possibility, that it
won't happen and thus doesn't oblige, which would be incompatible with the free will (Wood
2016: 82-83). This summons is a call to the other to limit its sphere of freedom so that it didn’t
interfere with the calling Ego’s sphere of freedom. Summonses are the way we become aware
of the Other or, in Fichte’s words: “l cannot comprehend the summons to self-activity without
ascribing it to an actual being outside myself, a being that willed to communicate to me a
concept” (Fichte 2005: 209). Moreover, the next argument in the “Foundations of natural right”
is that each rational Ego summons other rational Ego to limit its sphere of freedom by merely
recognising every one of these other Egos as a rational agent.

All rational Egos summon all other rational Egos so that everyone could exercise their

freedom while allowing others to do the same.™®

This the way the relation of right is born, —
and this is how Fichte separates right from morals: it is, once again, deduced from the first
principle. It's a very significant divergence from Kant, who understood the autonomy of the
individual agent in terms of whether such agent can be an “uncaused cause.” In Fichte freedom
turns out to be interdependent. Even the liberation of rational subjects depends upon
establishing relationships with others. This has, in turn, purely political consequences. In Kant,
freedom is necessary to explain the human experience of the “moral obligation” — and we
ought to use it in order to live in accordance with the requirements of the moral law. In terms

of politics, it means that its goal is to advantage such conditions that facilitate living up to the

moral law. In Fichte, freedom is not a given quality; it’s a condition, which can be exercised (and

2 The German word used in the original, "Aufforderung" has a very broad meaning, ranging from "beg" (or

"request") to “require" "demand". See Wood (2016) for details.
33 1t means, in Fichte’s own words, that “the human being (like all finite beings in general) becomes a human being
only among human beings.” (Fichte 2000)



enjoyed) within the social environment, which meets a known set of requirements. Such a
social environment can be consciously and rationally established, but this process has no other
aim, except for simply establishing the kind of society where freedom is possible. Building such
a society is not pursuing the goal of facilitating moral behaviour.

Also, at this point Fichte argues that success in creating the social environment, which
makes freedom possible, is an economic problem at least to the same extent as a political one.
Fichte claims that without sufficient resources and abundant opportunities, a person is not
really free, and thus, economics is put forward as a central subject within the debate on social
justice. Both points — the dependence of each rational agent’s freedom on the freedom of all
other rational agents and the primacy of economics in creating conditions, facilitating freedom,
can be obviously found in Marx (and before him — in Hegel). The latter is clear from the fact
that of ten measures, proposed in the “Communist Manifesto” as means of “entirely
revolutionising the mode of production” (which, in Marx, means revolutionising the way of
living) roughly eight are of a purely economic nature. The former can be illustrated with a
qguotation from the same text: “In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class
antagonisms, we shall have an association, in which the free development of each is the
condition for the free development of all.” (Marx and Engels 1976: 506).

Since Fichte understands right as the relationship between people, real rights exist only
within a community. Right, therefore, is not a personal category. Fichte describes such a
community, within which people can exercise actual rights as a commonwealth under positive
laws. His theory of the state derives from this assumption. The state starts from the civil
contract, which consists of the three successive stages. The first stage concerns the property
contract: each subject of the contract should come to an agreement with all other subjects on

their mutual property rights. Significantly, Fichte’s understanding of property is quite



unconventional. He understands property not as material possessions, but as a certain activity,
allowing someone to live with dignity. That’s why the object of the contract is activity:

At first, a sphere for the exercise of his freedom, and nothing more is allocated to

him. This sphere contains certain objects, as determined by the freedom that has

been granted to him. Thus his right to have a property in these objects extends

as far as the freedom granted to him extends, and no further. He acquires such

objects only for a particular use; and it is only from this use, and from what might

hinder such use, that he has the right to exclude everyone else. The object of the

property contract is a particular activity. (Fichte 2000: 183-84)
In other words, the property contract guarantees the right to work, which allows for a decent
life. Paradoxically, that means that protection of property can require redistribution of land or
other resources since some people don’t have them. Entering the contract requires that all
persons tell all other persons how in particular they are going to make living: “Each person
must expressly declare his occupation, and thus no one becomes a citizen in general, but each
enters into a certain class of citizen at the same time that he enters into the state.” (Fichte
2000: 187). Aside from the “promise to do everything he can in order to be able to live based
on the freedoms and rights granted to him” (lbid: 187), people on behalf of each person,
promise to give the other even more, — in case he’s still not able to live from what he has. The
contract includes the obligation to assist others in such cases. The contract also entails another
condition: “each individual pledges all of his own property as a guarantee that he will not
violate any of the others' property.” (lbid: 170), meaning that any violation of other’s property,
however small, means that the indemnitee can take everything he can from the aggressor.
Fichte claims that citizens cannot and should not just rely on the good will of others (as in case
of the “moral law”): bounds of each individual freedom should be protected from coercive or
physical force. And this is followed by the second, protective contract. In order to enter it, each

individual promises others to help them protect the property, to which they are entitled from

the third party, in case they, in turn, protect his property if needed. However, such a contract,



Fichte argues, lacks the grounds for enforcement. Since the obligation to protect the other’s
property is mutual, the person whose property was not violated can always tell the person
whose property was violated that he or she is not going to protect the other person, since the
other person didn’t protect him or her. This, once again, means that citizens have to rely on
each other’s good will. The only way to manage this situation is, according to Fichte, to
establish a permanently working protective force. Entering the contract, every citizen will have
to contribute to this force, which means consequently, that he or she already does protect the
other, who is also under an obligation to reciprocally protect him or her.

At this point, Fichte posits a question: “But who requires that he make such a
contribution? With whom does he actually negotiate about this, and who is the second party in
this contract?” (lbid: 175). The answer (long deductions aside) is both easy and complicated:
the state, turns persons, “united in just an abstract concept” (compositum) into the whole,
united in “actuality (as a totum).” The state re-unites what nature had previously separated to
create a discrete individual. Thereby the state isn’t just some technical device. It's “the natural
institution” which provisionally cancels the independence of the individuals “and molds
individual groups into a whole until morality re-creates the entire species as one” (lbid: 176).
Then Fichte resorts to organic metaphors, particularly to that of a tree, which gets injured as a
whole, once one of the branches is injured. The state as a whole is, therefore, a side in the
protective contract. Accordingly, the third contract is the unification contract, which secures
the two other contracts and in consequence of which “the individual becomes a part of an
organized whole, and thus melts into one with the whole.” (Ibid: 177) However, this entails
amalgamation rather than dissolution. The person must possess something that the state is
able to protect, so the protective body is made only of portions of individual possessions. And
once again the separation of law and morals becomes important: “Each wills, and has the right

to will, that the other undertake only those actions he would undertake if he had a thoroughly



good will; whether or not such a will is actually present is beside the point. Each has a claim
only to the other’s legality, but by no means to his morality.” (lbid: 125) Therefore, the
existence of a state is justified (at least) by its goal. The last is to make sure that one’s actions

comply with the law even in cases where he or she lacks the moral motivation.

2. From the Foundations of Natural Right to the Closed Commercial State

Activity is in the very centre of Fichte’s understanding of human nature. Self is
essentially constituted and defined by activity, which turns out to be “the point of union [...]
between the absolute, the practical and the intellectual characters of the self” (Fichte 1982:
244). According to F. K. Forberg, who had been teaching in Jena in late 1790s, his colleague was
eager “to employ his philosophy to guide the spirit of his age” (Forberg 1796: 71, quoted after
Fichte and Breazeale (1988: 21)). “The Closed Commercial State” (Der geschloRne

134 \was Fichte's first full-scale attempt at turning general political philosophy into

Handelsstaat)
particular policy recommendations. The treatise was written after “The Foundation of Natural
Right” (1796-1797) and “The System of Ethics” (1798), soon after Fichte had to leave his
professorship at the University of Jena after he was accused of atheism in 1799. This text
appears to be an attempt to envision the practical applications of his ideas, — including the
theory of the state as well as the concepts of right and property, — in terms of political
economy.

“The Closed Commercial State” is often referred to as proto-totalitarian. Kohn argues
that the order described by the treatise is essentially the “state-directed socialism” and the text

itself qualifies probably for “the most extreme” utopian project of the closed society (Kohn

1949: 331), while Butler almost straightforwardly claims that Fichte is the ancestral theoretician

B4 Eull title is “The Closed Commercial State: A Philosophical Sketch as an Appendix to the Doctrine of Right and an

Example of a Future Politics” (“Der geschlossene Handelsstaat. Ein philosophischer Entwurf als Anhang zur
Rechtslehre und Probe einer kiinftig zu liefernden Politik”). I've consulted two Russian translations (Fikhte (1883)
and (1923)) as well as the recent English translation (Fichte 2012).



of national socialism.***

Merle argues, contrary to Kohn, that the “Closed Commercial State” is
not a utopia, since Fichte doesn't “rely on virtue, but only on the authorization held by the state
[...] to exert coercion for implementing the legal duties correlative for legal rights”. Another
reason for which Merle denies the utopian nature of “The Closed Commercial State” is that it
doesn’t end in “stable great happiness”, but merely in “making possible the ethical progress of
humankind.” (Merle 2016: 199). Fichte’s text, however, meets the criteria of utopia we use in
this research: it turns out to be the complex vision of the desirable future condition, which is
vastly different from the present one; it makes clear the author’s intention to implement the
presented vision and finally, in this text Fichte deals, albeit in a peculiar way, with the primary
antinomy of the personal and the communal.

The text tends to provoke very different, sometimes contradictory evaluations and
readings, — Russian and Soviet interpretations of Fichte being no exception. Ideological
judgments aside, it's essential to detach Fichte's own intentions from the later, mostly 20th-
century readings of this text, which have largely defined its perception up to this day. Quite
justifiable in this regards, seems to be the historicizing account of Isaac Nakhimovsky who
argues that the "Closed Commercial State" was a "part of Fichte’s attempt to reformulate
Rousseau’s theory of popular sovereignty and constitutional government in order to
accommodate the changing nature of economic activity in a “commercial society,” or an
increasingly post-agrarian society marked by an extensive and expanding division of labor" and
"also a response to a problem that had preoccupied both Rousseau and Kant: how to neutralize

an unstable system of international relations whose escalating violence threatened to

undermine the logic of the social contract and make it impossible to create and maintain a

> 1n "Der geschlossene Handelsstaat" [...] Fichte argued in favour of total national autarky, a planned economy,

quota systems, concealed inflation, a blocked currency, state barter agreements, artificial production of substitute
materials, intensive armament, living-space, forcible unresisted occupation of territory, complete economic co-
ordination of such territory, transfer of populations, and cultivated nationalism. The words are different [...], the
ideas are the same. This embryonic German socialism is national-socialism. (Butler 1941: 43-44)



government of laws" (Nakhimovsky 2011: 2). This leads us to another significant point: Fichte's
treatise is, among other things, a comprehensive polemical response to Immanuel Kant's 1795
essay “Toward Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Project” (Kant 1996). In fact, Fichte wrote a
review of Kant’s essay as early as in 1795 (Breazeale 2001). In this review he paid due respect to
Kant, whom he never ceased to praise, but at the same time expressed his dissent and sketched
the concept of right and theory of the state, a detailed account of which he has been working
on for the two successive years to produce the “Foundation of Natural Right”*%.

The “Closed Commercial State” consists of three books, “Philosophy — what is Right
with respect to commerce in the rational state”, describing Fichte’s “rational state”; “History of
the present time — the condition of commerce in the actual states of the present”, being a
survey of international politics and commerce at the time; and finally “Politics — how the
commerce of existing state can be brought into the arrangement required by reason; or, on the
closure of the commercial state”, — a political program, suggesting concrete measures of
implementation. These three books are preceded by a “Preliminary clarification of the title”,
“Dedication”, “Dedicatory remarks” and a rather lengthy introduction. The work is dedicated to
the “Royal Prussian Acting Privy-Minister of State and Knight of the Order of the Red Eagle Herr

von Struensee.”**’

This dedication is itself unusual. First, Fichte was known as a Jacobin and,
some might say, as a stubborn person. None of his other works have any dedications at all.

Moreover, in the “Dedicatory remarks” instead of just expressing respect and gratitude to the

patron, he asserts also, that the “closed commercial state” is not merely a vision like other

3¢ On details of how Fichte and other German public intellectuals reacted to Kant’s essay, see Pizer (2007).

Karl August von Struensee (1735-1804) was a Prussian politician and scholar in the fields of philosophy,
mathematics, and theology. He began his political career in Denmark, as a personal physician to King Christian VII
and quickly became one of his most trusted advisors. He had a good command of financial policy and was praised
for bringing the state budget into balance. As a result of political troubles in Denmark, Struensee moved to Prussia,
where he started writing essays in economics and state finance. His career advanced fast. In five years he was
holding two powerful positions in the Government. In 1791, Frederick William Il appointed him Minister of Excises,
Customs, Commercial and Industrial Affairs. Struensee was what we would now call a technocrat: he advocated
protectionism, for example, but supported free trade in precious metals; was very suspicious about innovations in
economic policy, but sometimes intervened in the economy for the benefit of the deprived social groups. Later he
was appointed as Geheimer Staatsminister (Secret minister of State) (Petersdorff 1893).
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“Platonic republics”, but a project, seeking its way into practice. In other words, Fichte
prescribes to his addressee the way to read the text, thus making a principal point: unlike his
other works, the “Closed Commercial State” is a political rather than philosophical text,
presuming, — long before Marx — that while “the philosophers have only interpreted the
world in various ways; the point is to change it.” (Marx 1975: 5). He also admits that even weak
European states benefited from the colonial system, which makes the chances of seeing his
project implemented quite slim. He claims at some point that while his “sketch might [...]
remain a mere school-exercise, without consequence in the real world”, he would be,
nevertheless, satisfied “if, by making it known to others, he should do nothing more than
induce them to reflect more deeply about these matters.” (Fichte 2012: 86). “Preliminary
clarification of the title” reads as follows:

A closed multitude of men, standing under the same laws and the same supreme

power of coercion, forms the juridical state. This multitude of men should now

be restricted to reciprocal trade and industry with and for one another, and

everyone who does not stand under the same legislation and power of coercion

should be excluded from participating in this commerce. The multitude would

then form a commercial state, and indeed a closed commercial state, just as it

now forms a closed juridical state. (Fichte 2012: 79)

Here Fichte makes it quite clear that he sees existing states as transitional forms, which
will eventually become “rational states.” For now, the state is closed in terms of (using
contemporary language) jurisdiction. It also has to be closed economically. Later he repeats this
argument, claiming that people already live in states, which were not organized rationally, but
emerged “through chance or providence” (lbid: 87) and can, therefore “represent the actual
state as in the process of gradually instituting the rational state” (Ibid). Then he continues with
one of his many arguments against the ideas commonly associated with Adam Smith’s “The

Wealth of Nations”, which was published 24 years earlier. The functions of the state, in Fichte's

opinion, are not limited to the preservation of rights and property of its citizens. Instead, it has



to “to inquire into the rightful basis of acquisition” (lbid: 91). Moreover, “it is the vocation of
the state to first give each what is his, to first put each in possession of his property, and only
then to protect him in this” (Ibid). Fichte’s state, therefore, starts with “material property”
redistribution, based on his own concept of property as an activity rather than possession of
things. This redistribution appears to be, once again in contemporary terms, a clear case of
distributive justice: “it is the vocation of the state to give each what is his” (lbid: 94).

Fichte holds that the two basic kinds of labor are “extracting the products of nature, and
then further laboring on these with a view to the final purpose that one posits for oneself with
them” (Ibid: 95). The main contract between these two estates'®® is that those who “extract
products of nature” (producers)®® don’t “labor on these” after extracting, and vice versa:
those, who work on the products of nature (artisans)'*® don't extract raw materials, — the
latter also includes agriculture. Since in this case, producers are in a dominant position (they
can at least survive on what they extract from nature, while artisans need their products to
work and live), this negative contract has to be enhanced with a positive one. According to the
latter, producers are under obligation to extract from nature the amount of goods which is
enough not only for them to eat but also to provide raw materials to the artisans. They are also
under obligation to sell these raw materials to the artisans so that the artisans could enjoy the
same standard of living as the producers. Artisans are under obligation to provide their goods
to the producers in habitual quantities. The two estates not only can exchange the products of
their labor but, in fact, must do it. Consequently, there exists a third estate, that of the
merchants, who carry out the exchange so that the other two estates have enough time to
work. They also enter into the twofold contract with the third estate: the negative part of this

means that producers and artisans don’t exchange products by themselves; the positive part

138 . . .
“Cocnosue” in Russian translation.

der Stand der Producenten
der Kiinstler
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means that they are under obligation to provide surplus from their goods to the merchants at
fixed prices, calculated in such a way that merchants can live from what they do, enjoying the
same standards of living as the other two estates.

Students and military and government officials don’t constitute a particular estate since
they only exist for the three main estates and are considered to belong to one of those. Inside
the estates, the civil contract is the same as between them and is based on the rigid division of
labor: those who grow vegetables can’t grow fruits, etc. Merchants also have guilds, dealing in
different goods. What should the state do to enforce these contracts? First of all, it has to make
the producers produce more goods than they need for themselves. The quantity of artisans is
regulated according to the level of production. In other words, the state can only have as many
artisans (and students and military, government officials), as producers can feed. That entails
strict quantitative regulation of the labour force belonging to the particular estate — and
higher-priority allocation of people to the economic sectors producing vitally important goods.
Therefore, “luxury” products may only be produced after basic needs are catered for on a
nation-wide scale. The state has to regulate “the number of those who devote themselves to
each particular branch of art, always first taking care of bare necessities. Let all be sated and
dwell securely before someone decorates his dwelling.” (Ibid: 99) A person who intends to
engage with a particular kind of labour has to inform the state. If the quota for this kind of
labour is not exceeded, the state grants permission. Otherwise, this person has to choose from
the activities suffering from labour shortage. The State also carries out performance reviews
and forbids those who produce, let’s say, furniture of less than average quality, from producing
it until they can do better. Limitations are also imposed on merchants: they are under
obligation to buy goods from anyone offering them and sell those to anyone in need, —
provided the merchant has those goods in possession. In Fichte’s opinion, this will allow for

stable prices, since merchants won’t seek to sell goods where they are needed more. Citizens



themselves ensure that merchants are always under control: every time, when one of the
merchants refuses to buy or sell what he has, a citizen files a complaint. Surveillance is
outsourced to the population.

Fichte then proceeds to his monetary theory. Long before Marx (though after Adam
Smith), he claims that price is determined by time needed to produce particular goods. In the
rational state, the value of some object is equal to the value of grain which can be produced
within the same time limits. Grain was chosen as the most basic product, necessary for life.
Consequently, any new industry aiming to provide anything but basic products should be
limited by the state: redistribution of resources between economic sectors in the economy with
stable labor force is a zero-sum game. Moreover, time, necessary for the production of some
fixed measure of grain provides a solid base for calculating the value of any labor within the
closed state. Fixed prices are, therefore, not only rational and desirable but also possible to
calculate. These prices are fixed by the law and the state has to punish those who break it. As a
number of people work in education, management and defense (Fichte calls all of those “public
officials”) and neither produce/manufacture goods, nor trade in them, there is a tax system
ensuring that they could enjoy the same living standards as everyone else. A sufficient number
of public officials and, consequently, the level of taxation is calculated by the state, or, in other

1 (Fichte 2012: 113-14). The state provides for a sufficient

words, by these very officials
number of public officials, who then calculate the correct level of taxation.

The state also has to accumulate grain stocks to level down fruitful and harvestless
years. Generally, in agriculture, Fichte proposes a system characterized by constant efforts to
level living standards and, accordingly, by frequent or even regular redistribution of land, which

belongs to the commune. Whereas peasants are obliged to sell their surplus of agricultural

goods to the merchants, a surplus of land (which emerges, say, in cases of too high productivity

1 This is one of the cases when Fichte, contrary to the above cited Merle’s claim, indeed relies on virtue and

straightforwardly so.



of labour) stays within the commune until circumstances change. Marianne Weber specifically
points out the similarity this model bears with traditional Russian practices of communal land
ownership: “Fichte demands — practically speaking — land use scheme similar to what is
observed in the practice of the co-operative villages of the past, with allocation of the land to
the individuals as equally as possible, with the common right of all village comrades to use
forests and pastures for free, and with compulsive periodic redistribution — just like the
scheme used by Russian Mir.” (Weber 1925: 44).

Then Fichte proceeds to the key problem of the rational state's economy, namely
money. Money should exist because it's inconvenient to measure other goods in grain.
However, what he has in mind is not conventional money, used within the market economy,
value of which “against goods is variable and subject to a high degree of fluctuation”. The value
of such money cannot be fixed either by law or by force: “those who possess money will hide
their money and those with goods will hide their goods, destroying the trade between them.
The former are entirely beyond the reach of the power [of the state], whereas the latter can
only be influenced by odious and costly means.” (Fichte 2012: 121). The key to the successful
monetary system is the closure of the state, since “a closed commercial state, whose citizen
engages in no direct commerce with the foreigner, can make absolutely whatever it wants into
money. All it has to do is declare that it will let itself be paid with this money alone and
absolutely none other” (lbid: 122, italics in the original). Since the state receives much more
money in payments from its citizens than any enterprise or individual, the money favored by
the State will come in use very quickly. “In this way,” — Fichte writes, “a national currency'*?
comes into existence.” (lbid)

This is the pivotal moment in Fichte’s argument, since his whole proposed political

model depends on the introduction of the Landesgeld, the currency which has no validity

142 “TysemHble aeHbrn” in 1923 Russian translation (Fikhte 1923: 73); “aeHbru gaHHol ctpaHbl” in 1883 (Fikhte
1883: 73)



outside the rational state, or is, in contemporary terms, inconvertible, supplemented by the
abolition of all convertible or international currencies, gold and silver in the first instance.
“Money, in and for itself, is nothing at all,” — Fichte argues. — “Only through the will of the
state does it represent something. [...] How rich someone is, depends not on how many pieces
of money he has, but how great a part of all circulating money he possesses.” (lbid: 123) This
means that it would be sufficient to calculate the ideal ratio of the monetary aggregates to the
amount of the goods produced. Once this is known, the state prints more money according to

the increase in the amount and quality of goods.

The second book, “History of the present time—the condition of commerce in the actual
states of the present” provides us with Fichte’s account of the current politics as well as history.
There are at least two significant concepts, which can be traced throughout the whole book.
The first one is the concept of Handelsanarchie, the “commercial anarchy”. In Fichte’s
understanding, contemporary Europe is akin to a global state, a single nation. In the ancient
world tribes were separated from one another and for them “the foreigner was an enemy or a
barbarian” (Ibid: 139). Christianity has consolidated this world, which lived originally “in the
state of nature”. Later, when Roman law and the Roman concept of Emperor were introduced
to the society of feudal times, the slow development of institutions and political thinking began,
which eventually turned the “relation of serfs and vassals to their lords” that could not bind
people into a nation, into the “relation of subjects to their authority and judge” (lbid: 140).

Fichte connects the first demerger of different tribes from the state of nature with the



emergence of a “monarchy in the old style"143

in France. The Reformation destroyed religion,
which united the Western European community and thus rang down the curtain for the old
order of things. Therefore, present states were not conceived properly, “through the collection
and unification of unattached individuals under the unity of the law —but rather through
separating and dividing into pieces a large, unitary, though only weakly bound, mass of men.
The individual states of Europe are just such pieces torn away from a former whole, with the
extension of their boundaries for the most part determined by chance.” (Ibid)

The most important institution, inherited from the old times is an international free
trade with silver and gold money as a means of exchange, having roughly the same value in
different parts of this “great commercial state”. In Fichte's opinion, free trade was natural for
unified Christian Europe but much less so for divided Europe of the late 18" century. In the
world of separate states and their colonies, the global market should be ditched in favor of
closed commercial states. In Fichte’s opinion, states of his time have adopted “proper” political
concepts and closed themselves off juridically as a result. Nevertheless, the work was not
finished, since the proper rational state demands not only juridical but, first and foremost,
economic closure. For Fichte, rights are primarily of economic nature, but modern states “failed
to see that the profounder duty of the state is to put each in possession of what is his due. Yet
the latter is only possible by eliminating the anarchy of trade, just as one gradually is
eliminating political anarchy.” (Ibid: 141) The second book provides the account of such a one-
sided state’s eventual self-destruction. Fichte considers free trade as such generally a good
thing, since it’s intended for a larger distribution of various goods and could facilitate the
maximization of the common good. What stands in the way of such maximization is money.
Fichte recognises silver and gold as the commodities having two kinds of value — intrinsic and

extrinsic. Intrinsic value in Fichte is defined by real life and originates from the estimate of the

3 Fichte doesn’t provide any details, but arguably the monarchy in question is the one which emerged in the 14"

century, during the Renaissance era



amount of “pleasure”, for which given commodity can be exchanged. Extrinsic value of money
is defined by the fact that aside of being a commodity, money is also “an abstract sign for
value”. Thus, its total worth (intrinsic plus extrinsic values) is misleading, since the extrinsic part
is based solely on opinion, that is, on one’s belief that others also take silver and gold as signs of
value. Fichte holds that these “opinions” are conditioned only by their interrelations (what
matters is not one’s opinion of money’s value, but our opinion of other people's opinions of
such value and so on). Thus the system of infinite reflections emerges, which is essentially
unsubstantiated and disconnected from life. Opinion of the value of any traditional commodity,
having the intrinsic value only, Fichte sees, quite the opposite, as connected to real life,
meaning our expectations regarding possible pleasure this commodity can be exchanged for.

Even more importantly, the unsubstantiated opinion of the value of money,
intersubjective and infinitely multiplying, has also a temporal dimension: it extrapolates itself
into the future. We believe that others not only have the same opinion of the value of silver
and gold in the present but also that this situation is persistent, that it won’t change in the
future. This has two very significant implications. First, money allows for accumulation. Regular
commodities are, in one way or another, of limited durability, meaning that pleasure is
produced in the act of using them. Money, with its value projected into the future, gives one
hope that its accumulation will bring infinitely growing control over the goods and services of
others. Within the zero sum game model, this amounts to the emergence and amplification of
inequality and, eventually, to the never-ending bellum omnium contra omnes.

The second implication of the «money temporality”, emerging from the speculative
nature of extrinsic value, is its a-historical nature. The historical or “political” future in Fichte
holds out the promise of self-realisation through activity for individual human beings and the
promise of passage into the “purely moral existence” for humanity as a whole. It is the state

that secures this kind of future by relatively equal distribution of common good, produced by



individual activities. Money, on the contrary, holds no promise of a common future, but enables
enduring struggle for the individual to better their lot via constant accumulation at the expense
of everybody else. Thus the individual is deprived of the “pleasant life” of self-realisation.
Moreover, extension of the future promise of money beyond the limits of individual life is
problematic, so not only an individual loses his or her opportunities of living a meaningful life,
but politics and history also drop out from the teleological process of fulfillment. Money creates
temporality within which expectations of the future enable and demand constant self-serving
accumulation, leading, in turn, to the “commercial anarchy”, which destroys the balance of
supply and demand, thus making citizens unequal. It also causes cruel colonial exploitation and
wars, since in the circumstances of a zero-sum game, nobody can be guaranteed decent life:
since sometimes life and death are at stakes, violent methods are justified.'**

The second book of the “Closed Commercial State” gives the strong impression that
Fichte is arguing with Adam Smith’s “The Wealth of Nations”. Smith claims free trade to be
“more advantageous to the great body of the people, though less so to the merchants than the
monopoly.” (Smith 2007: 398). Moreover, he also claims that self-interest is enough to bring
prosperity not only to the person, who pursues it, but to the whole society. Fichte’s
understanding of freedom is not just incompatible with Smith’s “system of Natural Liberty”,

according to which members of the society create common good by pursuing their private

interests, — but is in direct contradiction with Smith’s views.

While the first book of the “Closed Commercial State” addresses the theory behind

Fichte's vision of the rational state, the second diagnoses the current state of affairs as

144 see more detailed account of Fichte’s philosophy of money in Adler (2012)



unbearable and speculates on the historical reasons of present condition, the third book
suggests political measures necessary for gradual implementation of the closed state project.
The process starts from “the proper point of transition” from any kind of existing
political/economic system, when the state closes “itself off entirely to all foreign trade, forming
[...] an isolated commercial body, just as it had already previously formed an isolated juridical
and political body” (Fichte 2012: 163). First Fichte claims that “everything else will follow quite
easily” (ibid) and is related to the domain of law and the doctrine of right, rather than to
politics. However, the whole third book describes measures which, not being political as such,
at the very least entail political ramifications. First of all, citizens of the new state didn’t appear
out of nowhere but belonged, before its closure, to the global state. They became accustomed
to a certain way of life, including consumption of the products which are very likely to be
unavailable in the new state. The last has to make an effort to substitute foreign goods with
domestic ones. In cases when it’s definitely impossible, it forewarns the citizens about the
planned disappearance of certain goods and eliminates those gradually. “We can quite well
suppose, — Fichte writes, — that it would be hard for someone to suddenly do without Chinese
tea, or have no fur coat in the winter and no light dress in the summer. Yet it is hardly clear why
the coat must be of sable or the dress of silk when the country produces neither sable nor silk.
And it is even less clear why it would be so terrible if one day our clothing suddenly lacked all
that embroidery through which it is made neither warmer nor more durable” (lbid: 166). So,
the citizens of the closed state will be deprived of luxury (silk, sable furs, embroidery).

However, in the next paragraph Fichte claims, that citizens will be “appropriating
vigorously, so far as [they] are able, our share of all that is good and beautiful upon the entire
face of the earth. This share is due us, since our nation, through its work and its artistic sense,
has without doubt also contributed for centuries to this common possession of humanity” (Ibid:

167). This claim, a bit ambiguous in this context, is clarified in the next part: “certain parts of



the earth’s surface, together with their inhabitants, have been visibly determined by nature to
form political wholes” or, in other words, “natural boundaries” exist. The present boundaries
are arbitrary, irrational and determined by chance (and this is one of the reasons for endless

wars). Governments, according to Fichte, often talk of “arrondissement”*

precisely because
their borders are not what they should be. It’s rational that to end all wars, “the reason for war
must be eliminated. Each state must obtain what it aims to obtain through war, and which,
reasonably, is the only thing it can aim at: its natural borders.” (lbid: 170) It's particularly
important for Fichte’s rational state: “A state that is about to close itself off as a commercial
state must first assume its natural borders, advancing toward or restricting itself to these as the
case may be” (Ibid) Here for the first time another condition emerges, which is, together with
full monetary control, essential for the success Fichte’s project. The state should be in
possession (although probably not at the very beginning) of the “complete and closed system of
the necessary production” (lbid). Immediately after assuming its natural borders, the state
should make an oath that it has entered (and concluded) a war for the last time, since it closes
itself and won’t need anything from beyond its new borders, because “its entire constitution
only takes account of its given circumference” (lbid: 171).

In the next part, Fichte once again returns to the monetary policy and describes in detail
the unavoidable process of withdrawing metal money and the introduction of what he calls

146

Landsgeld, and what is nowadays usually termed fiat money.”™ First the state should announce

145 P . o . . . . .
Originally “sich zu arrondieren”. This expression is derived from the French “arrondir” and means the process of

“rounding out” a territory by merging together different pieces of land (lbid: 214). Russian translations resort to
the literal meaning and use “okpyrnenune” both in Fikhte (1883: 124) and Fikhte (1923: 136).

18 Fiat money is issued by a government fiat (law), and is, at the same time, “neither a commercial commodity, a
consumer, or a producer good, nor title to any such commodity.” (Hoppe 1994: 49). Such money “can neither be
employed for any industrial purpose nor convey a claim against anybody” (Mises 1998: 426). The last clause
distinguishes fiat money from fiduciary money, whose value depends on shared confidence in its acceptability as a
medium of exchange (as with a banking bill or, more recently, Bitcoin). Fichte's Landesgeld is fiat money in a strict
sense, because ultimately it is not redeemable. Since “only through the will of the state” does money “represent
something”, goods produced by the Fichtean economy do not actually back up its money. What really matters is
not the volume of production as such, but production statistics, providing government with an idea, even if rough,
of how much cash the economy demands in a given moment.



that all tax payments are accepted in new money only, and then start, within specially erected
facilities, to change silver and gold into national currency, “first at equal value, and [...] after
some time, at a loss in its value in gold and silver.” (Ibid: 174) In due course the whole mass of
metal money will accumulate in the hands of the state. After that a detailed discussion of the
national currency follows: it should be made of a material absolutely unfamiliar to the citizens
and should be beautiful in order to “commend itself to the imagination even more than the
old” (lbid: 175). Counterfeiting should be impossible, since monetary monopoly is the
foundation of the new state. Once the exchange is over, the government should make another
oath, this time to the citizens, namely not to change the value of money, keeping a balance
between the quantity of goods and, once again using a contemporary term, monetary stock.
Since governments only very rarely (if ever) deliberately pursue deflation, it’s safe to say, that
Fichte demands that the state promises not to produce unsupported money, because such
actions inevitably lead to the “outrage against a thoroughly unjust government.” (lbid: 176).
Significantly, despite writing a manual for the government, Fichte refuses to reveal the
sequence of the steps leading to the desired status of national currency as the only legal
tender. The reason for that is simple: “there is no need to seek council with the public and
inform them in advance before carrying these things out, since doing so would only arouse
doubt, questions, and mistrust [...]. The actual introduction of the new money must happen all
in one stroke.” (Ibid)

The same part of the third book features also a remarkable paragraph, which in Russian
translation sounds somewhat different from the original. Reminding the reader of the proposed
measures’ final purpose, Fichte claims once again that “what is demanded is the complete
elimination of all direct commerce between the citizen and any foreigner. [...] One can only say
that something has been eliminated completely when it has been rendered impossible. The

direct commerce between the citizen and any foreigner must be rendered completely



impossible.” (Ibid: 173). Neither Russian translations — the one of 1883 (translator unknown),
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and the one of 1923 (translator Eduard Essen™*’), unlike English the translation, mention

commerce, using instead two different forms of ”interaction”,148 a term with considerably
broad range of meanings, covering not only commercial contacts, but rather all contacts in
general. The word “Verkehr”, used in the original**® allows for either translation (though Fichte
more likely had “commerce” in mind), but the word choice of the Russian translators is quite
remarkable. In the next section, Fichte discusses the bi-currency system and comes to the
conclusion that it is intrinsically unstable and better be avoided. While money should be the
“immediate sign of goods” (lbid: 181), in the case of a bi-currency system, only cash (metal
money) meet this requirement. National currency, in this case, is merely a sign of real money
(what would be now termed “redeemable representative money”). In the rational state,
though, money “stands in a direct relation to goods, and will be realized only in these. It is, it
follows, the true, immediate, and only money” (lbid).

From here Fichte proceeds to further measures necessary to achieve the desired

closure. After the state (in one stroke) introduces the Landesgeld and accumulates all metal

money available, it has to “purchase all the foreign goods available in the country, employing

7 Eduard Essen was of noble birth, but broke away from his family at the age of 14 and found a job as a railway

worker, joined the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party at the age of 19, as soon as the party itself was formally
established in 1898. He graduated the Saint-Petersburg University (Faculty of Law). In 1905 he was a member of
the Saint-Petersburg Party committee. During the war he spread party propaganda among the soldiers at the
Northern front. In 1917 he was a member of one of district party committees in Petrograd. He then worked as a
deputy of the Peoples Comissar of State Control. After the end of the civil war Essen taught in various military
educational institutions. In 1923-1924 he worked as a president of The National Economy Institute, then returned
to teaching. Essen retired in 1929 and in 1931 died of tuberculosis, from which he suffered since prerevolutionary
times. See Bol'shaya sovetskaya éntsiklopediya (1978) and Klushin (1971).

148 BeAkoe HenocpeCTBEHHOE CHOLWEHIE rPaaaHb Cb MHOCTPAaHLAMM AO/IKHO BbiTb MPEKPALLEHO — BOTb Bb YeMb
cocTonTdb TpeboBaHie. OKOHYATENbHO-KE YCTPAHEHO MOXETb OblTb TONBKO TO, YTO CABNAHO HEBO3MOMKHbLIMD.
HenocpencTBeHHbIA CHOLWEHIA TparKAaHb Cb MHOCTPAHUAMW A0MXHbI OblTb cabiaHbl HEBO3MOXKHbIMU. Fikhte
(1883: 127). BcAkoe HenocpeAcTBeHHOe oblieHMe rpaKaaHWHA CO BCAKUM MHOCTPAHLEM OO/IKHO 6bITb
COBEPLUEHHO YHUUTOXKEHO. TakoBO TpeboBaHWe. be3yc/0BHO YHUUYTOXKEHO TONIbLKO TO, YTO CAE/MNAHO HEBO3MOMKHbIM.
HenocpencTBeHHOE CHOWEHME rpaKAaHWHa ¢ AtobbiIM MHOCTPaHLEM LO/MKHO OblTb CAENaHO HEBO3MOXKHbLIM.
Fikhte (1923: 141)

% Aller unmittelbare Verkehr des Biirgers mit irgend einem Auslander soll durchaus aufgehoben werden: dies ist
die Forderung. Durchaus aufgehoben ist nur dasjenige, was unmoglich gemacht worden ist. Der unmittelbare
Verkehr des Birgers mit irgend einem Auslander miisste unmoglich gemacht werden. Fichte (1885: 96-97)



officials who have been commanded to do this through sealed orders that are all to be opened
on the same set day throughout the entire country” (ibid: 184). This should be done in order to
get as precise information as possible on the stock of the imported goods in the country, which,
together with the information about the demand for particular items, would allow for the
establishment of fixed prices. The goods themselves, however, “will remain where they are and
will be sold through the same people who would have sold them before. Only, from now on,
they will no longer be sold on the account of the one who possessed them previously, but
instead on the account of the government” (lbid). Merchants should neither suffer losses, in
which case government compensates them, nor gain profits which would be collected by the
governments if gained. Both compensations of the deficiencies and collection of surpluses
should be paid or collected in national currency only. The correctness of the information on
imported goods stock is of such importance that soundness of the declarations should be

130 (“the very last that will be necessary from now

enforced at any costs, including inspections
on,” —insists Fichte) and the “threats of heavy punishment for incorrect declarations.” (Ibid)
Reciprocal claims of the citizens and foreigners should be declared by both so that state
could arrange the deals as it finds fit (in case foreigner disagrees, he loses the right to make any
claims at all). Then the necessary items of import have to be found out and the volume of trade
in such items should be established. Since that time the state alone conducts any foreign trade
operations. It can use those merchants who have good connections abroad and, therefore,
have expertise in the best possible counter-agents, but nevertheless, their orders from outside
are conditioned by the governmental approval, “perhaps through a special trade commission

established for this purpose” (lbid: 185). Significantly, domestic prices don’t depend on what

the government pays to the foreigners since such prices are determined by the balance of

150 Pre-revolutionary Russian translation uses the term “peBusua”, which is close to “inspection” Fikhte (1883:

140), while in 1923 Essen’s word of choice is “06bick”, “search” Fikhte (1923: 155). Original German “Visitation”,
once again, allows for both translations.



goods and monetary stock only. The government has to keep “a view to its higher purposes,
periodically raising the prices of those goods that in the future will disappear, while selling well
below the external market price other goods, which “the subjects could be tempted to obtain
through smuggling directly with neighboring lands” (Ibid: 186). This point seems to be relatively
insignificant against the background of the full-scale revolution, including expropriation of
property, and “heavy punishments” for secretion of goods, let alone searches and seizures,
which Fichte describes in distanced language and academic manner. However, in contemporary
terminology, separation of domestic prices from what government “pays to the foreigners” is
effectively separation of the purchasing power of money from its exchange rate. Should the
government internal prices be in any way connected to the global market, exchange rate and,
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subsequently, the external “commercial anarchy” would affect the closed state economy. But
the real operational value of total monetary system cut-off, exercising zero-tolerance policy to
any external influence, however indirect, is that the government thus secures unlimited control
over citizens’ consumption.

Exports, according to Fichte, should be organized in a way similar to import: the foreign
merchant is allowed to deal with his familiar counter-agents inside the closed state, but he has
to send his proposal to the same trade commission with a “bill of exchange for the payment in
world currency”. Once the deal is approved, the order proceeds to the domestic trade house,
which gets its payment from the government in Landesgeld, once the goods are delivered to
the port. The size of this payment is, once again in no way dependent on the external prices,
but is determined solely by the law of the land. The volume of imports decreases year by year,
“since, indeed, the domestic production and manufacture, being conducted according to a plan
and through calculation [...], will continually increase, [and] foreign goods will be replaced by

domestic.” (Ibid: 186-87). Exports should also decrease, though due to other reasons, of which

one of the most important is that government doesn’t aim to gain the upper hand in trade with



other countries (which, in Fichte’s opinion, would be very dangerous), but aims rather, “to
make the nation entirely independent and self-sufficient” (Ibid: 187).

The next part discusses the ways to substitute imports. In the case of industry, the
government should start producing certain goods inside the country, which requires an
invitation of skilled foreigners so that they could teach the citizens of the closed state. In the
case of agriculture, Fichte suggests that scientific methods allow for growing surrogates of
almost anything that was previously imported from the lands with a different climate. Then he
proceeds to the indispensable measures in relation to the “natural boundaries”. Fichte
expresses hope that since the government of the closed state is very rich and can afford any
ammunition and any quantity of foreign mercenaries, there will be no need for a full-scale war:
nobody is able to say no to such a rich and heavily armed government anyway. So, he writes, “it
could attain its intention without bloodshed, and nearly without striking a blow — its operation
being more of a march of occupation than a war.” (lbid: 188). The same monetary (and
political) regime that is already in place elsewhere within the rational state’s old borders should
be introduced to the new territories immediately. These innovations will bring the same
improvements in industry and agriculture, which have already prevailed in the mother country.
Improvements will, in turn, make the new citizens supportive of the government, which has just
occupied them. It’s at this point, that government of the rational state should swear an oath of
non-aggression “to assure that, from this point hence, it will no longer participate in the
political affairs of foreign countries, will not enter into any alliance, will not serve as a go-
between, and will not overstep its present boundaries under any pretext whatsoever.” (Ibid:
189)

Concluding this section, Fichte suggests also that it could prove useful to attract some
part of the new citizens to leave their home provinces for the inland regions, while sending part

of the regions’ inhabitants to the new provinces, “thus amalgamating the old and new citizens,”



— though not for political reasons, but for mutually fruitful exchange of skills: “may these new
subjects bring into the motherland those aspects of their methods of agriculture and art that
are first-rate, while the old residents of the motherland convey to the provinces what they
understand better!” (Ibid: 189) Finally, Fichte suggests a ban on foreign travel except for artists
and academics, since, for these two categories, travelling is essential for their activity. At the
same time, he claims that the state-funded Academies should introduce “the treasures of
foreign literature into the country, with the treasures of domestic literature offered in
exchange” (Ibid: 199), thus leaving the possibility of cultural exchange (though state-controlled)

open.

3. From the Perpetual Peace to the Perpetuating State

The “Closed Commercial State” was intended to perform more than one task at once.
First, the treatise had to give an example of Wissenschaftslehre's potential capacity of dealing
with the real-world political problems. Fichte, for whom praxis was extremely important,
assigned high priority to the mission of popularization of his works (it suffices to say that he
wrote two introductions to Wissenschaftslehre in order to make it as clear for the public as
possible — first in 1794 (Fichte 1982: 3-28) and second in 1797 (lbid: 29-88) and generally,
throughout his whole life, took considerable effort in order to make his philosophy intelligible
and, even more importantly, available for immediate use. However, in relation to practice, the
“Closed Commercial State” occupies an ambiguous position. On the one hand, it presents a
clearly utopian vision. As Marianne Weber points out, the very fact that Fichte’s economic
doctrine is presented in the form of a depiction, of an ideal polity reminds us of Plato’s
“Republic”, More’s “Utopia” and Campanella’s “City of the Sun” (Weber 1925: 16) and speaks
for the utopian nature of the project. On the other hand, the third chapter implies that the

“Closed Commercial State” is not just the vision of the ideal society: unlike its predecessors, it



includes a rather detailed manual for putting Fichte’s vision into effect. Moreover, in the 1800
letter to his publisher, Fichte is quite straightforward in relation to his hopes for practical

applications of the “closed commercial state”. He describes his new book as follows:

The material is of contemporary interest especially for the Prussian state (as
well as other countries, e.g. Bavaria). Prussia has long been seeking the right
system of trade limits and is yet again deliberating over the introduction of
paper money — all matters which | flatter myself to have clarified. It was
actually the debates which | often encountered here in Berlin over such
matters that provoked me into writing down my ideas on this subject.
(Quoted after Nakhimovsky (2011: 104))

However, in the “Dedicatory remarks” Fichte clearly aims to blur the distinction
between “Platonian republics” (sic) with their “utopian constitutions” (Fichte 2012: 83) and his
own treatise. He claims that conventional utopias are incapable of being immediately
implemented because they work on a purely theoretical level and that to become applicable to
reality they just need “further determination”. Such a view suggests certain continuity between
the political program as such and pure utopianism. He himself, in other words, offers Struensee
neither more nor less than the “more determined” utopian vision, a further determination of
which is the task of politics. Politics, being, in Fichte’s view, certainly a science but “not,
however, itself praxis” (Ibid: 84), also doesn’t have the particular existing state as its point of
departure, since if it did, it wouldn’t be a universal, but particular politics. Fichte chooses the
universal politics as lying between the extremities of purely utopian and purely particularist
thinking. However, his vision of the future implies the whole world as a set of the closed states.
The vision of the “Closed Commercial State” as a manual of sorts, applicable — eventually — to
all states, makes Fichte’s program no less utopian — and universalist, — than the programs,
describing a Marxian stateless global communist society or Kantian peaceful cosmopolitan
community of nations. The fact that Fichte goes to great lengths towards “further
determination” doesn’t, in fact, make the “Closed Commercial State” a matter of politics. The

royal, if not the only road into politics is praxis.



Second, Fichte's system of political economy, which he develops in the treatise, was
conceived as an alternative to the predominant (though not necessarily in Germany) views of
the epoch, namely the concept of free trade as such and the complex of ideas most clearly
presented in Adam Smith’s “The Wealth of Nations”, published in 1776. Fichte's unbending
stance against the free foreign and domestic trade combined with the negation of “convertible”
currencies on the one hand and, equally assertive posture in favour of autarchy, regulated
division of labor and statism on the other, make it viable to suggest that the “Closed
Commercial State” is openly directed against the “Wealth of Nations”. Indeed, nothing can be
more alien to Fichte than Smith’s understanding of self- interest as a necessary and powerful
force of common interests and wealth advancement, thanks to which

The sovereign is completely discharged from a duty [...] for the proper
performance of which, no human wisdom or knowledge could ever be sufficient;
the duty of superintending the industry of private people, and of directing it
towards the employments most suitable to the interests of the society. (Smith
2007: 444)

In the second book of the “Closed Commercial State” Fichte directly contradicts laissez-
faire doctrine, demanding that the government perform these exact duties — of
superintending the economic life of private people and providing them with directions in
regards to their employment in order to maximize the common good. However, there’s no
evidence that Fichte read the “Wealth of Nations” before publishing the “Closed Commercial
State”. It is in fact quite doubtful: the influence of Smith’s book in the German-speaking world
was very limited at the time and a readable translation of the “Wealth of Nations” was only

published in 1794-1796." In all likelihood, Fichte is addressing not the “Wealth of Nations”

itself, but laissez-faire principles more generally. The last have only found their most influential

31 The first German translation of the “Wealth of Nations” was made in late 1770s by J.F. Schiller (being, according

to some sources, the poet Friedrich Schiller’ cousin) and the second — by Christian Garve (the one published in
1794-1796). Schiller’s translation had numerous mistakes and stylistically was also considered unsatisfactory, so it
was as late as the mid-1790s that Smith was read by a considerable number of German academics. See Oz-
Salzberger (2016) for details.



expression in Smith's treatise, but originate from the works of French physiocrats, particularly
Vincent de Gurnay, Quesnay and Turgot.

Though today Fichte’s opposition to the ideas of economic liberalism may seem one of
the most observable motifs of the “Closed Commercial State”, the treatise was perceived
differently at the time of writing, especially in Germany. Ludwig Hestermann wrote a book-
length response to Fichte’s treatise, published under the title "Open Commercial State. A
philosophical sketch”,*>* in which he argues that not only physiocrats, but equally cameralists
were the targets of Fichte’s critique, since, in the first case, his doctrine undermined
physiocrats’ views of the common good, while in the second — cameralists' views of the good
of the state by claiming that in both cases “good could be understood only in terms of
individual right.” (Nakhimovsky 2011: 135). Fichte doesn’t approve of mercantilism or Prussian
cameralism (understood as a domestic variety of the mercantilist doctrine).’>® While both these
schools of economic thought were not in any way sympathetic to free trade, for Fichte they
were not radical enough; both favored not autarchy, but just exports over imports. In Fichte’s
opinion, clearly expressed in the “Closed Commercial State”, following the prescriptions of one
or the other meant going half-way, while not only does “the halfways and incomplete
restriction of trade” retain “all the disadvantages of completely free trade, but it will bring
about new disadvantages.” (Fichte 2012: 158)

Last but not least, “The Closed Commercial State” is a part of Fichte’s response to
Immanuel Kant’s essay “Toward Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Project”***, published in 1795.

This text was published just after the Peace of Basel de jure ended Prussian military

152 “per offene Handelsstaat. Ein philosophischer Entwurf” (Hestermann 1802)

>3 This is what Hestermann arguably had in mind when he wrote that cameralism catered for the “money-
grubbing princes and governments” (Nakhimovsky 2011: 135). The view of cameralism as a German Sonderweg of
mercantilism has a long history, though lately some scholars have started to express doubts about the accuracy of
such views as well as in their usefulness (see, for example, Magnusson (2015: 79-80)).

154 Zum ewigen Frieden. Ein philosophischer Entwurf (Kant 1795)



involvement in the First Coalition™ and formalized French control over the territories west of
the Rhine. It can be therefore read as an approval of the peace treaty — and more generally, as
the expression of support for the French Republic — and, at the same time, as a reflection on
the possible roadmap to a more prolonged, sustainable and, in the end, perpetual peace
between European nations. Aside from being a reaction to the immediate events, this treatise
is, arguably, the only one of Kant's work that expounds the details of how his philosophical
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provisions are related to a political agenda.”™ Both immediate circumstances, as well as the

rather unique nature of the treatise in the context of Kant’s other writings, contributed to its
popularity. The project provoked a spirited debate among prominent German intellectuals,
including, among others, Herder, Schlegel, and Fichte.

The “Perpetual Peace” starts with the six following “preliminary articles for perpetual

peace among states” (Kant 1996: 317):

1) no treaty of peace shall be held to be such if it is made with a secret
reservation of material for a future war; 2) no independently existing state
(whether small or large) shall be acquired by another state through inheritance,
exchange, purchase or donation; 3) standing armies (miles perpetuus) shall in
time be abolished altogether; 4) no national debt shall be contracted with regard
to the external affairs of a state; 5) no state shall forcibly interfere in the
constitution and government of another state; 6) no state at war with another
shall allow itself such acts of hostility as would have to make mutual trust
impossible during a future peace; acts of this kind are employing assassins
(percussores) or poisoners (venefici), breach of surrender, incitement to treason
(perduellio) within the enemy state, and so forth. (Ibid: 318-20, emphasis in the
original)

Kant referred to the above-cited articles as “preliminary”, since being the laws of prohibition
they can only guarantee the “suspension of hostilities”. Laws of prohibition can’t secure
perpetual peace by themselves, being at the same time conditional on the possibility of the

next steps. Those are necessary because “a condition of peace among men [...] is not a state of

> The De facto Prussian army hadn’t been involved in any considerable military action since late 1794.

There is more to this agenda than the blueprint of an eternally peaceful international order. Kant's
republicanism and cautious universalism (underlying his concept of cosmopolitan right) should be also taken in
consideration.
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nature (status naturalis), which is much rather a condition of war, that is, it involves the
constant threat of an outbreak of hostilities” (lbid: 322). Consequently, a condition of peace is
something to be established — by means of the three following definitive articles:

1) the civil constitution in every state shall be republican; 2) the right of nations

shall be based on a federalism of free states; 3) cosmopolitan right shall be

limited to conditions of universal hospitality. (Ibid: 322, 325, and 328)
In terms of policies, these six preliminary and three definitive articles (with two additional

supplements)®’

turn out to be the essence of Kant’s project.

“The Closed Commercial State” is to some extent an attempt to broker a compromise
between the demands the Wissenschaftslehre’s logic and the author’s idea of Realpolitik.
“Perpetual Peace” reveals a similar (though probably less pronounced) set of dynamics
between Kant’s philosophy at large, including the metaphysics of morals, philosophy of right,
etc. — and his idea of Realpolitik. Both texts naturally deal as a matter of course with the issues
of right, trade, borders and human nature. Finally, both “Perpetual Peace” and “The Closed
Commercial State” reflect their authors’ shared intent to support the French Revolution and to
help to secure its results, which is intertwined with deep concerns caused by the revolutionary

violence®®

. However, the versions of a desired future, as depicted by two treatises, are vastly
dissimilar. The main claim underlying “Toward Perpetual Peace” is that relations between
states develop in a way similar to relations of individuals. Such relations go all the way from the

“natural state” to conflict and suffering through which reason arises, gradually allowing

progressive if slow development of political institutions towards a republican form of

7 The First supplement, “On the guarantee of perpetual peace” reads as follows: “What affords this guarantee

(surety) is nothing less than the great artist nature (natura daedala rerum), from whose mechanical course
purposiveness shines forth visibly, letting concord arise by means of the discord between human beings even
against their will.” (Kant 1996: 331). The Second Supplement, “Secret article for perpetual peace” demands that
“the maxims of philosophers about the conditions, under which public peace is possible shall be consulted by
states armed for war.” (lbid: 337).

3% When it comes to the revolution in France, such an intermixture of enthusiasm and support on the one hand
and profound concerns with the consequent excessive violence, both of revolutionary and martial nature, is
characteristic for many German intellectuals of the time. See, for instance, Gailus (2006: 28-73)



government. Such a republic is not ideal, but makes the “infinite perfection” possible. The
foundation of Kant’s optimism in regards to individual and social human development is based
upon the understanding of human beings as moral persons, meaning that people are not only
capable of moral action implying freedom of choice, but are also universally and
unconditionally aware of the existence of good and evil and, even more importantly of the fact
that they have a duty to act in accordance with the categorical imperative.

The project of “The perpetual peace” is based upon Kant’s view of states as moral
persons.” Indeed, Kant’s own explanation of the second preliminary article openly points in
the same direction:

[...] (a) state is not (like the land on which it resides) a belonging

(patrimonium). It is a society of human beings that no one other than itself

can command or dispose of. Like a trunk, it has its own roots; and to annex it

to another state as a graft is to do away with its existence as a moral person

and to make a moral person into a thing... (Kant 1996: 318, empasis in the

original)
Moreover, explaining the concept of the “right of nations”, Kant begins his argument as follows:
“Here a state, as a moral person, is considered as living in relation to another state in the
condition of natural freedom and therefore in a condition of constant war.” (lbid: 482,
emphasis added). States can subvert themselves to the coercive authority which enforces the
international law or resort to a complex system of reciprocal control. But whatever they do,
they do so because (just like people) they experience the categorical imperative as a command,
and because (just like people) they are bound by duty to comply with the moral law. Whereas

states are moral persons, they act like moral persons and consequently, leave the natural

condition for the less violent and more humane order*®.

> As Howard points out, those three of the six preliminary articles which Kant requires to be introduced

immediately (articles 1, 5 and 6) have categorical imperative as their immediate basis (Howard 1993: 266-70).
190 This fragment from “Perpetual Peace” also points to the source of states’ moral personhood: this idea is
conditional on the distinction between the state and society or, in other words, recognition of society as “civil”,
having its own agency, its own means of self-regulation, and its own capability to produce order from within.



Since at least the mid-seventeenth century, European philosophy has been increasingly
concerned with finding correct theoretical and/or working practical solutions for the problem,
which can be stated in various ways, but ultimately comes down to the question of how the
social order and more specifically, political obligation, is possible within the society of

“possessive individualism”*®*

or, one may say, a “market regime”. On the one side, free trade
and the market economy tear the social tissue, since they inspire actions based on individual
interest in the society, based upon the assumption that there is an “individuality that can be
realized fully only in accumulating property, and, therefore, realized only by some at the
expense of the individuality of the others.” (Macpherson 1954: 20) However, the same market
regime makes people interdependent and encourages the development of institutions,
necessary for the existence of “civil society” in the first place. The last should be autonomous
and strong enough to keep the government in place. Kant sees resolution of this contradiction
(which he terms “unsocial sociability”) in the broad understanding of self-interest, so that the
last included the establishment of Rechtstaat, the republican state under the rule of law. Such a
state preserves moral autonomy while maintaining and securing the social order.

Kant held that “the theory of right is not complete if it limits itself to the internal
organization of the state.” (Kant 2006: xix). Together with Kant’s understanding of states,
discussed above, it leads him to the suggestion that the relations between states are subject to
the international right, while the relations between states and foreign nationals should be
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regulated by cosmopolitan right.™ Those institutions which are instrumental for the realisation

16! Term coined by C.B. Macpherson (1962). Possessive individualism “makes the individual the natural proprietor

of his own person and capacities, owing nothing to society for them.” (Macpherson 1954: 20)

182 Two constitutive parts of the integral public right are involved in the project of perpetual peace: constitutional
right, concerning the individuals within a republican state, and international right, concerning states themselves.
The third, missing part, concerned with the relations of state and foreign individuals, is cosmopolitan right, based
on the “right to hospitality” or, in Kant’s words, “the right of a stranger not to be treated in a hostile manner by
another upon his arrival on the other’s territory.” (Kant 1996: 329) This provision is based on the fact that all
individuals share the surface of the Earth, which is finite, so they “must rather ultimately tolerate one another [...],
and originally no one has more of a right to be at a given place on earth than anyone else” (Ibid). It’s evident from



of Kant’s project — Rechtstaat and, ulimately, the World Federation of States, provide the best
way to keep a balance between the individual and the social on various levels. What ultimately
creates this balanced condition is a broadly conceived self-interest. Just states with just
constitutions are its “unintended consequences”. These states, acting from the same broadly
conceived self-interest, eventually produce the cosmopolitan world of “The perpetual peace”.
This is the view underlying Kant’s claim that the “power of money” is the most reliable means
of securing the cosmopolitan right and eventually, the perpetual peace. And the “power of
money” refers to the international trade, by which peoples “were first brought into a peaceable
relation to each other and so into understanding, community, and peaceable relations with one
another, even with the most distant.” (Kant 1996: 333). The power of international commerce
is the reason why “states find themselves compelled [...] to promote honourable peace and,
whenever war threatens to break out anywhere in the world, to prevent it by mediation.” (Ibid:
337)

Fichte, who considered himself Kant’s disciple, swore allegiance to the very same
principle of individual freedom that was grounded in a priori moral laws by Kant. However, in
his review of the “Perpetual Peace” anonymously published in 1795, he summarizes Kant’s
arguments in defense of his optimism to interpose quite a weighty objection, appealing to the
immediate historical experience:

The universal insecurity that accompanies every constitution that violates
right is surely so striking that one would have to believe that human beings
must long since have been moved to establish a state constitution in
accordance with right through considerations of their own advantage, which
alone can be the motive for establishing such a constitution. This, howeuver,
has not yet happened. The advantages of the disorder must therefore still
generally outweigh those of order. A considerable portion of humanity must
still gain more than they lose from this general disorder, and those who only

lose must nevertheless continue to hope that they will win as well. (Breazeale
2001: 320)

this passage that Kant, unlike Fichte, recognizes neither “natural borders” nor even states as possessive of certain
territory, but only as a product of the common will of the members of the civil society.



At this point, Fichte’s critique does not result in a complete break from Kant’s cosmopolitanism.
In what follows he argues that European states ”are still young [..], the various classes [Sténde]
and families [...] still retain the hope of enriching themselves by robbing from the others”, while
“the commercial oppression of foreign nations and portions of the world opens up a constantly
flowing and lucrative source of assistance [to the continuing process of uneven wealth
distribution]”. Yet, Fichte admits, that with time tolerable “equilibrium of possessions” will be
established, when “the riches of the state” will be “discovered and distributed” while “the

III

cultivation of foreign nations and parts of the world” will “permit these people to reach the

point where they no longer will allow themselves to be cheated in commerce and led away into

slavery.”*®®

At this point Fichte still follows Kant in the understanding of commerce as the force
securing this course of events, — but significantly, as La Vopa points out, not because its
engine, self-interest, is unexpectedly benevolent, but because the development of international
commerce facilitates such changes in economic conditions and social structure, that present
the majority of population with a clear evidence for the advantages of the global legal
system™®.

Fichte's review of Kant's treatise is revealing it two aspects. First, it makes rather
obvious that the author, while still sincerely willing to adhere to Kant’s vision and principles,
was haunted by deep and worrying uncertainty in regards to the benevolence of the natural
order or, in other words, in the ability of the civil society to achieve as little as the mere
containment of the “commercial anarchy” — let alone secure progressive human

development. Second, the fact that he lays specific emphasis on the emergence of the United

States as well as on the hypothetical emergence of Kant’s European “republic of states” is

8 Two historical developments contribute to Fichte’s hope for the better future: establishment of the

“blossoming North American free state”, from where “enlightenment and freedom will necessarily spread” to the
still oppressed parts of the world and “the great European republic of states”, which Fichte expected to serve as a
“dam before the outbreak of barbarian peoples into the workshop of civilization [...] that did not exist in the
ancient world.” (Ibid: 321-22)

164 See La Vopa (2001: 313-20) for details.



arguably indicative of his interest in the situation, in which some particular state outperforms

I"

others, following the path of progress, and thus becomes, “a city upon a hill”, so that the “eyes
of all people” are upon it (Winthrop 1838: 47). It will take five years for Fichte’s doubts to turn
into full-blown statism of “The closed commercial state” and then another eight years for his
interest in exceptionalism to come of age in the “Addresses to the German Nation”. The scale
of Fichte’s statism, obvious from “The Closed Commercial State”, which is in part a later and
much more elaborated response to Kant’s treatise, remains striking even today, — and it was at
least as striking at the beginning of the 19" century. But probably the most impressive part of
this process is the velocity of his transformation from the true and loyal Kantian into something
completely different, — namely into the fervent advocate of subverting individual autonomy to
the state, recognized as an embodiment of the common interest. To be sure, Fichte never
recanted his claim that Wissenschaftslehre is a “system of freedom”(Fichte 1848: 47) and
arguably never ceased to think of himself as of Kant’s disciple, always insisting that his
philosophy is “perfectly in accordance with the teaching of Kant, and is nothing other than
Kantianism properly understood.” (Fichte 1982: 43) Nevertheless, his doctrine diverges from
Kant’s philosophy in a significant number of ways.

First and foremost, Fichte rigorously separates right from morals. Whereas for Kant
political philosophy is, very broadly speaking, derivative of the philosophy of morals, Fichte’s
approach is, on the other hand, intended to reveal the depth of the gulf between the realms of
ethics and right, properly establishing the latter as totally autonomous and having its own
agenda. It becomes possible once Fichte develops the understanding of the individual human
being as entirely social. Not only does Ego, according to Fichte, becomes self-conscious in
juxtaposition with the Other. The very possibility of exercising freedom in activity, which Fichte
equates with personhood, is defined by social relations. While a view of human individuals as

social by nature is rather common, less common is the absence of moral considerations in the



“relation of right”, which individuals enter by mutually recognizing each other as rational
human beings. In Kant moral behaviour (i.e. exercising one’s freedom to the point, where it
does not interfere with the Other's right to do the same) is rational, since ultimately only such
behaviour allows for prolonged peaceful co-existence and development — the same belief was
expressed much later by Marx in his famous formula. Also, Kant seems to reconcile himself to
the fact that a peaceful condition is produced by a series of violent wars, — and that the final
peace in his scheme can be established only after a war on an enormous scale. Fichte, on the
contrary, intends to secure peace from the very moment his rational state becomes possible. In
his view, made clear on several occasions in “The Closed Commercial State”, no one should just
depend on the good will of others: morals as such are too weak a constraint (or too weak a
motivation) to secure “proper” behaviour of individuals. Fichte's “rational state” emerges at the
point, where citizens vest coercive powers in the state in order to make it one side of the
protective contract. The state is conceived as a force, protecting citizens from each other, a
Hobbesian Leviathan.

Ideas of, to use later term, the Police State, preventing bellum omnium contra omnes
were not particularly new to political philosophy. What adds a new dimension to Fichte’s
philosophy of state and makes this state at least very close to totalising, is the positive part of
the program, rooted in Fichte’s concept of the property as a universal right (to live pleasantly
by one's labor) and not the possession of material objects or values. This entails, of course, the
existence of the guarantor of such right, a state. Formally speaking, this state, as well as, say,
the Lockean, is vested with the political power of making laws “for the Regulating and
Preserving of Property, and of employing the force of the Community, in the Execution of such
Laws” (Locke 1982: 2). Yet, the mandate of the state, which is obliged to guarantee permanent
full employment, a stable standard of living, allowing for the “free development of all” and a

firm measure of relative equality in terms of distributive justice to enable social peace, is



necessarily immeasurably more vast than the one that Lockean state holds. It includes the
state’s right to allocate and re-allocate resources, including what would be considered
“property” in a more traditional sense of word; right to limit the consumption and more
generally, define such consumption, for example by imposing ban on imports or on luxuries; the
right to limit activities of the citizens, such as selling the fruits of their labour for the price they
themselves consider fair, or the right to travel abroad for pleasure. What is at stake is the
security of a stable balance within a very complex dynamic system. Securing such a balance is a
task of an enormous complexity, which indulges the state’s intervention even in the very
sphere of activity which this state was created to protect: if there’s a surplus of the labor force,
for example in agriculture, a citizen can be reassigned to industrial labor even if he or she has
chosen otherwise. Thus Fichte’s concept of property, entailing the broadest possible mandate
of the state, is the second crucial point of his divergence from Kant.

Within the political philosophy of Wissenschaftslehre, the state not only protects people
from each other and facilitates the implementation of a positive political/economic program,
but is also vitally important for the sustentation of the created order, which is unsustainable by
itself. A state, so conceived, is essentially a secular twin of the “allwise Spirit, that fashions,
regulates, and sustains the whole system of being”, (Berkeley 1999: 93, emphasis in the
original). However, unlike such an “allwise Spirit” or, for that matter, Kant’s Nature, Fichte’s
state dwells not in the extramundane, but in this world and therefore is necessarily spatial, or
to be more precise, territorial.

Kant’s embrace of cosmopolitanism and Fichte’s refutation of it constitute a rupture,
which is of particular interest for this research since this rupture eventually divides the two very
different modes of utopian thinking, — utopianism of the social process, temporal by nature
and utopianism of the spatial order. Both Kant’s essay “Toward Perpetual Peace” and “The

Closed Commercial state” of Fichte can be seen as utopian, since each of them undoubtedly



presents a complex vision of the desired future condition, which is vastly different from the
present one and since both can be described in Jameson’s words as a “meditation on radical
difference, radical otherness, and on the systemic nature of the social totality”. The appearance
of these two texts manifests a divergence point in Enlightenment thinking: they are
foundational for the two different kinds of utopianism, both of which shaped many political and
social practices for more than a century. The cosmopolitan ideal is rooted in the concepts of
Natural Law and natural rights, vital for the Enlightenment, particularly in the form of 18"
century republicanism, which gave birth to the notion of the “rights of man”, inherent in human
nature and not liable to the demands of positive law. American and French republics gave this
newborn universalism its political form. The developments in France very soon revealed the
intrinsic contradiction of this cosmopolitanism, logically derived from universalist philosophy —
and the practice of revolutionary wars. Once these wars had started, it was decided very soon
that civil rights in particular are as such granted by the nation and that government itself, which
is, according to the most radical 1793 alteration of the French revolutionary constitution,
“instituted to insure to man the free use of his natural and inalienable rights” (Lieber 1883: 532)
is instituted by, once again, the nation. Kant’s account of cosmopolitanism was in fact intended
to resolve the contradiction between the cosmopolitan nature of universalism and the political
framework of a sovereign nation.

Paradoxically, Fichte’s ambitious project of autarky pursued the same objective. While
Kant understood universalism in accordance with its nature as an all-embracing totality, which
had to include the whole of humanity, Fichte, arguably, has made a sophisticated and abrupt
move by assuming that this totality is achievable and its parts are no less total than its entirety
in cases where these parts are fully separated and isolated from each other. This separate part
preserves its totality as the absence of links to anything external, and makes the external

virtually non-existent. While the above concept of achievable totality as such can’t be found in



Fichte, it appears to be a plausible explication of the logic behind his development of political
philosophy. Should one proceed with this logic further, it would be quite justifiable to suggest
that the assembly of the isolated states ensures peace more effectively than any federation of
states or even a world state: the fewer links exist in the system, the less is its level of
complexity and the volume of interactions within it. The less the volume of interactions, the
less likely these interactions are to run out of control.

In Fichte the desired universalist future assumes a comprehensible — and territorial —
form of a single state, which would hardly emerge in the full-scale cosmopolitan totality any
time soon, since states and countries move, — presumably along the path of progress, — at
different paces. This last concept was certainly well understood by Fiche, in whose
condemnation of sins committed by international trade, special attention is paid to the sin of
creating, enabling and even enforcing uneven development, — despite the fact that this
particular term was only coined more than a century later. Whereas Kant believes that free
trade between states is a powerful motive for peaceful co-existence despite the ambiguous
nature of the free market and more generally, “possessive individualism”, thus considering its
net effect positive, Fichte rejects free trade. He does so not just in search of the best possible
way to secure international peace: negation of free trade comes, in fact, at a much earlier
point. Fichte's choice of autarky is to a far greater extent influenced by internal policy issues.

What is really significant for his argument is the immediate threat which free trade
poses for the precious stability of the rational state. Accordingly, he believes that the
abandonment of foreign trade as such should eliminate the motive for wars. But this
development, from which the whole human species would presumably benefit, seems no more
than a benign, albeit once again, unintended consequence of the rational order within the
closed state, — the order, established by and large with other immediate goals in mind.

Somehow, if the states could enter the similar sequence of contracts that citizens of Fichte’s



rational state enter, it could as well do eternal global peace a good turn. We can only speculate
as to why Fichte never considered such a possibility. Maybe he apprehended the limitations to
his model: “The Closed Commercial State” describes a largely pre-industrial, agrarian economy
and was probably indeed conceived, as Marianne Weber suggests, with the image of the walled

medieval town and its guild system in mind.*®

Another possibility is that Fichte was, at the time
of writing “The Closed Commercial State”, already considering the idea of a community, even if
not yet “national” in the full sense of the word, destined to show the right path to other
peoples of the world. His vision of the German nation as such a community would be vigorously
put forward and substantiated eight years after the publication of “The Closed Commercial
State” in the “Addresses to the German Nation”. It would also later develop into a viable and
powerful German nationalism, of which Fichte is to this day considered a founding father. But

probably most remarkably, this messianic particularism will earn itself a place within a broadly

conceived socialist tradition, — and not just in Germany.

4. From the Closed Commercial State to the Isolated Socialist State

Fichte’s project of 1800, elaborated upon in “The Closed Commercial State” is still
inclusive; it doesn’t speak of the German nation or nation as such, though the author’s silent
implications are evident in some of the footnotes (e.g. when Fichte speaks of the possibility of
substituting imported cotton by domestically grown product). It’s only during the French
occupation that he turns to what we now call nationalism, claiming the superiority of German
language and German national spirit.

The preterition, characteristic for “The Closed Commercial State”, which never mentions

any particular state, though Fichte obviously conceived it having Germany in mind, is observed

165 The concept of guilds turned out to be of a considerable vitality and managed to gain another lease of life in the

20™ century in the form of the “guild socialism” movement and was quite alive (albeit not very successful) for two
solid decades after Fabian socialist and architect Arthur Penty has published his “Restoration of the Gild System”
(1906).



also in another German text, which was written some eighty years after Fichte’s treatise, but
unlike it, was for some time almost completely (except for its title) forgotten, notwithstanding
the fact that it was destined to play at some point an extremely important role in history. This
text was written by Bavarian social democrat Georg von Vollmar in 1878 and published first
same year in Zurich under the title “The Isolated Socialist State: A socioeconomic Study”'®®.
Next year the text was republished by the socialist “Jahrbuch fir Sozialwissenschaft und
Sozialpolitik”, which helped the “Isolated Socialist State” to achieve considerably wider (though
still somewhat limited) readership.

Georg von Vollmar was born in 1850 in Veltheim near Munich into the family of Anton
Edler und Ritter von Vollmar auf Veltheim, a registrar, and Karoline (Loibl) von Vollmar. He
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attended the Catholic Benedictine grammar school of St. Stefan in Augsburg, 1859-65.
1865 Vollmar enlisted in the Bavarian army as an officer and gained some combat experience in
1866, in course of the Austro-Prussian war, attended the University of Munich as a non-credit
student in 1866-1867, and then entered the Papal Guard in Rome in 1868, but once again, not
for long. In 1869 Vollmar spent some time as a student at the Polytechnic in Munich, joining the
Bavarian civil service only a year later as the transport department officer. In this capacity he
took part (this time as a civilian) in the Franco-Prussian war and was severely wounded (or,
according to some sources, injured in a railway accident) in 1871: Vollmar could barely walk
without crutches and in the later period of his life; particularly after 1896, his mobility was

constantly deteriorating. In 1872 he was granted a military pension, and later that same year

joined the social democratic movement and moved to Miesbach. In 1877 Vollmar has accepted

168 “Der isolierte sozialistische Staat: eine sozialékonomische Studie” (Vollmar 1878). No English translation exists
at the moment of writing. I've consulted original German text and anonymous (though published) Russian
translation (Fol'mar 1995).

%7 Vollmar probably failed to graduate. School certificates demonstrate his grades steadily growing worse in
course of six years and there are no certificates dated later than 1865, when he entered the Bavarian army.
However, Vollmar is mentioned as a graduate of 1869 in the “St. Stephan in Augsburg schoolfellows’ aloum for
1829-1892" as a “writer” (Hofmann 2018: 14).



the long-awaited offer from the SpD*®

to take over the management of a small party press in
Dresden, “Dresdner Volkszeitung”. This was the starting point of his long and remarkable career
as a social democrat politician, — and though particularities of his rich biography are mostly out
of the scope of this work, it’s probably worth citing basic facts: in 1883 Vollmar was elected to
the Saxon Landtag with the Socialist Workers' Party ticket and held the office until 1889. Since
1890, a year when the Socialist Laws, aimed against SPD, were abandoned, Vollmar, who was
previously known as a proponent of radical revolutionary tactics, made a U-turn to act as one of
the most strong and consistent voices for the reformist wing of the Party. His reformist
program was presented in the so-called Eldorado speeches, denouncing the Party’s
revolutionary expectations and requiring active involvement in overt parliamentary struggle. In
1884 he married Julia Kjellberg, daughter of a Swedish businessman and student of the Russian
mathematician Sofiya Kovalevskaya, Vollmar’s close friend. The second marriage proved to be
happy and was only ended by Vollmar’s death in 1922. Julia outlived her husband by one year.
In 1893 Vollmar was once again elected with the SPD ticket — this time as a member of
Bavarian Landtag and held the office until 1918. In years preceding the World War he was the
undisputed SPD leader in Bavaria, where Vollmar strived to implement the reformist agrarian
program, supported the local government in 1894 by convincing his party comrades to vote for
the budget, and put in place progressive electoral reforms. In 1890-1918 Vollmar also served as
SPD member of the Reichstag, supporting democratization of the political system, development
of welfare and changes in legislation, suggesting the ministerial responsibility to Reichstag. In
1914 Vollmar supported the war effort and was consequently condemned by the left wing of

the Party. He retired from politics after the war to spend the last four years of his life at home,

198 sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands, Social-Democratic Party of Germany. In fact, it was known as the

Socialist Workers' Party of Germany (SAPD) until 1890, when this name was changed to the SPD. Several other
names were also used at different times in course of the party’s history, but I'll use the abbreviation SPD
hereinafter to avoid confusion except once. The last will be explicitly defined.



since at that point he has almost lost mobility. Vollmar died in June 1922 in his country house at
the Walchensee lake in Bavaria™®.

The start of Vollmar's political career concurred with the beginning of a particularly hard
period in the history of the German left: in 1878 Reichstag had adopted the first of the
Sozialistengesetze or, Socialist Laws. This legislation, favoured by Otto von Bismarck, Imperial
Chancellor of the recently established German Empire, was passed after two failed attempts on
the life of Kaiser Wilhelm I. Both assassins were to various degrees affiliated or thought to be
affiliated with SPD, and the Socialist Laws were intended to undermine the political power of
German social democrats, who were quickly gaining momentum almost everywhere in the
country. It was under these laws that Vollmar was convicted for one year of imprisonment for
his various activities as a member of the party in 1878, — “The Isolated Socialist State” was
written in prison.

After his release, Vollmar was expelled from Dresden and, shortly after, from Germany
and headed to Zurich, where he got a job at the University, — and managed to publish his study
shortly after arrival. In this text, Vollmar elaborated on the possibility of the successful socialist
revolution in only one state as opposed to somewhat more popular assumption that such an
event would inevitably spread to all industrialized European countries, the United States and
probably, in the best case scenario of “the world revolution”, in some of the most developed
British dominions. There was no clear answer to the question as to what would happen in the
underdeveloped Asian countries as well as in colonies — at least among German socialists, who
held various, sometimes even opposite views on the subject. In the case that the events would
take a less favorable turn, at least successful revolution in several European countries was

expected.

1% See Lane (1995) for details. Vollmar's full-length biography can be found in Jansen (1958). For details on

friendship between Vollmar and Kovalevskaya as well as for English translation of her 1882 letter to Vollmar see
Audin (2011); several fragments from Kovalevskaya’s letters to Vollmar were published in Shtraikh (1935).



Vollmar was the first to articulate the possibility of the emergence of the isolated
socialist state and to inquire into the possible outcomes of such a scenario. Nevertheless, “The
isolated socialist state” failed to spark any noticeable debate within the party. On one level, the
almost absence of reaction on the part of his fellow SPD members looks remarkable. On
another, it must be kept in mind that the SPD was at the moment understandably busy
developing a strategy for its new situation. But the main reason for such indifference was more
deep-rooted. Even if the scenario, considered by Vollmar was not the subject of vigorous
debates at the parteitags, Engels’s claim that the successful socialist revolution would
inevitably be the world revolution, wasn’t particularly popular within the SPD. Such a poor
response to the text, challenging, one would think, one of the bedrock Marxist principles and as
we’ll see shortly, to some extent even internationalism itself, demands an explanation, and this

can be found in the peculiar history of the SPD.

It is widely assumed that though the positions of German social democrats were not
always congruent with those of Marx and Engels, their overall influence on the party was far
greater than any other. That said, the party ideology often deviated from classical Marxism to
varying degrees, depending on the particular historical period. The key figure here is Ferdinand
Lassalle, one of the prominent German Socialist thinkers, who had a particularly powerful and
sustained impact on the ideological positions of the party and thus on its policies. Lassalle stood
at the origins of the German Social Democracy itself. Moreover, due to his ideological and

political heritage the party had not only survived 12 years under the Socialist Laws but enjoyed



170 Breslau-born son of a German-Jewish silk

steady growth in numbers and political influence.
merchant, Lassalle rejected the business career his father wanted him to pursue. Having begun
his education at the age of 15 at the business school in Leipzig, he left it a year later to continue
his studies in the Universities of Breslau and then Berlin (Brandes 1911: 13). In Berlin Lassalle
first grew interested in Hegel to become later a devoted adept of Hegelianism, which remained
one of the main influences on his political and philosophical views until the end of his short, —
he died at the age of 39 — but eventful life.!”*

While Hegel was Lassalle’s first love in philosophy and Hegelianism never ceased to
provide a theoretical frame for his political thought, his last and most passionate philosophical
love relationship was the one with Fichte. It’s not possible here discuss Lassalle's ideological
evolution and political activities in detail, but it is important to mention that at the early stages
of his political career he was a proponent of radical revolutionary tactics and after the Prussian
government had dissolved the National Assembly in November 1848, published the address to
its members authored by him on behalf of the Disseldorf militiamen. The address led to
Lassalle’s imprisonment and later conviction on charges of “calling for resistance to the
officials”. He served only six months (Dawson 1888: 120-21), but kept clear of political activities
ever since, though maintaining contacts with prominent figures of the German socialist
movement, including Marx and Karl Rodbertus-Jagetzow, political economist and remarkable
proponent of the “state socialism”. In 1862 Lassalle wrote a pamphlet, known as the “Workers

Program”. The whole run was arrested by the police and Lassalle was once again indicted, this

time for “jeopardizing public peace”. After paying a fine, he embarked on a career as a political

®The SPD has won 19.7% of the votes in the 1890 federal election, which made it the strongest party in the

country. Since the legislation was specifically tailored to limit the party’s influence, it took another 22 years for it to
win 35% in the federal election of 1912 and subsequently form the majority in the Reichstag (Reschke et al. 2013:
37-39)
L A rather detailed popular account of Lassalle’s life can be found in Klassen (1896) and Footman (1946). For
Lassalle’s political biography in the context of the history of German socialism, see Dawson (1888) and Suvorov
(1997)



agitator, traveling about the country. It was during one of his tours, when he gave his famous
speech, praising Fichte and particularly his “Addresses to the German Nation”.”? The text
glorifies the greatness of the German national spirit, which, unlike those of other nations,
including the French and English, gives birth to at least one ingenious thinker in each and every
generation: it’s these thinkers who “keep alive the sacred fire of Vesta — or metaphysics, —
which, despite its metaphysical, numinous nature, is inextricably entwined with the earthly
destiny of our nation” (Lassal' 1906: 23). In his other pamphlet on Fichte, “Fichte’s Political

7173 \written a year earlier, Lassalle invokes both the ardent

Legacy and the Immediate Present
republicanism of young Fichte and his later passionate praise of the Germans as Urvolk, true
nation and weaponises this highly flammable mixture to agitate for his vision of German
Unification, which is, according to Lassalle, a vital necessity, — but can only become possible,
meaningful and successful if Germany adopts republican government as a result. The
arguments he used to substantiate his claim once again do not sound particularly socialist, or,
for that matter, leftist. To cite just one example, it’s the Germans, who, “in the eternal plan of
the Universe, are called upon to represent a true kingdom of right, a kingdom of freedom,
founded upon the equality of all that bear the face of man.”” (quoted after Bernstein 1893: 65).

Lassalle's vision of socialism was different from that of Marx and Engels. The first of the
pillars of Lassalle’s later doctrine was the outright refusal of violence. His dramatic turn from
earlier positive attitudes to the armed revolutionary struggle resulted from the deeply

traumatizing experience of 1848 and was met with almost universal public approval. The other

pillar was statism, — in the words of Carlton Hayes, “under the spell of Fichte and Hegel,

2 The speech was published under the title “Die Philosophie Fichte's und die Bedeutung des deutschen

Volksgeistes” (Lassalle 1862) (Fichte’s philosophy and the significance of the German national spirit) and was,
among Lassalle’s other works, published in a Russian translation in the three-volume set of Lassalle’s collected
works (Lassal' 1906: 5-73). Quite remarkably, as of 2018 this set still remains the most representative corpus of
Lassalle’s Russian translations: his post-revolutionary bibliography includes hardly six titles, two of them published
abroad.

'7 Fichte's politisches VermachtniB und die neueste Gegenwart (Lassalle 1877)



[Lassalle] held in common with Marx and Engels that historical evolution (Entwicklung) is
gradual and is determined by changing economic conditions, but, truer to Hegel and Fichte than
Marx and Engels had been, he extolled the State as an eternal, unchanging concept, an end in
itself” (Hayes 1917: 66). Lassalle was a staunch proponent of state socialism and clearly
disapproved of laissez-faire and market competition. These views are quite straightforwardly
expressed, for example, in the treatise “Herr Bastiat-Schulze von Delich, the Economic Julian or,
Capital and Labour”. In this text Lassalle claims, among other things, that the state that imposes
limits on the freedom of competition is the only institution standing between the worker and
the bourgeoisie, who strives for the complete elimination of the state. Once there’s no state,
workers will be completely deprived of any human attributes and reduced to the status of mere
production force (Lassal' 1906: 178-81).

Moreover, in the “Workers' Program”, a speech, given in 1861 and later published as a
pamphlet, which became a foundational document of Lassalle’s General German Workers
Association, he expresses his views of state, quoting philosopher and Hellenist August Bockh:
“the concept of State should be enlarged to the extent practicable, since the State shall be the
institution in which the whole virtue of mankind shall realize itself” (Lassal' 1921: 46). In the
same text, Lassalle describes the role of the State very much in the spirit (if not letter) of Fichte,
claiming that purpose of the State is a far cry from merely protecting the personal freedom and
property of the individual. The State’s duty “is a positive development and gradual perfection of
mankind or, in other words — the fulfilment of human purpose, being culture [...]. The State
exists in order to cultivate mankind and upbring it to freedom” (lbid: 47-8). This claim is at least
as much Hegelian as it is Fichtean: the ultimate purpose of Fichte’s “rational state” is also to
provide conditions for the self-realization of individuals and, eventually, humankind as such.

Finally, the third pillar of Lassalle’s teaching is his firm commitment to democracy. For

Lassalle, any kind of social change (for example productive cooperative societies, of which he



was a fervent advocate) was possible only via state assistance, including financial aid. This, in
turn, could give a fair chance to the sole condition: that the proletariat should become a
tangible political force, exercising direct influence on the decision-making process. Refusal of
revolutionary violence meant that the only way to achieve sufficient influence on state policies
lay through elections. Consequently, the General German Workers Association had one of the
shortest political programs in history, namely, demand for universal (male) suffrage. This third
pillar — a commitment to the political democracy, albeit driven by tactical concerns, — is
essential, since its presence makes the Lassallean program Fichtean, rather than Hegelian.
Indeed, Hegel favours some sort of hereditary constitutional monarchy, within which one
elected body exists, but with the lion’s share of power and authority still belonging to the
sovereign and unelected government (Hegel and Dyde 1896: 277-82). Fichte, on the contrary,
never ceases to be a republican, though sometimes by self-definition only and despite his
rejection of the separation of powers principle in Montesquieu's sense.'”* Refusal of violence
and republicanism, unreserved quasi-religious statism and strict disapproval of the free trade
accompanied by German exceptionalism, — combined, these beliefs take on a very distinct
Fichtean form.

Lassalle was one of many German economists, government officials and politicians from
the various parts of the political spectrum to see the state as a preferable agency of the future
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transfer to a more just society.””” However, Lassalle’s state socialism turned out to be much

7% Instead, Fichte suggests establishment of the “Ephorate”, a political institution which exists for the sole purpose

of exercising control over other parts of the body politic, formed via election process from the “most trusted”
citizens. Such an ephorate is, according to Fichte, an essential part of any political system. He doesn’t go into much
detail but notes that it “is completely different from the ephorate in the Spartan constitution, from the state
inquisition of Venice, and the like. The people’s tribunes in the Roman republic bear the closest resemblance to the
ephorate discussed here.” (Fichte 2000: 151)

7> Leaving social democrats with a party affiliation aside, at least one remarkable figure on the left should be
mentioned, namely Karl Rodbertus-Jagetzow, popular economist and socialist of the conservative (organicist)
school. In terms of later followers, Lassalean ideas lay behind the foundation of the so-called Kathedersozialismus,
a movement rather conservative than revolutionary in nature, institutionalised in the form of the Social Policy
Association (Der Verein fiir Socialpolitik), with which Verner Sombart, Adolph Wagner, Gustav von Schmoller, Lujo



more than just a theory. In May 1863 Lassalle initiated the creation of the General German

177 soon after the

Workers Association'’® which became the very first German socialist party.
establishment of the Association, a secret message was delivered to Lassalle from Bismarck,
who was seeking direct contact with the most influential socialist in the country — in fact, he
had already been doing so for some time at this point. However, Bismarck wanted Lassalle to
make the first move. Finally, in 1863 Bismarck gave up and wrote a letter, delivered by his
secretary. The two politicians managed to cut a deal: Lassalle agreed to consult Bismarck on
social and economic policies in exchange for a promise to implement universal suffrage. Since
then Lassalle became Bismarck’s informal secret advisor'’® and the two met on a regular basis
(Klassen 1896: 134-40). This cooperation was interrupted by Lassalle's death in August 1864.
Nevertheless, the set of policies, which later became known as Bismarck’s Staatssozialismus

7% Those included active

was based largely on measures suggested by Lassalle in 1863-1864.
social welfare policies, particularly the introduction of a progressive insurance system, which,
among other types of insurance, featured a prototypical pension system. Legislation aimed to
protect labour, was also introduced. In some sense, the Socialist Laws initiated by Bismarck,
were meant more to secure the state monopoly over socialist policies than to suppress
socialism as such. The Imperial Chancellor also kept to his end of the deal: universal suffrage for

the male section of the nation, first introduced in 1867 by the North German Federation, was

sustained in the constitution of its successor, the German Empire, inaugurated in 1871.

Brentano as well as other prominent German economists and political theoreticians were affiliated at different
times.

176 Allgemeiner Deutscher Arbeiterverein (ADAV)

Formally, the ADAV’s only openly stated political goal (universal suffrage) hardly amounts to a socialist political
program (“universal” is of course not quite a precise word here since it refers to male suffrage). Nevertheless, it
was the 150th anniversary of the ADAV that was celebrated in Germany in 2013 as 150" anniversary of SPD: it is
recognized officially that the party was born not when Liebknecht, Bebel and other “Eisenachers” founded the
Marxist Social Democratic Workers' Party of Germany and not at the moment of the unification, but in 1863, year
of the ADAV’s foundation

178 Though many German socialists, including Marx and Engels who never endorsed ADAV, developed hunches
about this unlikely alliance, Lassalle’s connections to Bismarck were proved only in 1878 by August Bebel.

7% See Dawson (1890) for the detailed account of the socialist elements in Bismarck policies.
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The German SPD was created in 1875 by the unification of the Lassallean ADAV and
predominantly Marxist SDAP, founded by August Bebel and Wilhelm Liebknecht in 1869, five
years after Lassalle's death. Remarkably, the unification of the SDAP and ADAV, which
happened at the Gotha Congress, which thus was the first Congress of SPD, involved 15 000
Lassalleans merging into one political entity with just 9 000 Marxists. Moreover, the SDAP at
that moment has already accommodated quite a number of former ADAV members, who had
left the Lassallean party due to their disagreement in relation to the former ADAV leadership’s
policies towards trade unions. All told, differences in the attitudes towards the perspective of
“small Germany” were, at the point of merger, probably more pronounced, than any ideological
disagreement: Marx had a good reason to be furious about the Gotha Program. As a result,
given the ADAV's longer history and tangible political achievements and thanks in no small part
to Lassalle’s posthumous cult among German social democrats,**’Lassalleans were destined to
remain by far the most influential, albeit informal, faction of the SPD for decades to come.

In terms of ideology the most noticeable differences between the two constituent parts
of the German social democracy were to be found in relation to cosmopolitanism/nationalism
and in attitudes to the state. The “Marxist” part of the party was distinctly less statist and more
cosmopolitan. Significantly, Lassallians as well as on various occasions Karl Rodbertus, Eugen
Dihring, and later Eduard Bernstein, were never scared of the isolated socialist state
perspective. Moreover, while many prominent figures within SPD were, to various degrees, in
favour of the isolated socialist state, only August Bebel and Wilhelm Liebknecht were firmly
opposed to it from the very beginning. The existence of a whole range of different positions

within the party never blocked the decision-making process, though at times it certainly

180 5ee Bonnell (2008) and Dawson (1888: 219-33). Bonnell, particularly, shows that what he calls “Lassalle’s cult”

outlived unification of the ADAV and SAPD, Socialist Laws period from 1878 to 1890 and even the adoption of the
definitive Marxist stand of the Erfurt Programme in 1891.



obstructed it. Yet, every time some kind of compromise formula could be worked out and some
common stand taken.'®

We can summarise our discussion of the attitudes to the isolated socialist state concept
within German Social Democracy as follows: a peculiar dynamics is present in the overall
evolutionary process through which German Social Democracy was going during the last
quarter of the 19" century and later in 1900-1914. Particularly, as van Ree points out (Van Ree
2010a: 145), early texts, considering the idea of the isolated socialist state, written in 1860s-
1870s treated such a development as an honourable and courageous choice on the part of the
country which would make it (preferably Germany). Later, in 1890s-1900s this concept was

integrated into the vision of Germany as a colonial empire.*®

In late 1870s, when the “Isolated Socialist State” was conceived and written, Vollmar
was equally influenced by Marx and Engels on the one side and by Lassalle and Dihring on the

other'®

(van Ree 2015: 88). After the abolition of the Socialist Laws in 1890, he adopted a
reformist stand, which naturally entailed a much more positive attitude towards state
socialism: gradual reformist tactics suggested a relatively high level of cooperation with the
existing state. In fact, his inclination to the more statist positions already shows in the “Isolated

Socialist State”, and in four years this tendency would become even more obvious in course of

the discussion, triggered by the Tobacco Monopoly, suggested by Bismarck. In 1880 “Der

! This is already very obvious in the Gotha program, adopted by the newborn SPD as the first document of the

unified party. Its Lassallean provisions infuriated Marx: ten years later, Engels had to edit the text of Marx’s letter,
known as the “Critique of the Gotha program”; he had to omit “a few sharp personal expressions and judgments”
and replace them by dots or, in those cases when it was impossible, he had to choose “milder expressions” Marx
and Engels (1970: 13-14).

182 Besides Van Ree (2010a), see also Armstrong (1942) and Maehl (1952).

183 Though formally he was initially engaged with Eisenachers, particularly with Bebel.



Sozialdemokrat”, coming as close as possible to the status of the official party press, and edited
by Vollmar, fully endorsed the proposed Tobacco monopoly on the grounds that it was a threat
to the bourgeoisie. It's not clear if Vollmar wrote these articles, but they couldn't have been
published without his direct authorization. A year later, after the legislation on the Industrial
Accidents Insurance was proposed, Liebknecht himself claimed that socialists must not
interfere with Bismarck, who “may move further toward our goals — on this course we march
together.” (quoted after Lidtke 2008: 213). All this is to say that even for the presumably
“Marxist” wing of the party Bismarck's social and even economic policies presented a
considerable theoretical problem. The Party’s inclination towards statism was noticeable even
under the Socialist laws and only grew stronger after 1890. This crisis had probably a higher
impact on Vollmar who was not really a Marxist, than on other Eisenachers. As a result, he put
some effort into framing what he presumably saw as a centrist position on the subject of the
isolated socialist state. At the same time, his text demonstrates the author’s awareness not
only of the Lassallean approaches but most likely also of Fichte’s “The Closed Commercial
State”. On more than one occasion, Vollmar draws on Fichte's ideas, though never refers to his
writings openly.

The titles of the two texts are structurally similar. In both cases the (first) title starts with
nearly synonymic “geschlossene”/”isoliert”,'®*, and ends with “staat”, which is in both cases
defined by an adjective. The second title (subtitle) in both cases defines the genre of what
follows, namely “a philosophical sketch” in Fichte and “an economic study” in Vollmar’s case.

“The Isolated Socialist State” starts with a question: “has socialism necessarily to come to

power in the whole civilized world, in all developed nations in order to effectuate its

184 The difference is rather subtle, but significant. Fichte’s first choice of word implies absence of the external

subject, meaning that his commercial state closed itself. On the contrary, the adjective, chosen by Vollmar, points
to the condition imposed by external action. Isolation is involuntary, i.e. it’s not a condition adopted by choice.



economical intents or, a separate socialist state is possible and viable?”*® (Fol'mar 1995: 63).
Vollmar’s preliminary answer is that the emergence of the separate socialist state or socialist
transformation in just a few states is entirely possible, and moreover, he believes that “the
existence and proliferation” of such states won’t be in any serious jeopardy. Then Vollmar
invokes the complexity of the historical process, manifested particularly in the fact that the
theory predicts the most developed economy to be the one most ripe for socialism, while in
reality, a rather long way lies ahead for the more developed England, while in the less
developed Germany socialism has already gained significant political power and become a
threat to “the old society”. In Vollmar’s opinion, although economy largely defines history,
other factors, including political, legal and religious as well as racial and personal are also in
play. Personal differences are particularly important, since the role of the individual in history is
often overlooked.

Vollmar argues that in some backward countries socialism is such a remote prospect
that it’s unreasonable to wait until they catch up with the rest. It's better for them to wait than
to try to implement socialism under inappropriate conditions, while others have to proceed.
Consequently, chances for a simultaneous socialist transformation all over the world are
negligible, while a successful revolution in just two or three countries is more likely. According
to Vollmar, the best case scenario would be simultaneous revolutionary victories in two
developed countries, “for example in France and Germany (including German parts of Austria)”
(ibid: 65). However, while such a turn of events is preferable, it’s less likely than the emergence
of a single socialist state. Assuming such a state has already appeared on the world map, it has
now to develop in accordance with socialist principles and at the same time it has to find such a
position within the international system that would eventually allow its antagonism towards

the rest of the world to be resolved in its favour. Vollmar warns against giving in to temptation,

18 Since I've mainly used the translation, only occasionally consulting German text, the Russian 1995 publication is

mostly cited in this section.



of total abolition and confiscation of private property followed by a replacement of the “private
production anarchy by the systematically planned collective production” (lbid). Instead of this
“easiest and the most natural immediate step”, he argues for gradual development and
suggests a package of measures in many aspects similar to the later Bolsheviks practices,
though in most part less radical.

According to Vollmar, only where the concentration of production is high should private
property should be confiscated immediately. As agriculture, due to the possibility of the
commercial blockade, is a priority for the isolated socialist state, Vollmar suggests that, at least
in the countries where lands are distributed among multiple small households (i.e.
concentration is low), as in France and Germany, the state only should confiscate land which
are public property anyway, namely state, crown, and church lands as well as the commons and
some other minor plots. The property of the households should remain with them since
confiscation can only turn the peasantry into the enemy of socialism. At the same time, strict
rules in regards to cultures to be grown, seeds to be used and techniques of processing the
harvest will be imposed on private as well as state producers. Agricultural districts are to be
established for the purposes of management and control. If particular land-owners fail to
comply with the limitations and rules, private property has to be confiscated (as well as the
property of the traitors and émigré land-owners). The state should sell its production on a firm-
price basis and since it is the largest producer, market prices would be defined by whatever
prices are established by the state. Therefore Introduction of a price-tag economy becomes
unnecessary. As a result of such measures private property will lose its attractiveness, and land-
owners by and large will voluntarily waive their land property rights, all the more so as the state
will pay these former land-owners a considerable, though fair lifetime rent, enough for a
decent living. Only one generation of immediate former owners are entitled to such

compensation. A few will choose the life of rentier, while the majority of others, resentful of



the very idea of the income not earned and willing to continue working, will be able to do so as
state employees. Vollmar is reluctant to provide too many details but suggests that the
transitional period will look similar in terms of industrial property as well.

Capital in any form, however, should be confiscated immediately. Vollmar insists that
“the abolition of the metal money, the world money, to which the trade, or rather the
exploitation of labour through trade is inseparably linked, is an indispensable prerequisite of
the socialist organization of our state; the present money of our state from now on becomes
merely a metal, of which the owner can make tools or objects of art, and will cease to be a legal
tender with which the owner can at any moment acquire any pleasure”. Apparently, Vollmar
doesn’t suggest confiscation of silver and gold. Such leniency towards those displeased by the

new order is in full compliance with Fichte’s view of the subject:

We would at most have cause to fear a considerable amount of emigration in
the beginning, from people to whom the new order, which alone is true order,
appears burdensome, oppressive, and pedantic. The state will lose nothing with
the loss of their persons. The money withdrawn from the government through
their emigration would not be considerable in relation to the whole. They will
only be able to collect as much money as they had available as cash at the
moment of the conversion of the currency. The government, however, collects
what is in everyone’s hands, and since the émigrés are in the minority, their
money is by far the least part of what is available.—They will be limited, as |
have said, to the cash that they actually had at hand, since they should not be
allowed, after the conversion of the currency, to sell their produce or their
lands and then withdraw from the government its value in world currency. The
government will know if something of this sort has happened from its trade
books, and the yield from such a sale will not be exchanged. At most they could
have the interest on this sent abroad for the duration of their lives. (Fichte
2012: 192-93)

Earlier Vollmar suggests the confiscation of all property as well as all traded securities, including
obligatory bills and promissory notes, in which case émigrés can potentially only take precious
metals and jewellery, which is equivalent to Fichte’s “cash”: even if there was some amount of

money, issued by the new government, in one’s possession, it couldn’t be spent abroad.



Vollmar’s verdict echoes the above fragment from Fichte, though his word choice is a bit more
straightforward:
Those who have metal money in their possession can turn it into goods or
services following one of the two paths: they can either give up their money to
the state which has to make payments to the foreign countries — and get their
compensatory rent in exchange or, they can just get out of the country with
their money-bags. Our state has no reason to hinder them from doing so: the
fewer layabouts, the better. It remains to be seen, by the way, for how long
they will manage to linger on there. (Fol'mar 1995: 68)

Not only Vollmar does reformulate (and simplify) Fichte but he also uses — more than
once — a very distinct word, revealing the same underlying textual source. It's the term
Weltgeld(es), the same that Fichte used to designate precious metals, used in foreign trade. In
Fichte's work this word is justified by the juxtaposition of Weltgeld and Landesgeld, — but the
second term is absent from Vollmar’s text. This word is very rare in Marx and literally non-
existent in the 12 volumes of Lassalle’s “Collected Speeches and Writings”. Tellingly, the very

718 of the socialist organization of the state, namely the

“indispensable prerequisite
abolishment of metal money, emerges somewhat unexpectedly — and soon disappears back
into thin air. No provisions are made for the exchange of valuables for fiat currency, which is

present here in the form of “compensatory rent”*®’

only. That said, both Vollmar’s favourable
candidates for the position of the isolated socialist state, Germany, and France have already
introduced fiat money in 1871 and 1874 accordingly. Arguably, this makes Vollmar’s
knowledge, even if not particularly keen understanding of “The Closed Commercial State”,
quite clear. Fichte’s invisible presence becomes even more evident if one takes into
consideration the link between metal money and “exploitation of labour through trade”,

specifically emphasised by Vollmar. It would be an exaggeration to call this claim essentially

non-Marxist, but it’s still worth noting that Marx rather favoured than refuted free trade and on

188 “Notwendige Voraussetzung” Vollmar (1878)

187 Entschadigungsrente (Vollmar 1878: 19). Interestingly this prolonged form of compensation also appears in the
above cited fragment from «The closed Commmercial State”, though in the form of interest on the capital given up
to the new state.



several occasions even defended it from protectionism. In his view, while free trade was indeed
the instrument of exploitation, it was still better for the working class than its rival. In the
foreword to the 1888 English edition of Marx’s speech on free trade, Engels summarises Marx’s
position on the subject in the following words:
While recognizing that protection may still, under certain circumstances, for
instance in the Germany of 1847, be of advantage to the manufacturing
capitalists; while proving that Free Trade was not the panacea for all the evils
under which the working class suffered, and might even aggravate them; he
pronounces, ultimately and on principle, in favour of Free Trade. To him, Free
Trade is the normal condition of modern capitalistic production. Only under
Free Trade can the immense productive powers of steam, of electricity, of
machinery, be fully developed; and the quicker the pace of this development,

the sooner and the more fully will be realised its inevitable results [...]: a social
revolution... (Marx and Engels 1888: 6-7)

Taking this into account, Vollmar’s sudden attack on metal money in connection with the
refutation of free trade looks much more Fichtean (or, for that matter, Lassallean), than
Marxist.

Then Vollmar proceeds to the new economic order, claiming first that socialist
transformations will free a “colossal amount of workforce”; all those, who previously were,
“against their own wish, either inactive or acted in detriment of the society including full-time
servicemen, part of the bureaucracy, temporarily unemployed, etc.” (Fol'mar 1995: 69) This
additional workforce ensures that no shortages of necessary goods will follow the socialist
transition. Apparently, Vollmar envisions some problems with foreign trade, but those are more
likely to emerge in the long run. Particularly, he claims that “Germany [...] would very soon
work off the necessity to import yearly the amount of grain, flour and meat worth 100
million*® marks, since it would rationally cultivate vast areas, either cultivated improperly or
not cultivated at all at the moment [...] and would very soon become capable of producing

these commodities by itself.” (Ibid) However, full warranty could only be provided by the

188 10 million in Russian translation.



combination of the workforce growth with the regulation of consumption: the state should
eliminate “absolute anarchy, profiteering, and fraud [...] incompatible with socialist principles”
and establish its own trade facilities and thus drive private competitors from the market,
specifically by “selling goods both domestic and imported by [state] alone, at cost of
production”. This is only possible if private traders are completely deprived of the possibility of
buying goods at prices lower than those fixed by the state. Consequently, that requires the
socialist transformation of foreign trade.

The state should do the same for this industry as was already done for production and
consumption — to release foreign trade from the burden of arbitrariness, imposed on it by
private property. In Vollmar’s view, foreign trade is specific for two reasons. Firstly, the “old
exploitative economic system won't make way for the new one till trade provides it with
opportunities for profiteering” and secondly, the “nature of the foreign trade makes it
impossible to deprive it of the capabilities to damage common good, provided by private
ownership” (lbid: 70). Therefore, just as with capital, foreign trade including the entire
commercial fleet, should be confiscated immediately and transferred to collective ownership.
Vollmar argues that thanks to rational planning foreign trade monopoly will make the socialist
state the most wanted trade partner. Therefore it will be able soon to lay down its own terms
of trade, and moreover, to affect the whole world market significantly almost without being
affected by it in return. Doing business in foreign trade on one's own terms commonly implies
significant growth in profits, but Vollmar specifically points out that the socialist state, unlike
private entities, doesn’t pursue high profits.

Apparently, Vollmar, unlike Fichte’s does not envisage complete closure, but his
intentions to make the socialist state as self-sufficient as possible are evident. In his treatise,
Fichte considers three other model behaviours in relation to the world market apart from

closure. One of these options, condemned in “The Closed Commercial State” as immoral, is the



behaviour of a rich nation, which “produces, manufactures, and works far more, and far more
advantageously, to satisfy the accustomed needs of foreign countries than these work in return
to satisfy its needs, selling the results of its work for more money than the latter receive for
their work” (Fichte 2012: 148-49). According to Fichte, a “rich nation exchanges [its] surplus for
goods that it could do without, and compels the foreigner, who can scarcely pay for the bare
necessities, to work for its pleasure. The rich nation, in other words, unceasingly increases the
state of its intrinsic prosperity at the expense of the foreigner, whose condition becomes ever
more miserable” (lbid: 149). Vollmar describes a situation in a similar way. He argues that costs
of production in the socialist state will be lower than anywhere, and others would be only able
of competing by supplying goods of the same quality at lower prices. To be able to do that,
capitalist producers can take one of the three paths. First, they can slash capital gain. Second,
they can reduce the costs of production and third, they can slash wages. Slashing capital gain is,
according to Vollmar, not an option, since it doesn’t make sense for the capital. Reduction of
costs is “impossible since today’s technology doesn’t allow for the reduction of the material
component”. Hence, it is wages that should be slashed. However, this option is also
problematic, since due to the capitalist mode of production, workers are already pressed very
hard and “it’s very doubtful [...] that they will easily accept the further deterioration of their
condition, particularly with their brethren’s favourable position within the socialist society
constantly in sight. Besides, it’s unlikely that the socialist state will just passively watch such a
situation as it unfolds” (Fol'mar 1995: 71, empasis added). This can be rearticulated in a slightly
more straightforward manner: Vollmar consciously chooses the behaviour, condemned by
Fichte, because he sees an opportunity to weaponise it and bring the socialist transition in
other countries closer, even though at the expense of his own proletarian “brethren”. It’s this

approach that Bismarck has upbraided SPD for in his Reichstag speech on the Industrial



Insurance in March 1884.%%°

Marx, to be fair, implies much the same by his above mentioned
speech in defence of free trade.

Having dealt with export issues, Vollmar proceeds to imports. He observes that
introduction of the foreign trade monopoly makes state the only importer, and from this
deduces that the main economic debate of the time, namely that between the proponents of
protectionism and supporters of free trade, is irrelevant when it comes to the commercial
relations between the progressive socialist state and its underperforming capitalist rivals: it
makes no sense for the state to impose tariffs on itself. In case any particular goods are sold at
low prices and therefore are worth importing even when the transportation costs are taken
into account, the socialist state can either stop producing such goods and relocate the labour
force to those economic sectors where it’'s much needed or, if prices are low due to predatory
pricing or, say, use of slave labour, it can just ban imports. Another option is to sell domestic
and imported produce at the same price, — i.e. in this case, at the price of cheaper, imported
goods, — and compensate socialist producers from the state budget. This argument can be
boiled down to unlimited opportunities for the state to maintain whatever trade balance it
pleases.

Finally, the last and, in some sense, probably most impressive part of the “Isolated
Socialist State” reflects political, rather than economic issues. Vollmar offers a concise
treatment of his view on the challenges the only socialist state in the world is expected to face

in terms of international relations. Starting with the economy, Vollmar foresees, first and

foremost, extensive inward labour migration. “It's obvious to any reasonable person,” —

8911 the first part of this speech, promoting the Accident Insurance Bill, the next piece of legislation within the

broad “state socialist” agenda, Bismarck specifically addressed Vollmar, who came down from the rostrum just
before that, having suggested that the proposed bill was intended to help the Government pass the anti-SPD
Socialist Law and condemn the Bill as insufficient and inadequate. Bismarck, in turn, argued that “the Social
Democratic leaders wish no advantage for this law, that | understand; dissatisfied workers are just what they need.
Their mission is to lead, to rule, and the necessary prerequisite for that is numerous dissatisfied classes. They must
naturally oppose any attempt of the government, however well intentioned it may be, to remedy this situation, if
they do not wish to lose control over the masses [...]"” (Bismarck 1884).



Vollmar argues, — “that our state will become an irresistible attractor for all nations, since [...]
it will assure for all its citizens both equal political and social rights and living standards, in other
countries still the privilege of the few. It will deliver on a promise of emancipation from slavery
and exploitation, and bring about human dignity and joy of life for one and all as a result.”
(Fol'mar 1995: 72). The socialist state “doesn't discriminate between people of different races
or nations” and principally won’t have anything against new settlers. However, limitations will
necessarily be imposed on the migratory influx, so that, say, in case of some extraordinary
situation abroad, the socialist state wouldn’t end up with a population it fails to feed.

Also, in the spirit of the already familiar approach, control of migration will enforce the
oppressed and the exploited all over the world to consider the possibility of achieving victory in
their own countries. Every day of such a state’s very existence brings global transformation
closer since people of the whole world have a living showcase of the better life right before
their eyes. Citizens of the first socialist state are, at the same time, on a great emancipatory
mission and they won’t rest until the whole world is liberated. Subsequently, such a state “will,
by any means appropriate in such a situation, facilitate the victory of socialism in all other
countries at the earliest possible moment” (Ibid: 72). Vollmar argues that while such a stance is
predestined to induce hatred on the part of other states, it is highly unlikely that economic
sanctions would be imposed or a war would be launched. In terms of the former, capitalist
states still require the socialist state’s produce as well as its market to sell their own goods. As
for the latter, even the broadest possible coalition is bound to be defeated once it launches a
war on the socialist state, — firstly, because its people will defend it vigorously as their true and
only fatherland, and secondly, oppressed nations of hostile states will, of course, refuse to fight
with their own kind. They are much more likely to turn weapons against their own oppressors
instead. “One way or the other,” — Vollmar concludes, — “it won’t be long before our socialist

state will cease to be isolated” (Ibid: 73).



Despite the ambiguity in relation to the role of the state, Bismarck’s social policies and
other issues, mentioned earlier, at the moment of writing the “Isolated socialist state” and until
the abolition of the Socialist laws, Vollmar was somehow still more inclined to revolutionary
Marxism. In 1882 he wrote in the article published by the Sozialdemokrat:

The alienation of the Social Democrats from today's state and today's society
becomes stronger and stronger, the gulf between us and our enemies steadily
deeper and unbridgeable. And that is a good thing; for in that way the spirit of
comradeship, the esprit de corps of the excommunicated and outlaws, our
party spirit is mightily strengthened (quoted after Carsten 2016: 318)
Everything changed, however, after Bismarck failed to secure the prolongation of the Socialist
Laws in 1890. The SPD had won almost 20% of the votes — and though it didn’t mean 20% of
seats in the Reichstag, the success was huge and undeniable, since the rise in popularity was
somewhat miraculous for the almost banned party: from 7.6% in 1878, when the first Socialist
Law was passed by the Reichstag to 19.7%% in 1890. The same year the young Kaiser Wilhelm Il
had removed Bismarck from the position of the Chancellor of the German Empire. Soon after
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that Vollmar presented his new view of the party strategy in two “Eldorado speeches
has criticized the SPD’s revolutionary attitudes, welcomed the “New Course” proposed by
Chancellor Caprivi and called for cooperation with the existing German state. This stance was
vigorously opposed by the “new orthodoxy” of the party — first and foremost by Karl Kautsky,
but also by August Bebel and Eduard Bernstein.

These polemics continued at the Erfurt party congress of 1891 and after that in “Die
Neue Zeit”, where two articles by Kautsky and one by Vollmar were published in 1892-1893.
Kautsky himself had become socialist around 1880 under the influence of Bernstein. In 1891 he

visited Marx and Engels in London. While the former disliked him and described as decent, but

small-minded,*®* the latter seemed to appreciate at least Kautsky’s fidelity and meticulous

190 Speeches were given in the Eldorado beer hall in Munich

Bl gee Blackledge (2006) for details.



approach. Later, when Kautsky moved to London in 1885, the two became friends. Three years
later Engels assigned Kautsky to edit the three volumes of Marx’s “Theories of Surplus Value”.
In 1890 Kautsky returned to Germany as a prominent Marxist theoretician. Soon after Engels's
death in 1895, Kautsky became the editor of Marx’s literary legacy, which sealed his leading
position. He was considered the orthodox Marxist and wrote the theoretical part of the Erfurt
programme, adopted at the parteitag in 1891 (practical part was authored by Bernstein). For
two decades Kautsky held the informal position of the leading European Marxist and was
acknowledged in this capacity not only by the SPD but also by other European socialist and
Social-Democratic parties, of the Second International.

As a Marxist, Kautsky was strictly opposed to Vollmar’s program. Vollmar, for example,
claimed that the working class alone would never secure the party's leading position and
suggested the inclusion of small farmers in the party base. This and other provisions,
sometimes rather loosely reconsidering important aspects of Marxist theory were to various
extents unacceptable to anyone, who, like Kautsky, adhered to the ideas of “Das Kapital”. State
socialism remained, however, — at least formally — the main issue of disagreement. At the
Erfurt Congress, Bebel argued that Vollmar forgot the purpose of reforms, namely to prepare
the proletariat to seize power and that his program of cooperation with the existing German
state was pointless since this state would eventually collapse. Vollmar challenged Bebel with
the suggestion that the Reich would become a democracy in time. Subsequently, collapse
would not be imminent and capitalism could be transformed into socialism by parliamentary
work and legal means. SPD was a pluralistic party by any standard and in the decades to come
Vollmar's reformism, revolutionary Marxism of Kautsky and Bebel and Bernstein’s revisionism,
co-existed within the party. Kautsky’s “Orthodox Marxism”, which was intended to consolidate

and strengthen the platform of “Classic Marxism” with its numerous omissions and ambiguities,



became the leading ideological current in the party and to a large extent, in the Second

International.

The Erfurt programme was a very important moment in the history of the European
Left: a definitive (supposedly) Marxist stand taken by the largest and most influential socialist
party of the continent. In 1899 Lenin, who was much more inclined to revolutionary tactics and

strategy than almost anyone in the SPD at that point, wrote in the “Draft program of our party”:

We are not in the least afraid to say that we want to imitate the Erfurt
Programme: there is nothing bad in imitating what is good, and precisely
today, when we so often hear opportunist and equivocal criticism of that
programme, we consider it our duty to speak openly in its favor. Imitating,
however, must under no circumstances be simply copying. Imitation and
borrowing are quite legitimate insofar as in Russia we see the same basic
processes of the development of capitalism, the same basic tasks for the
socialists and the working class; but they must not, under any
circumstances, lead to our forgetting the specific features of Russia which
must find full expression in the specific features of our programme (Lenin
1977b: 235)

In other words, Lenin acknowledged Kautsky's authority though he wanted to keep
options open on the ground of national peculiarities. Kautsky wrote a commentary to the
program, which was published under the title “The class struggle” in 1892. It was translated
into at least 16 languages prior to 1914 and was considered the best popular and at the same
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time accurate rendition of Marxism™™°. The Erfurt programme with Kautsky's commentary

turned young Felix Dzerzhinsky into a Marxist (Kredov 2013). Osip Mandelstam in “Noise of

%2 1n Russia the Program was never published without Kautsky’s commentary, at least prior to 1917: text of the

program as such was barely 7-8 pages in length. The commentary was in some cases abridged, but still even so, the
words “Erfurt programme” meant, for the vast majority of readers, not just a work of several pages, but a book of
roughly 180-220 pages, depending on the particular edition. Here these words are used in the same sense.



Time” remembers reading the “Erfurt program” — and once again, for him it served precisely as
the text, comprehensible in comparison with “Das Kapital”:

So | got it, got burnt by it, and threw it away: back again to the pamphlets.
Och. . . wasn’t my splendid Tenishev mentor playing a trick on me? Marx’s
Capital is the same as Kraevich’s Physics. Surely no one can think that
Kraevich leads to any new ideas. But a pamphlet plants a little larva — that
is just its function. And the larva gives birth to thought. [...] Early, O Erfurt
Program, you Marxist propylaea, too early did you train our spirits to a
sense of harmoniousness, but to me and to many others you gave a sense
of life in those prehistoric years when thought hungered after unity and
harmoniousness, when the backbone of the age was becoming erect, when
the heart needed more than anything the red blood of the aorta! Is Kautsky
Tyutchev?” (Mandelstam 1986: 99-100).

The influence, projected by Kautsky and SPD through the Erfurt programme was enormous.
However, the truth is that the Erfurt programme combined Marxism with substantial

Lassallean (and consequently, Fichtean) elements. The text bears obvious traits of the old
ideological divisions inside the SPD as well as traits of the compromises reached in course of the
party’s development. Kautsky’s reflections on the “future socialist state” are of primary
significance. Remarkably, there’s not a single word about the world revolution in either the
program itself (endorsed by Engels) or in the commentary. There is one mention of proletarian
internationalism, though the wording is careful and doesn’t exactly imply the dissolution of
states and nations:

With the extension of the world's commerce, and of production for the

world-market, the position of the worker in every country grows ever more

dependent on the position of the worker in other countries. The liberation

of the working class, accordingly, is a work in which the workmen of all

civilized countries are equally involved. In recognition of this, the Social

Democratic Party of Germany feels and declares itself to be one with the

class-conscious workmen of all other countries. (Russell 1896: 139)

From Kautsky’s commentary we also find that unlike Marx, Kautsky shares Fichte’s view on the

connection between wars and foreign trade:



Foreign trade has from the beginning played an important part in our
industrial system [...]. But in the world-market, the capitalists of one nation
meet those of another as competitors. In order to oppose these
competitors, they call upon their government to maintain their rights, or,
better yet, to drive out their foreign competitors altogether. [...] Wars are
no more dynastic, but commercial, and finally national; they result from
economic competition between the capitalists of different nations.
(Kautsky 1910: 57)

However, the most interesting part of the commentary deals with the state as such and the
international system. On the one hand, there’s a chapter on state socialism, in which Kautsky
raises direct objections to the concept, which enjoyed a remarkable popularity within the party.
The author, however, claims that one shouldn’t expect dissolution of the state after the

socialist transformation. On the contrary,

among the social organizations in existence today there is but one that has
the requisite dimensions, that can be used as the requisite field, for the
establishment and development of the Socialist or Co-operative
Commonwealth, and that is the modern state. Indeed, so great is the
development that production has reached in some industries and so
intimate have become the connections between the several capitalist
nations that one might almost question whether the limits of the state are
sufficiently inclusive to contain the Co-operative Commonwealth. (lbid:
101)

As to the nature of the international system, which would presumably emerge from the
multitude of the Co-operative Commonwealths (sozialistische Genossenschaft), each within the
limits of the former capitalist state, Kautsky’s view is strikingly Fichtean. While Vollmar expects
his “isolated socialist state” to conduct rather active foreign trade and specifically notes that

the situation of self-sufficiency is anything but natural, Kautsky claims that

The present expansion of international intercourse is due, not so much to
the existing conditions of production as to the existing condition of
exploitation. The greater the extension of capitalist production in a country
and the intenser the exploitation of the working class, the larger also, as a
rule, is the surplus of products that cannot be consumed in the country
itself and that, consequently, must be sent abroad. [...] The capitalists are
after purchasers, not after consumers. [...] When exploitation shall have
ceased, and production for use shall have taken the place of production for



sale, exportation, and importation of products from one state to another
will fall off greatly. (Ibid: 101-102)

He refers to Ireland and Russian Empire that export grain while suffering from famine
and adds that “the existing commerce between the several nations will not entirely disappear”
due to both the size of some industries, necessarily demanding international markets, and
existence of a whole range of products, which can’t be grown domestically, like coffee. At this
point, Kautsky offers his readers one more familiar insight: new states will be able to maintain
relative self-sufficiency since the existing capitalist states tend to “expand in response to the

demands of economic development”*®?

and at the time of the socialist transformation they will
be presumably, large enough. One way or another, what may be expected to be left of foreign
trade (which is at this point termed rather “exchange of products”, than trade), “will not [...]
endanger the economic independence and safety of the several nations so long as they produce
all that is actually necessary and exchange with one another superfluities only. A Co-operative
Commonwealth co-extensive with the nation could produce all that it requires for its own
preservation” (lbid: 102-103). As Marx and Engels never addressed the question of foreign
trade between the socialist states, no one can accuse Kautsky of deviation from the Marxist
orthodoxy in regard to this issue. Nevertheless, his almost direct invocation of the distinctly
Fichtean image of the future, in which economic exchange dies out and self-sufficient (if not
autarkic) states constitute some kind of “non-communal multitude”, is quite remarkable.

In Kautsky and more generally in the SPD ideology the complex dynamics of the two
modes of utopian thinking, — temporal and spatial, — is already very obvious. While formally

Kautsky adheres to Marxism or, in other words, to the programmatic utopia of the social

process, the utopia of the spatial form is still present in his texts. It forms something of an

%3 Which is easy, as Kautsky observes, for the US, Russian Empire and Britain “enabled by its sea power”, while the

nations of continental Europe are “worst off [..] in this respect; they, as well as others, require territorial
expansion, but they are so closely hemmed in by one another that none can grow except at the expense of some
other.” (Ibid: 104)



undercurrent. These two utopian models had been coexisting in German socialist thought for
decades. The peace ceased to exist on 28 July 1914, the very same moment Europe went to
war. German social democracy was confronted with a choice, and made this choice — in favor

of Fichte and Lassalle, at the expense of Marx.



Chapter Three. Stalinist state: Fichtean Utopia and Soviet Reality

1. From writers to readers

The concept of the Stalinist state has a complex nature, in which ideological principles,
are closely intertwined with various claims, caused by immediate political and economical
agenda, some of which turned out to be instrumental for various purposes — and persisted,
having been eventually transformed into somewhat doctrinal positions. As we’ll see from the
following discussion, even in its early phase, when structures and practices were constantly
changing, the Soviet project bears a significant resemblance to Fichte’s Closed Commercial
State. There are at least two possible ways to address this similarity, which can, for the
purposes of discussion, be denoted as “utilitarian” and “ideological”.

In the first case, the reason for the emergence of the Fichtean scheme can explained by
immediate necessity, while in the second it follows on the pursuit some objective, not
necessarily rational or pragmatic, but ideologically important. In terms of the “utilitarian”
approach, the resemblance of the Stalinist state and the Closed Commercial State could be
explained, by what Evgenii Preobrazhenskii termed “socialist accumulation”. Indeed, the
economy built in the pre-war USSR seems to be very much fit for the purpose of maximum
capital accumulation, being effectively a machine, extracting rent from natural resources
through foreign trade and foreign currency monopolies. Additional capital is accumulated by
extensive exploitation of prison labour. The latter allows for obtaining, so to say, “direct”
profits— by using low-cost labour generally and particularly by allocating this low-cost labour in
the areas, where otherwise labour costs would be immeasurably higher. “Indirect” profits, on
the other hand, are obtained by consumption and wages regulation — also in order to decrease
labour costs, but throughout the parts of economy outside the GULAG. All this results in the
maximization of natural resources, rent as well as the profitability of exports in general. As for

the second, “ideological” approach, one can hypothesize, that the emergence of the Stalinist



state was the result of consistent and unfailing pursuit of “planned development”. Indeed, once
centralized planning becomes indisputable, minimization of spontaneous activity becomes
crucial. In these circumstances, the Fichtean scheme, originally designed to minimize
contingencies, originating from Handelsanarchie, the “commercial anarchy”, is a very natural
choice.

Whatever the case, it seems necessary to explore the possible ways in which ideas were
transferred. It’s clear from the previous discussion that such a transfer was indeed happening,
— and that it’s main route lay through the orthodox Marxism of German social democracy,
which has never parted with its Lassallean inheritance and thus leaned towards state socialism
and statism in general with universalist, “cosmopolitan” aspects of classical Marxism being
much less pronounced than, for instance, in the French social democratic tradition. After the
defeat of the Paris Commune, however, the last couldn’t compete with German socialists for
influence and at least since the abolition of Bismarck’s Socialist laws in March 1890, the global
socialist agenda was to a great measure defined by SPD. It appears that Kautsky, who
undoubtedly wielded the major influence on Lenin (and not on Lenin alone), left a particularly
deep imprint on the late developments in Russian Marxism. Kautsky himself never belonged to
the Lassallean part of the SPD, on the contrary, since Engels chose him be the editor of Marx's
"Theories of Surplus Value" in 1888, his position as the most prominent leaving Marxist
theoretician became more or less incontestable. However, as we saw, at this point Lassallean
influence managed to melt into the SPD ideology and turned into an influential undercurrent
within the Party’s ideology. This is vividly illustrated, for instance, by the fate of the Erfurt
Programme, which is itself quite Marxist, unlike, on many occasions, Kautsky’s elaborated
commentary, which has achieved spectacularly wide readership.

However, we have to deal with the question of the possibility of direct influence or, in

other words, the evidence of Stalin or other leading figures in the Party being familiar with



either Fichte’s treatise or Vollmar’s “Isolated Socialist State”. Fichte in general was widely read
by Russian intellectuals, mostly, but not necessarily left-leaning, both before and after Russian
translations were published: Mikhail Bakunin, a loyal and involved reader of Fichte is just one

example.'**

It’s hard to say if the first, 1883 edition of “The Closed Commercial State” had any
considerable impact on the broad audience, but the treatise was known to those who had a
particular interest in the philosophy of law, social philosophy and similar fields. Petr Struve paid
significant attention to Fichte’s political writings, both during his Marxist period and after
that'>®. Revolutionary, journalist and writer German Lopatin, philosophy historian Alexandr
Kubitskii, philosophers Semen Frank and Ivan IlI'in all wrote on Fichte on more than one
occasion. Philosopher (and Master of Law) Boris Vysheslavtsev published an article “Rationale
for socialism in Fichte” (Vysheslavtsev 1908), in which he reflects upon “The Closed Commercial
State” at length. Vysheslavtsev refers to “The Closed Commercial State” as “the first word of

» 19 and writes quite sympathetically about the principles,

the idealist philosophy on socialism
upon which the Fichtean state is based. However, Vysheslavtsev argues, “this whole project
must be recognized as disastrous even for its time,”*®” because Fichte “restores the antique

idea of the self-sufficient state [...], absolutely inapplicable to the new world” %

. Vysheslavtsev
recognizes closedness as the unconditional basis of the project and comes to a conclusion as
naive as it is incisive: Fichte’s state is unviable because “constant police supervision, creation of
a police state will be necessary for all these measures to be accomplished.”**

Another prominent thinker who particular interest in Fichte was Boris Chicherin,

founder of Russian constitutional law, author of the “History of political doctrines” in five

% see, for example, Nettlau (1920: 7-13)

See Struve (1997: 307-13) and (1902 84-120). Struve also wrote two articles on Lassalle, one including an
inquiry into Lassalle’s connection to Fichte (lbid 259-278).

196 ...NepBoe cnoBo ngeanmctnyeckon ¢unocodum o counanmsme. (Vysheslavtsev 1908: 586)

7 ... HEOBXOAMMO NPW3HATb BECH 3TOT MPOEKT KpalHe HeyAauHbIM, Aaxe Ans cBoero spemenu. (Ibid 585)

%% | ..pecTaBpupyeT aHTUUYHYIO MAEI0 CAMOAOCTAaTOMHOCTM FOCYA4apCTBa, [...] COBEPLLEHHO HEMPUAOKMMYIO K HOBOMY
mupy. (Ibid 585)

%9 [nn ocylwectBneHns Bcex 3TUX Mep TpebyeTcA HempepbiBHbIN MOANLENACKMUIA HAA30p, OpraHu3aums
noauuenckoro rocyaapctsa (Ibid)
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volumes and uncle of Georgii Chicherin, Soviet People's Commissar for Foreign Affairs in 1918-
1930. His views on Fichte as a political thinker and philosopher of law in general and on the
“The Closed Commercial State” are found in the third volume of “History of political doctrines”
(Chicherin 1874). Chicherin argues that while Rousseau was Fichte’s point of departure, in “The

7200 ¢ as he further

Closed Commercial State” he has moved over “to the levellers' theory
clarifies, to socialism. Chicherin claims that Fichte completely breaks off with the Kantian
political doctrine and, almost in the same way as Vysheslavtsev, points out that in this system
“police should be aware of any citizen's whereabouts and of what he's doing at the moment"
and to make their task easier citizens “should have passports on them for purposes of
identification” (Ibid 434). Approaching Fichte from the perspective of legal theory, Chicherin
argues that he has come to the erroneous conclusions due to his fallacious understanding of
right: the notion of right only includes the “formal principle, freedom of action”, while Fichte’s
Recht includes also “the very content of action, achievement of the goals”, meaning that in
Fichte someone has not only just right to life, but “right to a pleasant life”, which consequently
has to be delivered by the state, since the state ensures rights (lIbid 435). Significantly, neither
Vysheslavtsev nor Chicherin cast any doubts upon the socialist nature of Fichte’s project.

After the revolution, “The Closed Commercial State” was published once more, in 1923
by the “Krasnaya Nov" publishing house of Glavpolitprosvet, which was at the time part of
Glavpolitprosvet®®*, which, in turn, operated under Narkompros.?®® Just a year earlier, in 1922
both agencies were set up to direct and supervise “propaganda of communism” (Eimermacher

2004: 9) — apparently the publication of “The Closed Commercial State” was understood in

terms of such. In 1924, with yet another effort to centralise book publishing, “Krasnaya Nov’”

200k Teopun ypaBHutenen. (Chicherin 1874: 432)

201 chief Administration for Political Education (FnasHbIn MonnTtuko-NMpoceetTuTenbHbI KomuTter)

202 People’s Commisariate of Education (HapoaHbiit Komuccapuart MpocseweHnn)



was transferred under Gosizdat?®

. Within both structures “Krasnaya Nov’” was publishing the
larger part of propagandist and more generally, ideological literature, including verbatim
reports from the party congresses, historical accounts of revolutionary movements, translated
works by prominent foreign Marxists including, among others, Rosa Luxemburg and Karl
Kautsky; utopian texts from the past and more up-to-date brochures by Lenin, Bukharin,
Lunacharskil and other prominent party leaders. “Krasnaya Nov’” was also the publisher of the
literary magazine of the same-name, where many texts by Babel, Platonov, Pilnyak, Gladkov
and others had appeared. The publication of “The Closed Commercial State” might very well
have been initiated by Lunacharskil, who was the People’s Commissar for education within
which “Krasnaya Nov’” operated at the time. Lunacharskii is known for his interest in Fichte®
though he never wrote on his political philosophy, concerning himself more with Fichte’s
educational ideas. It is also significant that the foreword to the book was written by Vladimir
Nevskii, R.S.D.R.P. member since 1898, one of the founders of Istpart’®® and generally speaking,
one of the first historians of the revolution and of post-revolutionary Russia. For the most part
Nevskil’s foreword explains the historical context, describing Germany at the turn of 18" and
19" centuries. Nevskii also comes to the conclusion that “The Closed Commercial State” is not
progressive enough, — but mostly because the only state that Fichte experienced first-hand
was Friedrich's Germany. This means, he had no access to the facts that could make his project
less utopian and more revolutionary. However, Nevskii comes to the conclusion that Fichte's

treatise has an extremely valuable point, namely, consistent “emphasis put on the

fundamental, paramount aspect of any future rational state, specifically, public, state

293 state Publishing House (FocygapcTBeHHOE M3AaTeNbCTBO)

See, for example, Lunacharskii (1925: 38-46)
Commission on the History of the October Revolution and the Russian Communist Party (Komuccua no uctopum
OKTAbpbcKoit pesontouun 1 PKI (6))

204
205



regulation of production, essential condition of an overleap from the realm of necessity to the
realm of freedom”?%®

At least from 1923 Fichte is routinely referred to as the earliest forerunner of German
socialism, if not actually socialist himself. This view was also facilitated in the numerous works
of the German Marxist historian Frantz Mehring, published in a Russian translation both before

the revolution and throughout the 1920s*%

. Mehring generally approves of Fichte, but one
fragment from his “On guard for Marxism” may arouse suspicion in a reader that the author
probably has his reservations: “one is tempted to call [Fichte] real and true founder of German
socialism. [...] the “Closed Commercial state”, however, proves to be the kind of utopia whose
embodiment today even the most furious reactionary would repudiate any connection with

208 | yubov' Aksel'rod, revolutionary and prominent Marxist philosopher, seems to be,

aghast.
on the contrary, in agreement with the “Closed Commercial State”: “Fichte has developed his
plan [...] of the future state in the social philosophy project under the title “Der geschlossene
Handelstaat”. This project, upon which we have no possibility to reflect in detail here, is, of
course, utopian. This fact, however, in no way diminishes Fichte's significance in the history of
the socialist ideas and the brilliant philosopher is in fact the first socialist in Germany, albeit a

utopian socialist, for sure.”?®

Finally, Abram Deborin, another prominent Soviet Marxist
philosopher, head of Philosophy at the Institute of Red Professorship since 1921 then deputy

dean for research at Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels Institute in 1924-1931 and contributing

206 v o o
..NOAYEPKMBAHME KOPEHHOM, rNaBHellen YepTbl BCAKOro Oyaywero rocy4apcrsa pasyma, MMEHHO,

rocyZapcTBeHHOro, O6LEeCTBEHHOrO PeryiMpoBaHMA NPon3BOACTBa, YC/I0BUA, 63 KOTOPOro Hesb3a NepeckoYvmnTb
M3 LLapcTBa HeobxoaAMMOCTH B LLapcTBo cBoboapl. (Fikhte 1923: 15)

27 see Mering (1906) and (1924)

208 [®uxTe] xoueTcs Ha3BaTb KHACTOALWMM M AENCTBUTENbHLIM OCHOBAaTENIEM HEMELKOro couuanuama [...].
OpHako “3aMKHyTOe Toprosoe rocysapcteo” [...] npeacTasnset coboto yTonuio, OT NPAKTUYECKOTO OCYLLLECTBEHNA
KOTOPOM, B HacTosLLee BPEMS, C YXKACOM CTasl Obl OTKPELLMBATLCA AaXKe CaMblil APOCTHbIV peakumoHep. (Mering
1927:98)

% Mnan cospanma [...] rocyaapctsa 6yayliero ®uxte passun B GUAOCODCKO-COLMANLHOM MPOEKTE, HOCALLEM
3arnasue: «Der geschlossene Handelstaat». 3TOT NpPOeKT, B pacCMOTPeHME KOTOPOro Mbl KOHEYHO 34eCb BXOANUTb
He MoXem, npeactasnfeT coboto yTonuto. Ho 3To 06CTOATENBCTBO HUCKONBKO He ymanseT 3HadyeHue Puxte B
NCTOPUU Pas3BUTUA COLMANUCTUYECKUX WOEW, U TeHWanbHbli dunocod ABnAeTcA NepBbIM COLMANAUCTOM B
FepmaHuu, KoHeyHo yTonuyeckum. (Aksel'rod 1933: 49)



editor of the leading Soviet theoretical publication “Under the Banner of Marxism” (Mog,
3HameHeM MapKcmama) since 1922, published his detailed study of Fichte’s political philosophy

121% under the title “Fichte and the Great French

in three issues of the above mentioned journa
Revolution”, which touches upon “The Closed Commercial State”, though Deborin doesn't
reflect on the projectin any detail*'’.

The last reading of Fichte to be mentioned here is the unfinished and unpublished
article by losif Lapidus, “J. G. Fichte’s place in the history of German economic thought”,
written in 1939-1941%'2. This text is arguably the draft of the thesis in the history of economic
thought, which was never written: the author was reported missing in action some time in
autumn 1941, during the Battle of Moscow. Lapidus takes particular interest in “The Closed
Commercial State”, which he analyses from the point of view best of all described as Soviet
Marxist. He considers Fichte's ideas “socialist”, acknowledges his “bourgeois” progressism and
refutation of feudal economic and political practices. Lapidus also specifically emphasises
Fichte’s “critique of capitalism”, rare in the economic thought of the period. This critique is
apparently insufficient: as Lapidus points out, Fichte has chosen one separate part of the
capitalist machinery, — means of exchange, — for his attacks. Generally, Lapidus performs
quite an orderly and thorough analysis, even if doing so within an enormously tight and rigid

ideological frame. What makes this text really interesting is two things. First is the choice of the

subject: Fichte’s political economy as such was never or almost never addressed by the Soviet

*% 5ee Deborin (1924) and (1925)

2t “ynder the Banner of Marxism” returns to Fichte at least twice during the 1930s. In June 1937 Valentin Asmus
reviews the Russian translation of Fichte’s “The vocation of the scholar”, published same year (Asmus 1937). In
1938 Sergel Pichugin, then head of the Philosophy department at V. I. Lenin Military-Political Academy, reviewed
the “Sun-Clear Report to the Public at Large concerning the Actual Character of the latest Philosophy: An Attempt
to Force the Reader to Understand”, published in Russian, once again in 1937 (Pichugin 1938). Finally, in 1942
Valentin Asmus drew his pen against the “fascist myth of Fichte”. His lengthy article “The actual Fichte and the
fascist myth of Fichte” (Asmus 1942) is quite an elaborated and vigorous argument against the selective use of
Fichte by Nazi propaganda. The last has indeed invested — and to some purpose — considerable effort into
censoring and reassembling Fichte’s political philosophy as proto-Nazi.

12 This text (with rather extensive commentary) was published in 2004 by the Bashkir State University in an edition
of 150 copies (Lapidus 2004).



scientists after Deborin’s 1925 article, mentioned above. “J. G. Fichte’s place in the history of
German economic thought” is the only known text ever written by a Soviet scientist dealing
specifically with this part of Fichte’s work. Second is the status of the author. losif Lapidus was a
quite prominent political economist, who had authored (together with Konstantin
Ostrovityanov) the very first Soviet textbook of political economy, “An outline of political
economy: political economy and Soviet economics”?®?, published in 1928. This book has gone

through at least seven editions and was translated into almost twenty languages.

2. From the Riddle of History Solved to the World Communist State

In this section we shall discuss similarities, — and, to some extent dissimilarities,
between the conceptual visions suggested by Fichte and Vollmar and the realities of the
Stalinist State. Drawing parallels — or distinctions — between the governmental practices and
either utopian (as in Fichte) or somewhat erratic and essentially hypothetical (as in Vollmar)
ideas is not an easy task. Yet, it’s necessary, since the language of policy decisions is exactly the
medium through which utopia comes into being.

The Stalinist vision of the future is a natural starting point for such discussion. Stalin’s
(rather scarce) suggestions on his idea of the future society will be juxtaposed below not only
with Fichte’s and Vollmar’s projects but also with equally scarce (and permitting for quite broad
interpretations) evidence found in Marx and Engels. In this part, we’ll also touch upon the issue
of centralized planning. Then we’ll review two particular policy domains, largely defining the
interrelation between the Stalinist State and its imaginary counterparts, namely monetary and

foreign trade. Finally, the concluding part of the chapter presents the overview of the ideas
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transfer as well as the detailed account of Stalin’s previously unknown encounter with

Vollmar’s treatise.

Almost all varieties of Marxism, as multiple and sometimes irreconcilable as they are —
from the reformism of Vollmar or Austro-Marxism to Stalinism or post-war militant Trotskyism,
have at least one distinctive feature in common. All of them adhere to the long and deeply
rooted tradition of avoiding comprehensive depictions of future society. Not only subsequent
Marxists but even Marx and Engels themselves were thoroughly convinced that it was not their
task, as Kautsky once wrote, “to invent recipes for the kitchens of the future” (Kautsky 1908a:
103). According to George Sorel, German economist Lujo Brentano recalled that Marx in his
1869 letter to his friend, the historian Edward Spencer Beesly, who had published an article on
the future of the working class,”** wrote that while previously “he had looked upon [Beesly] as
the sole revolutionary Englishman”, he started to regard him as a reactionary after the
publication — for, as Marx wrote, “whoever draws up a programme for the future is a
reactionary” (Sorel and Jennings 1999: 128). The reasons for such assessment shouldn't be
reduced to the commonly encountered claim that Marxist parties, in general, tended to
prioritize strategies and tactics of a power struggle over comprehensive conceptual visions of

the future.’”

Reluctance to speculate about a future society was supported by at least two
arguments. It was, in the first instance, impossible to think oneself out of the present condition

and foresee not only future challenges, but also ways to address them; there are too many

indeterminates in the equation. Secondly, there was a focal concern about idealism, somewhat

2% Brentano presumably refers to the “The social future of the working class: a lecture delivered at a meeting of

the Trades' Unionists, May 7, 1868" (Beesly 1869)
215 See, for example, Kuz'minov (1994: 3-4)



inherent in any blueprint of the future society. This argument was closely linked to the
antagonism between Marxism as “scientific socialism” and the “utopian” socialism of its
predecessors, who assumed that once a consistent plan for the better society is conceived and
properly promoted, reason will make this plan come into being.216

Sure enough, there were a number of authors, both Marxists like Josef Dietzgen217 or

218 \who did describe their visions of the future in

near-Marxists like Karl Ballod (Atlanticus),
relatively fine detail. Eventually, August Bebel and even Kautsky himself found themselves
bowing to the pressure from SPD supporters and rivals and started writing and publishing texts
which were little more than future-oriented reflections on what future society might look
like?'®. However, elaborated concepts of the future are scarce in Russian Marxism. The
voluminous collection “Images of the future in Russian socio-economic thought of late 19" —
early 20t century” (Kuz'minov 1994) represents Marxism only by the works of the so called
“legal Marxists” like Mikhail Tugan-Baranovskii, Petr Struve, Nikolai Berdyaev and Sergei
Bulgakov and a significant part of their texts, chosen for the collection, was written well after
their authors have broken off their ties with the Marxist tradition altogether. Stalin himself was
no exception in this regard, and this makes the reconstruction of a coherent vision of the future
which could be recognised as distinctly Stalinist a highly difficult task. As Geroid Robinson
observed, Stalin appears to be “a rather irresponsive witness” in regards to the question of the

future (Robinson 1955: 12). However, some particularities of the desired state of things can still

be found in his works.

*'® For further discussion see, for example, Levitas (1989).

Dietzgen held that “socialists must not, in much the same way that pastor does, separate this world from that
world, the future from the present” (Dietzgen 1907: 11). For Russian translation see Ditsgen (1906)

218 5ee Ballod (1920)

Bebel elaborated on the socialist future in the last chapter of his “Woman and Socialism”, originally published in
1879. This chapter was later published separately in Russian and English under the title “Society of the Future”
(Bebel 1971). We have already discussed some of Kautsky’s predictions from the “Erfurt programme”. Those from
the “Social revolution” and “Labour revolution” will be discussed in relation to the Soviet monetary policies.
Kautsky, however, remains reluctant to make future-oriented inquiries: his forecasts and visions of things to come
routinely come ripe with full-length disclaimers and warnings against predictions as such and to an even greater
extent, their literal interpretation.
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In classic Marxism or, more specifically, in Engels’ “Anti-Dihring”, in communist society
the state “is dying out” (Engels 1987: 268) or, in other, more often cited translation, “is
withering away”. Communism, therefore, is not only classless but also a stateless society. Stalin
never openly disputed this idea — unlike many other provisions found in Marx and especially
Engels, — but rather, in his usual way, “took it further”. Withering of the state, according to
Stalin, had to come not by the way of gradual weakening of state power, but on the contrary,
“as a result of strengthening it to the utmost, which is necessary for finally crushing the
remnants of the dying classes and for organising defence against the capitalist encirclement
that is far from having been done away with as yet, and will not soon be done away with.”
(Stalin 1954g: 215)

Stalin’s views on the future in relation to international politics have undergone
considerable transformations. In 1922, before the Treaty on the Creation of the USSR was
signed on 29 December 1922, Stalin expressed the hope that “the new Union State will be
another decisive step towards the union of the working people of the whole world into a World
Soviet Socialist Republic” (Stalin 1953: 158). Such a republic was for him a precondition for the
emergence of the global communist society. Moreover, the “Program of the Communist

|II

International”, adopted in 1928, claims that the united World Socialist Republic is a prerequisite
for the transition to socialism, since the establishment of the world proletarian dictatorship,
essential for this transition, will only become possible after previously formed large socialist
“federations of republics have finally grown into a World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
uniting the whole of mankind under the hegemony of the international proletariat organized as
a State” (Program of the Communist International 1929: 36). Thus, even the worldwide victory
of the socialist revolution here does not result in the state “withering away”. In 1939 Stalin

once claimed that the state will persist “in the period of Communism also [...], unless the

capitalist encirclement is liquidated, and unless the danger of foreign military attack has



disappeared”. Still, the state “will atrophy if the capitalist encirclement is liquidated and a
Socialist encirclement takes its place.” (Stalin 1978: 422) In 1950, Stalin altered the thesis once
more, positing this time that, “Engels’ formula has in view the victory of socialism in all, or in
most, countries.” (Stalin 1972a: 48). Moreover, in the “Economic problems of socialism”,
published just two years later, he returns to Engels once again, to confirm this new theoretical
development: “with the extension of the sphere of operation of socialism in the majority of the
countries of the world the state will die away.” (Stalin 1972b: 91). This theoretical trajectory
amounts to the gradual abolition of the concepts of world revolution and global communist
society. That change opens the way to (or even demands) the next step, the acknowledgement

7220 Of course,

of the possibility of building not only socialism but “communism in one country.
ideological fluctuations were partially determined by the immediate political situation, but it
would be too simplistic to explain Stalin’s theory of the state dying by “strengthening to the
utmost” as designed solely to justify the escalation of terror and oppression.

While this idea gave the theoretical basis for an unprecedented level of violence, it also
reveals the basic conflict between classic Marxism, inclined (in Kantian spirit) to favour society
over state — and the Fichtean/Hegelian worldview subordinating society to the organizing
principle of state sovereignty. While Marx has never fully committed himself to either side of
this debate, his later works, including, but not limited to Grundrisse (1859, unfinished) and in
“The Civil War in France” (1871), suggest that he has distanced himself from the Hegelian

221

position in relation to state and civil society.””” Instead, in “The Civil War in France”, for

220 Arguably, this step was made just nine years after the publication of the “Economic problems of socialism in the

USSR”, in 1961, by the 22M Congress of the CPSU which has adopted the Third Program of the CPSU. The last was
roughly a plan to attain communism in course of the two decades to follow. The Program's famous concluding line,
“The Party solemnly proclaims: the present generation of Soviet people shall live in communism!” (Program of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union 1963: 143) is still commonly invoked by the Russian media on the occasion
of any unsubstantiated optimistic claim about the country’s future coming from one of the high-ranking
government officials.

2! The same preference of society over state is quite pronounced in Marx’s “Critique of the Gotha Program”
(1875), which amounts to a vigorous attack on the Lassallean trends within German social democracy. See Levine
(2018: 174-77) for more detailed analysis.



instance, he makes a clear argument for decentralization, praisingng substitution of the regular
army and police forces by militia and local accordingly (Marx 1986: 331-32). He also suggests
substitution of the centralized government by local communes, arguing that national unity has
"to be organized by the Communal constitution, and to become a reality by the destruction of
the State power which claimed to be the embodiment of that unity independent of, and
superior to, the nation itself, from which it was but a parasitic excrescence" (lbid: 332-333).
Consequently, public servants, including magistrates and judges are to be "elective,
responsible, and revocable" (Ibid: 332). Finally, Marx claims that "while the merely repressive
organs of the old governmental power were to be amputated, its legitimate functions were to
be wrested from an authority usurping pre-eminence over society itself, and restored to the
responsible agents of society" (Ibid: 333). With that in mind, it’s safe to say that in the conflict
between Fichtean/Hegelian statism and the Kantian view of civil society as taking precedence
over the state, Stalin and Marx were certainly on the opposite sides of the barricades.??*> While
the noticeable inconsistency of Stalin's thinking about the fate awaiting the state is surely
determined by immediate political and economic agenda, it reveals at the same time, the
simmering theoretical conflict or, to be more precise, one of the aspects of the overarching
conflict, constitutive for the whole Soviet period, — the one, interpreted within this study in
terms of two scarcely reconcilable modes of utopian thinking.

This unresolved conflict is probably even more evidently revealed by one more striking
uncertainty relevant for the understanding of the similarity between the Stalinist state and
Fichte's project. This uncertainty pertains to the question of the way governmental power is
institutionalized, if at all, in communist society. The positions of both Fichte and Marx are
consistent. Political institutions originate from the necessity to resolve conflicts, and that’s the

precise reason why Marx's conflictless communist society does not envisage them. As it is often

22 The same is true in relation to Lenin, whose understanding of Marx and Marxism was “filtered mainly through

his reading of Engels” (Rockmore 2018: 8). Engels’s statism will be shortly discussed below.



acknowledged, communism in Marx is politically much closer to self-regulating anarchy than to

democracy of any kind.?*®

Indeed, communism “is the genuine resolution of the conflict
between man and nature and between man and man, [..] between existence and essence,
between objectification and self-confirmation, between freedom and necessity, between the
individual and the species.” (Marx 1987: 296). Being not only “the riddle of history solved” but
also a solution itself, communism does not need means for conflict resolution, including
governing authority.

However, even if political governance is superfluous, the management of the economy
of the communist society poses a real problem. Under communism economic activities are
presumably rationally planned in advance, allowing for the most efficient use of resources and
satisfaction of people’s needs, while “constant anarchy and periodical convulsions which are
the fatality of capitalist production” (Marx 1986: 335) cease to exist. Nevertheless, while scarce
and very general comments on the concept of planning exist in Marx and Engels, all of those
relate to the transitional phase. The previously cited 1871 address of the General Council of the
First International, “The Civil War in France,” authored by Mar, is one of the rare articles which
mentions planning: in this instance in relation to the takeover of the factories, closed by their
owners when the Paris Commune came to power or earlier, in course of the German siege of
Paris in the autumn of 1870. Marx claims that “if united co-operative societies are to regulate
national production upon a common plan, thus taking it under their own control, and putting
an end to the constant anarchy,” etc., it’s nothing else but communism.”** The “Communist
Manifesto” mentions planning only once and not in connection with the industrial production,
but with “the bringing into cultivation of waste-lands, and the improvement of the soil
generally” which should happen “in accordance with a common plan” (Marx and Engels 1976:

505).

2 gee, among others, Levine (2018); Chattopadhyay (2018); Ollman (2007) and Burkett (2005).

224 “socialism” according to the terminology used elsewhere in this thesis.



Unlike Marx, Engels never prioritized society over state and generally was closer to the
Fichtean/Hegelian view of the subject than his coIIeague.225 Understandably, he also puts more
emphasis on planning. A Historical retrospective, suggested in “Anti-Dihring” describes
progressive development from chaos to order through the extension of planning scope: during
the Middle ages only “spontaneous division of labour” existed, “grown up spontaneously and
upon no definite plan”. At the dawn of the industrial age, that is, with the emergence of the
factory, spontaneous division of labour was superseded with more advanced division,
organized “upon a definitive plan” (Engels 1987: 256). Consequently, with the next stage of
development Engels expects the emergence of the “society, organised for co-operative work on
a planned basis to ensure to all members of society the means of existence and of the free
development of their capacities, and indeed in constantly increasing measure.” (lbid 139)
Apparently, Engels assumes that planning on a growing scale will propel productivity of labour
to new highs. Even more significantly, he asserts that “only conscious organisation of social
production, in which production and distribution are carried on in a planned way, can lift
mankind above the rest of the animal world as regards the social aspect, in the same way that
production in general, has done this for mankind in the specifically biological aspect.” (lbid
331). Thus, economic planning becomes an anthropological feature finding its place side by side
with religion and culture, widely acknowledged as such by his contemporaries. However, Engels
neither cites any particularities of future planning, nor elaborates at any time on these
ambitious visions.

Some scholars argue that centralized planning is implied in the concept of alienation,
central to young Marx. The viewpoint of Paul Roberts, whose book “Alienation and Soviet
Economy” presents this argument in full length, is that, according to Marx, alienation can only

be overcome when the principle of autonomous producers organized into a network of market

> For details see Sekelj (1988: 506-09) and Mor (2017).



relationships is superseded by another type of organization, being a single factory embracing
the whole society. Alienation will be transcended by the transformation of the economic
system, which results in the transformation of relations between people. Apparently, the
principle of “single factory” can be implemented by means of centralized planning only — or at
least, it’s the most effective way to do so. Thus “inevitable change from autonomous
commodity production to conscious planning frees man from an illusory and false
consciousness and ends his alienation.” (Roberts and Wildavsky 2017: 42). Roberts also argues
that this was exactly Lenin’s understanding of what constitutes the core of centralized planning,
and that war communism as such was inspired by this interpretation of Marx (lbid 54-84).

However, if the rational goal-oriented planning as a principle can be deduced from the
provisions of either classic or, at least, orthodox Marxism, — and mostly from Engels's works, —
the central planning of the Soviet variety is barely compatible with such provisions. The Soviet
model of planning comes, in fact, from an entirely different source, having little in common
with Marxism or, for that matter, even socialism. It took shape during the war under the heavy
influence of Walther Rathenau, German industrialist (and also banker, thinker, minister of
Reconstruction and later Foreign Minister of the Weimar Republic) who had effectively turned
the rather clumsy imperial economy into a smoothly running war machine in the course of a
few months. Rathenau in turn, is thought to be indirectly influenced by Friedrich List, whose
“National System of Political Economy” planted seeds of the idea of centralized planning in the
minds of German economists**® several decades earlier. These seeds came up well and in due
time yielded the fruit of Rathenau’s Kriegssozialismus, military socialism.

It comes as little surprise that Bolsheviks, including Lenin, were very impressed with the
processes in the German economy that started to unfold right before their eyes as soon as the

war broke out. Edward Carr (Carr 1952: 361-65) cites enthusiastic articles on German war

226 gpe, among others, Carr (1947: 20-32) and Clairmonte (1959). We'll return to List's “National system of Political

Economy” later.



economy by Yurii Larin, member of the Menshevist faction during the war years, who would
convert in 1917 to become a devoted Bolshevik, one of the key figures behind the emergence
of Gosplan, and vociferous proponent of fast-track industrialization. Larin, a man of letters, as
we know, had authored a book on the subject, “War-time state capitalism in Germany” (Larin
1928) tellingly published in the first year of the First Five-Year Plan. In early October 1917, Lenin
himself wrote that “compulsory syndication [...] in associations under state control — this is
what [...] has been carried out in Germany by the Junkers’ state, this is what can be easily
carried out in Russia by the Soviets, by the proletarian dictatorship, and this is what will provide
us with a state apparatus that will be universal, up-to-date, and non-bureaucratic.” (Lenin 1964
108)

As soon as the war broke out, Rathenau published several articles, which can be easily
regarded as alarmist: unlike many others, he felt no enthusiasm about the war and was more
than concerned about the German economy being incapable of reorganizing itself quickly

enough to function in the new circumstances.??’

His concerns were duly noted and in August
1914 the War Materials Department (Kriegs-Rohstoff Abteilung) was established. The overall
headcount of the department was five people. As of December the same year a whole range of
technical departments, charged with tasks involving various raw materials, - metals, wool,
timber, food products, - were in operation. Moreover, as of in November 1916 all parts and
branches of the authority were centralised under single coordinating Supreme War Office, and
finally, in December same year a National Service Law was passed, under which every man
between ages 17 and 60 became liable to be sent either to the army or to the factory. (Briggs

1968: 49). As a result, the whole economy or even the whole country worked as a whole under

centralised management.

%7 For detailed account of the events see Kessler (1930: 169-221)



This enterprise, highly successful despite the lost war, was very much a particular
implication of Rathenau’s more broad view of the economic order to come, elaborated upon in
his books, two of which were published not long before the war was over and others even later.
Rathenau quickly became one of the most prominent political authors of period from the 1900s
to the 1920s. German readers, especially after the war, seemed to be in favour of his ideas,
notwithstanding his superfluous and obscure style. The popularity of his two most important

228 Thanks to

books — “In Days to Come” and “The New Society” — was considerable
Rathenau's style, one doesn,t find his system of ideas presented in a clear and condensed form
in any of the above-mentioned books but it is quite clear from the scattered fragments found in
various texts that Rathenau was no socialist.

Still he was sure that the time of capitalism was over. Rathenau claimed that “economic
affairs are no longer the responsibility of the individual but of society” (Henderson 1951: 104).
His main concern was the quest for the most effective utilization of the resources available. To
that end, the state had to control not only production (meaning individual output) but also
consumption of luxury (cars, private grounds) and unnecessary (tobacco and alcohol) items by
the introduction of a 50% tax on any revenue exceeding a certain minimal level, as well as
comparable taxes on import, production and even use of of the above. Direct control over the
monopolies (which Rathenau considered the only entities capable of producing considerable

wealth) had to be established and inherited income eliminated. Rathenau routinely complained

about the chaos in foreign trade, which had to be restricted in accordance with the common

228 «\/on kommenden dingen” (Rathenau 1917), published later in English as “In Days to Come” (Rathenau et al.

1921) and “Die neue Wirtschaft” (Rathenau 1918). As far as | know, no English translation of the latter exists.
However, at least one more of his books, “Die Neue Gesellschaft” was published in English (The New Society”
(1921). Three books by Rathenau were published in Russian, namely “Der Neue Staat” (HoBoe rocyzapcTso
(1922)), “Die neue Wirtschaft” (Hosoe xo3aicteo (1923a) ) and one pre-war text from 1913, “Zur Mechanik des
Geistes” (translated as “MexaHu3zaums xusHn” (1923b )). Rathenau’s colleague and financial partner for many
years, banker Carl Furstenberg maintained that Rathenau was a brilliant industrialist “whose writings were by no
means his greatest achievement.” (Henderson 1951: 99). While “In Days to Come”, published in February 1917,
sold 65 000 copies in little more than a year, as many as 30 000 copies of the next title, “The New Economy” were
disposed of in the first month after publication only (January, 1918), effectively having made the author the “most
widely read and most passionately discussed of German writers.” (Kessler 1930 212-213).



good. Finally, first-hand knowledge of the war-time shortages, caused by the blockade, was
used to substantiate Rathenau's post-war argument in favour of rebuilding the German
economy according to the principle of Binnenwirtschaft, national self-sufficiency. There are
more policy items on this prescription, but the overall similarity of his approach to some of
those discussed above is strikingly clear. In the end, Yakov Bukshpanm, the author of the
foreword to the “Die Neue Staat” in Russian translation, probably had a point, claiming
Rathenau’s ideas socialist, though “not in a common, but rather in a Prussian state way”
(Ratenau 1922: 6).

Of course, what was implemented in war-time Germany, was far from socialism even in
Lenin’s terms, but he saw the compulsory syndication underlying the whole of Rathenau’s
project as indicative of the approaching end of capitalism, which was,— unknowingly, of course
— making arrangements for the benefit of its grave-digger before breathing it’s last. While
capitalism turned out to possess much more vital force than either Lenin or Rathenau could
expect, the playbook, authored by the latter turned into the principal framework of Soviet life
for decades. Viktor Chernov, socialist moderate, one of the main figures of the Socialist
Revolutionary party made a claim years later, which can be perceived as an ultimate verdict on
the role, German “war socialism” played in the fate of the Russian revolution. Mensheviks,
Right SRs and other moderate and reformist socialists always opposed Lenin’s militant
revolutionary tactics on the grounds that the revolution would be premature in such
underdeveloped, largely agrarian country as Russia was. Rathenau’s success empowered

Bolsheviks and provided them with a weighty, convincing objection to non-believers:

2% Economist Yakov Bukshpan was an army supply and logistics specialist before the revolution. In 1920-1922 he

was employed by the Commission for study and utilization of the World war and Civil war experience" (Komuccua
Nno MCCNeAoBaHUIO M MCNO/Mb30BaHUIO OMbiTa MMPOBOW M rpaxkaaHckoi BoiHbl). He had also authored an
exhaustive volume on war-time economic regulation (Bukshpan 1929), published just a year before his first arrest
in connection to the "Case of the Labour Peasant Party" (TpyaoBasa kKpecTbsiHcKas naptus). The date of publication
is, once again, telling — as it is in cases of the aforementioned Larin’s volume (Larin 1928) and the book “The
German military economy in 1914-1919” (Khmel'nitskaya 1929).



The Bolsheviks perfectly understood all the force of this argument, which
even they had often repeated, during the epoch of the unity of “Classical”
Russian Marxism. But they first found a way out of the contradiction only
during the war. The spectacle of highly developed German Kriegssozialismus,
armed with universal labour conscription, with food, coal, and other
dictatorships, with control over industry, up to its compulsory syndicalization,
with price-fixing and food-rationing, struck their imagination. It seemed to
them that if a similar economic system were put in the hands, not of a
bourgeois-junker state, as in Germany, but "the dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry," and instead of serving military needs were turned over to
the service of peaceful development, then the desired socialist Elysium would
have been attained”°. (Getzler 1973: 111)

While Elysium appeared to be out of reach, the similarity in methods was so obvious
that authors of Soviet books on planning felt obliged either to justify them or more often to
offer excuses. Vladimir Kantorovich, liberal (in Soviet terms) economist, author of the book on
the industrial planning, aiming to support the significance of large syndicates for effective state
control over industry, considered it necessary to point out specifically that “a whole range of
regulative measures, introduced after the October revolution by the proletarian dictatorship
government in terms of both direct and indirect regulation, is similar in appearance with the
measures, introduced by the capitalist states in course of the imperialist world war.” The latter
was described in considerable detail by Kantorovich, who also wrote well of Rathenau. Sure
enough, the necessary caveat read that the “resemblance between the industrial regulation in
the capitalist countries during the world war and the Soviet regulation during the Civil War is
strictly formal.” As it was the case with Soviet money, discussed below, despite the

resemblance, the basic framework used by the two “social systems” were said to be

“fundamentally different” (Kantorovich 1925: 51).

230 v
bonblWeBMKN NpPeKpacHO MOHMMAAW CUAY STOFO aprymeHTa, KOTOPbIM CaMu 4acTo MOBTOPAAM BO BpemeHa

BEPHOCTM «KNACCMYECKOMY» MapKCu3my. BnepBble 3TO npoTuBopeyne 6blo NpeosoNeHO BO BpPeMs MUPOBOW
BOMHbI. 3penuLie BbICOKOPA3BUTOrO HEMELKOIo «BOEHHOMO COLMANIM3Ma» CO BCEObLLEN BOMHCKON MOBUHHOCTbIO,
AMKTAaTOPCKUM pacnpegenieHnem MpoAyKTOB MUTaHWUA, YIia M MPOYero, KOHTPONEM Haf, MPOMbILLAEHHOCTbIO
(skntouyas obasatenbHoe obbeaMHEHWE B CUHAMKATbI C GUKCMPOBAHMEM LEH W BBeAeHMEM MNPOAYKTOBbIX
KapTouyekK) NoAcTerHyno BoobpaxeHue 60blleBNKoB. Eciv Noao6Han 3KOHOMMUYECKan CUCTEMA OKaXKEeTCA B pyKax
He 6yp)Kya3HO-MUAUTAPUCTCKOrO rocyaapcTBa Tvna FepmaHuuM, a B pyKax «paboye-KpecTbAHCKOW AMKTATYypbI»,
6yAeT CNYXUTb HE BOEHHbIM HY}KAaM, 3 MMPHOMY Pa3BUTMIO, TO C MOMOLLbIO TaKoro cnocoba cTpaHa AOCTUTHET
enaHHoro counanuctuyeckoro pas. (Chernov 2007: 111)



Arguably, if classic Marxism ever expected planning to play any significant part during
the transition to the new society, it was not quite the hyper-centralized planning that Lenin and
others embraced from the war-time economy structures, designed by Rathenau in Germany:
communist society in Marx’s terms seems to be much closer to some kind of anarcho-
syndicalist utopia.  Planning is, on the contrary, absolutely essential within the Fichtean
framework of statehood. A task of sustaining economy and society in an equable if not static
condition required not only complete closure of borders and creation of strategic reserves but
also regulated and planned production, consumption, distribution and prices. Extrapolation of
the Soviet economy’s path of development into the future was very unlikely to result in the
state “withering away”, but rather in the emergence of a hyper-centralised state.

This obvious contradiction was never really reflected upon within Soviet Marxism. It
could be argued that the state with a hyper-centralized planned economy would reach its
heyday at the point of transition to communism and then wither away. This was, however, not
the case. In 1952 Stalin claimed that “With the extension of the sphere of operation of
socialism in the majority of the countries of the world the state will die away [...] but society
will remain. Hence, the heir of the public property will then be not the state [...] but society
itself, in the shape of a central, directing economic body.” (Stalin 1972b: 91). Apparently, a
question arises of how a directing (meaning “governing”) body of any kind can be reconciled
with statelessness if it has any authority at all. However, it’s quite clear that this body is fully
empowered — but in what particular sense? Much earlier, in course of the meeting with the
American Labour Delegation in September 1927, Stalin, answering the question about the “the
characteristics of the future society that communism is trying to create”, claimed, among other
things that in this society “there will be [...] the national economy, organised according to plan”
(Stalin 1954j: 139), which apparently meant that in the communist society planning will persist.

Thus, it would be in need of a body planning the economic output and therefore, controlling



production. Furthermore, in the “Economic problems of socialism” Stalin discusses the fate of
“commodity production”, meaning collective farms. While in practice they were, of course,
state-owned (or, in official terms, “publicly owned”), in theory, collective farms were not
considered as such, which justified persistence of money in the socialist state. So, in theory,
collective farms enjoyed some kind of group autonomy. Unlike classic Marxism, the Stalinist
variety condemns any kind of socialism based on group autonomy or communal structures
(Stalin 1954f: 321-42). Stalin was being very consistent when he hypothesized in 1952 that
sooner or later “a single and united sector” would be formed by turning collective farms into
“publicly owned” ones. Though Stalin once again said that there was no way to know how
exactly this united sector would be formed, he claimed it more likely that “a single national
economic body” would be formed “with the right at first to keep account of all consumer
product in the country, and eventually also to distribute it.” (Stalin 1972b: 16).

Accounting plus distribution amounts to the control of consumption; therefore, in
Stalin’s Marxism the “single economic body” of the communist society controls production,
distribution and consumption, — thus possessing the same powers and performing the same
functions as the hypothetical government of the Closed Commercial State. Also, in the same
text, an assumption is put forward that within the “system of products-exchange, under which
the central government, or some other social-economic centre, might control the whole
product of social production in the interests of society” (lbid 69). While the political system
remains a blank spot in this discussion, such a concentration of authority suggests the existence
of the state in all-embracing form. This contradiction between the stateless nature of
communism, decisively claimed by Marx on the one hand, and the intrinsic logic of the Stalinist

. 231
project, was never resolved®*'.

2! This issue, in fact, is even more complex. Stalin, apparently thought that Engels adhered to less statist views

than Marx (Ree 2002: 136). As we’ve already mentioned, in reality he was more statist. This is quite obvious from
another fragment from “Anti-Diihring”. Just twenty pages before claiming that state is going to “wither away”



3. The Closed Commercial State vs Socialism in One Country

Similarities between Fichte’s project and the realities of the USSR after the decisive
abandonment of NEP are very much in evidence. Scholars had noted such similarities since at
least early 1930s. Carlton Hayes in his “Evolution of Modern Nationalism” was arguably the first
to write on the subject, even if he confined himself to one very cautious remark at the end of
the paragraph on the posthumous influence of “The Closed Commercial State”, different
aspects of which manifest themselves in Louis Blanc (right to work), Lassalle (praise for the
national state), Rodbertus (submission of the citizens’ economic activities to state control) and,

"

finally, in the policies of the Bolshevist regime: “... some of the most peculiar economic
experiments of the contemporary Bolshevist government in Russia are curiously reminiscent of
the counsels of Fichte in the year 1800.” (Hayes 1931: 265-66).

The next scholar to reflect on the subject, albeit also very briefly, was Benoy Kumar

22 |n the

Sarkar, a prominent Indian sociologist with a very wide range of research interests.
chapter on the “economic riddle of the Communistic Socialism” in his “Equations of the World
Economy”, Sarkar points out that the Bolshevist government follows Fichte’s recommendations

in regards to the state monopoly on foreign trade, as well as to monetary policies. Though

“variation from Fichte's programme must not be ignored”, Sarkar finds it worth mentioning that

Engels writes that in the future society the work of the “administrative body” will be dramatically simplified,
because in this society it “would have to manage not merely individual aspects of social life, but the whole of social
life, in all its various activities, in all its aspects” (Engels 1987: 248). Communism eliminates “the contradiction
between the individual man and all others” and counterposes “social peace to social war” and thereby renders
“the greatest, by far the greatest, part of the present activity of the administrative and judicial bodies superfluous”
(ibid). Janet Campbell points out that a language problem arises here, since notions of “political” and “juridical”
turn out to be inapplicable to the communist society, while arbitration (in contradiction to Marx’s belief in the final
resolution of all conflicts) and administration, albeit of things, not people, in Engels's opinion, persist. (Campbell
1997: 35-40). These either contradictory or, as it is sometimes assumed, just implicit claims, present a vivid
example of the overall haziness found in the socialist thought in regards to the future human condition. However,
in this case the uncertainty can be probably traced to the perpetual and unavoidable tension between freedom
and rationality in Enlightenment thinking. Indeed, if rationally,” scientifically” conceived ideal society and a society
allowing for the perfect realization of human freedom are one and the same, can state (that is, political power)
become obsolescent enough to be reduced to the “administration of things”? Persistence of this tension is,
arguably, the actual underlying reason of socialists’ reluctance to elaborate on the future state of things.

2 For details of Sarkar’s life and legacy, see Sinha (2017)



“the currency of Soviet Russia is not in any way connected with that of foreign countries. It
serves its own internal purpose and is regulated without reference to the international money
(gold and silver).” Sarkar rightfully considers this measure “the most decisive factor” in Fichte's
system. His conclusion is only slightly more definitive than Hayes’s remark: “I am not trying to
establish an equation between the ideologies and institutions of the Bolshevik economists and
the speculative abstractions of Fichtean idealism. But that the idealistic Utopia of 1800 threw
out certain suggestions which it has been possible to work out in the practical Utopia of Soviet
communists may not be doubted” (Sarkar 1943: 148-49).

Michael Heilperin reflects on the subject in some detail, at least in comparison with
Hayes and Sarkar. In his “Studies in economic nationalism” he dedicates a separate chapter
“Fichte's Blueprint for Autarky” to “The Closed Commercial State”. Heilperin believes that the
economic nationalism of the 20" century draws upon two main sources in the theoretical
legacy of the past. The first is mercantilism, and the second, termed “the doctrine of national
isolation”, can be, in Heilperin’s opinion, traced back to Fichte’s 1800 treatise. Moreover, he
argues that this second source, though much less known,?*? is in fact more important. Heilperin
makes an exhaustive review of Fichte's project and proceeds to the specific features of the
Fichtean autarkic utopia, noticeable, in his opinion, in the economic policies of both Nazi
Germany and USSR.

In relation to the first, the author cites the program of Dr Hjalmar Schacht, a German
economist who served as a President of the Reichsbank in 1933-1939 and Minister of
Economics in 1934-1937. Heilperin describes Schacht as a proponent of the economic

an

nationalism and the mastermind behind the “"peaceful conquests" of several neighbours of
Germany in the Danubian basin, a necessary prelude to military march into Austria (1938) and

Prague (Spring 1939) and to the “wars of aggression started on September 1, 1939.” (Heilperin

3 At least in the English-speaking world: first complete English translation was published in 2012.



1960: 63). This is questionable. Schacht indeed proclaimed the course for “autarky” and self-
sufficiency in 1934, but he didn’t invent these policies and in course of the following two years
opposed this program as well as Hitler’s strive for the broadest possible state control over the
economy (Peterson 1954: 242-71). However, this doesn’t make Heilperin’s observation of the
similarity between Hitler’s pre-1939 conquests and territorial acquisitions and the process of
expansion to the “natural borders”, described by Fichte as a necessary preliminary step to the
closure of the “rational state”, any less accurate.

The USSR presents, in Heilperin’s opinion, the most radical variety of Fichtean economic
nationalism. Particularly, he argues that while economic nationalism still prevailed after World
War Il in many countries exercising strict protectionist controls, the “most extreme forms” of it,
“those which hark back to Fichte, were limited to the Soviet bloc” (Heilperin 1960: 63).
Heilperin also points to Fichte’s suggestion from the sixth chapter of the third part of the
“Closed Commercial State” in regards to the “foreign specialists”, or in Fichte’s own words
“great minds in the practical sciences, inventive chemists, physicists and mechanics, artisans,
and manufacturers, “whom the government should “lure away from foreign countries” to enter
into a treaty with them, according to which “they will bring their science and art into the
country and instruct the residents in these, receiving on their departure compensation in world
currency in exchange for the national currency that was previously paid to them.” Also, the
government “will also buy foreign machinery and imitate it at home” (Fichte 2012: 187).
Heilperin finds the above passage stunningly “reminiscent of the practices of the Soviet Union
in the 1920's and 1930's” (Heilperin 1960: 94) and uses this observation to bring out, albeit
somewhat indirectly, his opinion on the nature of the affinity between Fichtean and Soviet
state, which comes to being because “the logic of a system, once its fundamental assumptions
are adopted, carries one, step by step, relentlessly, to almost fully foreseeable conclusions.”

(Ibid). As far as one can judge by couple of phrases, a similar point of view is upheld by at least



one more author, Gilles Campagnolo, who claims that while “it would be a retrospective
excessive simplification to say that Fichtean plans pre-described Soviet real policies, [...] Fichte's
work is obviously more explicit about aspects of a planned system than most of Marx's
assessments [...]. One important fact remains about the comparison of national closure of the
state proposed by Fichte with the Soviet experiment: a realistic implementation is not a priori a
non-sense.” (Campagnolo 2012: 64)

Finally, the most recent development in the field is represented by two books by
Modest Kolerov, a scholar of Russian idealist philosophy, founder and editor-in-chief of the
Regnum Federal Information Agency. One of these books, “Stalin: from Fichte to Beriya”,
includes a chapter, considering “socialism in one country” concept and more broadly, the
influence of protectionist (Friedrich List) and isolationist (Fichte) ideas on the policies of the
Soviet state (Kolerov 2017a: 109-311). The other was published same year under the title
“Socialism in one country: Isolated state, protectionism and primary socialist accumulation”
(Kolerov 2017b). The last is in fact, a chapter from “Stalin: from Fichte to Beriya”, though
somewhat augmented. Kolerov’s book is largely based upon his intuition of Fichte’s “Closed
Commercial State” being in some way connected to the Stalinist state. However, the conceptual
framework chosen by the author led him to rather questionable implications. Particularly,
Kolerov argues that the idea of the creation of the nation-state was conceived within the
Bolshevik party long before the revolution. It only became popular much later, thanks almost
solely to Stalin, who was one of the very few key figures in the leadership who had never placed
any faith in the world revolution. Unfortunately, this claim does not prove to have a solid
factual basis in the book. Kolerov also describes Trotsky and other opposition leaders as the
proponents of the open economy, too short-sighted to see that only isolationism could save
Russia from the “colonial economical perspectives” or from destruction “in the course of the

political and military competition of world powers” (Kolerov 2017b: 19).



Kolerov argues that Fichte’s project and Stalin’s “socialism in one country” were linked
by Friedrich List’s “The National System of Political Economy”, which was indeed held in high
regard by Sergei Witte and a number of other prominent figures of imperial Russia. Still, as we’ll
see later, List’s protectionist policies have little in common with Fichte’s autarky as well as with
both Vollmar’s “Isolated socialist state”, still less with the intentions and demands of the
Stalinist state. Kolerov also suggests another link, which, as the argument goes, connects Fichte
to List, namely “The Isolated state” (Der isolierte Staat), a 1826 treatise by Johann Heinrich von
Thiinen, German economist or, one may say, one of the first economic geographers. Kolerov
somehow perceives von Thiinen’s book as advocating the isolationist or protectionist cause.
However, while von Thinen’s “Isolated state” is certainly a very significant text, its value lies

234 Besides,

within the field of economic geography, which was itself yet to be born at the time
since Kolerov considers List more or less the direct predecessor of the “socialism in one
country” concept, he never addresses parallels between the Stalinist state and Fichte’s

II’

“rational” state directly, — and altogether ignores Fichte’s enormous impact on German social
democracy. Nevertheless, his book is a valuable source of information on the reception of
Fichte’s political-economical writings in the late 19" — early 20" centuries, particularly by such
early Russian socialists as Petr Struve, Pavel Aksel'rod and others, including figures as different
as, for example, Anatolil Lunacharskil and Boris V\'/sheslavtsevBS.

One might suggest that once a number of given fundamental assumptions are adopted,

the consistent logical development of the system inevitably leads to foreseeable results. Still, it

can be argued that this explanation is insufficient. Some of the similarities can bring one to the

2% “The isolated state” is one of the first serious attempts to develop a spatial economy model and link it to the
Ricardian theory of rent. Thunen's state is, in his own words, “a device, facilitating enquiry into the forces behind
the economy, similar to empty space, being a device to explore physical forces” (Tyunen 1926: 8), that is to say,
mathematical abstraction. Thunen's attempt to reinforce Ricardo's theory of rent by means of this spatial model
has drawn strong criticism from Karl Rodbertus, outspoken supporter of nationally oriented “state socialism” (see
Rodbertus (1936: 353-57) for details). Valuable insights into Tuhnen’s work can be found in Portugali (1984) and
Fujita (2012).

%> For more details on Kolerov’s concept see Aleksandrov (2017).



conclusion that the Soviet government was following Fichte’s recommendations not only in
regards to what Fichte considers crucial for the closure of his rational state, — namely foreign
trade monopoly and monetary policies, — but sometimes also in regards to other, less
significant parts of his manual. For example, Fichte suggests the creation of a national stockpile
in order to avoid food shortages caused by crop failures. Such a measure requires partial yearly
extraction of grain. According to Fichte's considerations, “the necessary yield of the extraction
of produce [...] must be estimated not according to one single year, but according to a series of
years long enough for abundance to make up for the crop failure” (Fichte 2012: 118).
Somewhat unsurprisingly, it's the average of yield five-years’ produce that, according to
Fichte’s idea, should “enter into commerce”?®.

Another parallel to Fichte’s ideas is found in the import substitution domain. Fichte
claims, — in full accordance with his principles, — that he “would certainly demand that a
northern state that is closed forbid the import of [...] cotton, yet without depriving us of cotton
fabric. Don’t many kinds of grass, shrubs, and trees in our climate yield wool that is just as pure,
and that can be refined even further through cultivation?” (Fichte 2012: 202). This fragment is
quite reminiscent of what Johanna Conterio terms the “invention of the subtropics” (Conterio
2015), that is, of the targeted efforts to create a subtropical landscape on the Soviet Black sea
cost, particularly in Sochi. Other examples that come to mind are the pre-war citrus cultivation
projects in Uzbekistan and Sochi, and the later introduction of tea as a cultivated crop to the
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Krasnodar region.””" Even Fichte’s rhetorical question “Is there anything man could not make,

with cultivation [Kultur], from even the most insignificant plants?” (Fichte 2012: 202) has an

28 s probably worth mentioning that first Soviet nation-wide state agency, supervising strategic reserves, namely

the Committee for Reserves and Commodities at the Council of Labour and Defence, was established as late as in
October 1931.

>’ Another project, more significant in symbolic than in economic terms, was palm-trees cultivation, also started in
1930’s. The landscapes of the Crimea and Sochi region were completely transformed by the introduction of various
decorative Palmdceae species, while in Central Asia significant effort was put in more economically viable cultures:
date palms set in Turkmenistan in 1939, were still in good condition and supposedly yielding fruits 15 years later,
in 1954 (Saakov 1954: 6).



unexpected echo in Ivan Michurin’s well-known words: “A plant as such can be almost useless.
Only under human’s care and influence it becomes a powerful actor of life.” 38

One may also suggest that Stalin's government follows, among others, Fichte's
recommendations on much more significant issues, i.e. on partial resettlement, — by “friendly
means”, of course — of the newly occupied provinces’ residents “into the motherland” and
sending others “from the motherland into the new provinces to take their place, thus
amalgamating the old and new citizens.” (Fichte 2012: 189). No “friendly means”, though were
used by the Soviet authorities either in the Baltic countries or in those parts of Poland which
became Western Ukraine and Western Belorussia overnight in September 1939, and that new
Soviet citizens weren't allowed to “bring into the motherland those aspects of their methods of
agriculture and art that are first-rate”, — but Fichte’s idyllic depictions of pre-closure
occupation (which would, of course, be inevitably violent in reality) don’t seem credible enough
even to the author himself: “I will refrain from certain investigations touching this point that
could easily become odious and that philosophers have almost always conducted one-
sidedly...” (lbid: 188).

Yet, despite all the commonalities, the question remains: to what extent was the pre-
war Soviet State similar to Fichte’s Closed Commercial State? The crucial interconnected
structural elements of Fichte's autarkic utopia are foreign trade monopoly and inconvertibility
of the state currency or, currency exchange monopoly. A closer look at these key economic

policies, to a various extent persistent throughout rather different periods of early Soviet

history, may help to find the answer.
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PacteHne camo no cebe moxkeT 6biTb NoyTM BecnonesHbiM. OHO CTAaHOBUTCA MOrywecTtBeHHbIM CbaKTOpOM

YKU3HM TONbKO TOrAa, Koraa HaxoAnuTca Ha BOCMUMTaHMM Yy YenoBeKa u nog, ero sosgenctamem (Michurin 1935)



3. 1. “...direct commerce between the citizen and any foreigner must be rendered completely
impossible.”

While monetary policies were subjected to relatively significant change first at the
beginning of NEP and then in the early 1930s, the foreign trade monopoly seems to be indeed
the cornerstone of Soviet socialism: it was introduced at the very early stage of post-
revolutionary state-building and persisted not only during the “war communism” period, NEP
and throughout the whole Stalinist period, but made it all the way to 1987, when state
industrial enterprises were allowed to transact in export-import operations and foreign trade
monopoly was thus de-facto abolished. Moreover, it was never abolished in the USSR de-jure:

the decree “On liberalisation of foreign trade”?*

was signed by Boris Eltsin, president of RSFSR
at the time, on 15 November 1991 and came into effect on 1 January 1992, when the USSR was
already a thing of the past.

The state foreign monopoly was introduced as early as 22 April 1918 by the decree
entitled "On the Nationalization of Foreign Trade,” (Valk 1959: 158-60) stipulating that private
individuals will no longer be allowed to carry out export or import operations which become
exclusive prerogative of the state or, to be more precise, of the single state agency, People's
Commissariat of Trade and Industry. In fact, even earlier that year, in January, this
Commissariat was granted the exclusive power to licence all export and import (Valk 1957:
300). Licensing, however, meant control without (or with lower) gains, while full-scale
monopoly made it possible for the state not only to control foreign trade but also to benefit
from it. Nationalization of foreign trade preceded not only similar measures in regards to
domestic commerce, but also nationalization of the key industries of the national economy. The

decree itself was, like the one, which introduced closure of the borders, very straightforward:

“All foreign trade is nationalized. Trade transactions for the purchase or sale of any type of

3% EFull title “On liberalisation of foreign trade on the territory of RSFSR” (“O nubepanmsaunmn BHeWHeEN TOProBan

Ha TeppuTopun PCHCP”)



product (of the extracting and processing industry, of agriculture, etc.) with foreign states or
individual trading enterprises abroad shall be carried out in the name of the Russian Republic
by specially authorized agencies. Apart from these agencies, all trade transactions with foreign
countries for import or export are prohibited."240 (Quigley 1974: 202).

The total monopoly of the state in foreign trade was unprecedented. To be sure, states
(including Russia, France and even the United States) intervened extensively in this field during
the First World War. Even when state intervention wasn’t directly a part of the war effort, as in
the case of the United States Shipping Board, it was war which made large-scale interventions
possible. Also, even during the war, state foreign trade enterprises still functioned as the
market actors, albeit enormously large. Soon after the war was over, in full accordance with a
popular slogan of the time, “Back to normalcy”, states mostly returned to relying on private
enterprise in export and import. Soviet Russia was an exception. By 1918, when the monopoly
was introduced, the war-torn economy was in ruins.

In his article “The immediate tasks of the Soviet Government”, written also in April
1918, Lenin suggests that proper administration of the industries already nationalized and
controlled by the Bolshevik government is a primary task of the moment. Explaining the
difference between the bourgeois and the socialist revolution, Lenin writes that in the former
“the principal task of the mass of working people was to fulfil the negative or destructive work
[...] of abolishing feudalism, monarchy and medievalism,” while constructive work is done “by
the property-owning bourgeois minority of the population”, facilitated by the “spontaneously
growing and expanding national and international market.” (Lenin 1965: 238, emphasis added).

In the socialist revolution proletariat (and “the poor peasantry which it leads”) does the

240 o v
ToproBble cAenKM NO MOKYMKe W Mpodake BCAKOrO poga NpOoAyKToB (pobbiBatolieit, obpabaTbiBatoLieit

NPOMbILWNEHHOCTU, CEAbCKOro XO3AMCTBA M NP.) C MHOCTPAHHbIMM TFOCYAAPCTBAMMU U OTAEAbHBIMU TOPrOBbIMM
NpeanpuAaTMAMM 33 TpaHUUel nNpou3BOJATCA OT Auua  Poccuiickoi Pecny6/ivMKM  cneumanbHO Ha  TO
YNO/THOMOYEHHbIMW OpraHamu. MOMMMO 3TUX OPraHOB BCAKME TOProBble CAE/KM C 3arpaHuuein gns BBO3a U
BbIBO3a Bocnpeuatotca (quoted after Tsedilin (2014: 73)).



constructive work, the principal difficulty of which is “the introduction of the strictest and
universal accounting and control of the production and distribution of goods, raising the
productivity of labour and socialising production in practice.” (Ibid: 241). Several paragraphs
later Lenin once again points out that while “the decisive thing is the organisation of the
strictest and country-wide accounting and control of production and distribution of goods,”
neither accounting nor control was yet implemented in the nationalized industries (Ibid: 245).
The only way to fulfil this task is to

consolidate and improve the state monopolies (in grain, leather, etc.) which

have already been introduced, and by doing so prepare for the state

monopoly of foreign trade. Without this monopoly we shall not be able to

“free ourselves” from foreign capital [...]. And the possibility of building up

socialism depends entirely upon whether we shall be able, by paying a certain

tribute to foreign capital during a certain transitional period, to safeguard our

internal economic independence. (lbid: 252)

At this point, foreign trade monopoly seems to be little more than just an extreme
variety of protectionism. However, essentially, Lenin uses a very Fichtean argument, since
proposed monopoly not only protects the socialist economy, but serves the ultimate goal of
keeping this economy socialist: the degree of the accounting and control necessary for
“socialising production in practice” are only possible if undisturbed by the market in general
and foreign market in particular, since markets facilitates (as it happened in bourgeois
revolutions) the emergence of the bourgeois order. This view of the foreign trade monopoly as
not only protectionist but first and foremost a defensive — in rather a military than an
economic sense — instrument, is much more pronounced four years later in his polemic with
Bukharin, who believed that the NKVT (The People’s Commissariat of Foreign trade), which he

called “Glavzapor”, was “dysfunctional” and advocated the more traditional protectionist

instrument namely the tariff system. Lenin argues that



any of the wealthy industrial countries can completely break down such tariff
barriers. To do this it will be sufficient for it to introduce an export bounty to
encourage the export to Russia of goods upon which we have imposed high
import duties. All of the industrial countries have more than enough money
for this purpose, and by means of such a measure any of them could easily
ruin our home industry. (lbid: 457)

But there’s another thing beyond the well-being of the home industry, which is of particular
concern to Lenin:

| will add that the partial opening of the frontiers would be fraught with grave
currency dangers, for in practice we should be reduced to the position of
Germany; there would be the grave danger that the petty-bourgeoisie and all
sorts of agents of émigré Russia would penetrate into Russia, without our
having the slightest possibility of exercising control over them. (lbid: 458)

On early stages, the strict monopoly was also expected to result in limiting imports to
the items of “primary necessity” or, as Fichte puts it in the second chapter of “The Closed
Commercial State”,

A State where agricultural techniques have not advanced far and require
many hands for their perfect application and that lacks even ordinary
mechanical craftsmen, cannot enjoy any luxury. It does not matter if someone
says: “But | can pay for it.” It would not be right if someone could pay for
something he can do without while his fellow citizen finds that goods that are
absolutely necessary are either unavailable or unaffordable. And moreover,
what the former would use to pay for these goods is not even, by Right and in
a rational state, his own. (Fichte 2012: 99)

Interestingly, while the Soviet government was, in fact, becoming interested in increasing the
volumes of exports during the 1920s and 1930s, not everybody agreed with this thesis in 1918.

Mechislav Bronskii, deputy of the People’s Commissar for Trade and Industries and member of
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the Supreme Soviet of the National Economy (VSNKh)™", wrote in his article, published in

Izvestiya right after the introduction of the foreign trade monopoly:

The nationalization of foreign trade means that no purchase or sale with
other countries takes place outside the regulating apparatus of the state
[...]. In so doing we not only protect ourselves from the importation of
comparatively unnecessary items, but also get a chance to use more

! Bpicwuii Coset HapogHoro Xossiictea, BCHX.



wisely for the needs of the national economy our export, to some extent
involuntary, because it is necessary due to our indebtedness abroad and

our passive balance of paymentsm.

This attitude to export was, in fact, a widespread belief at the time, shared, for one, by the

prominent Soviet economist Vladimir Milyutin, who wrote in 1918 that for years to come Russia

will deliver onto the world market basic products, raw materials and semi-
processed materials [...]. But this character of [...] foreign trade facilitates and
renders necessary its concentration in the hands of the state and its removal
from the hands of private traders. [...] The necessity, the economic necessity
of exporting basic products and raw materials [...] makes the nationalization of
export inevitable. In order that this export not be carried out to the damage of
the population, as was done formerly [...] it is necessary that the export of
these products and items of prime necessity be taken over by the state, and
only in exceptional cases will it have the right to export a necessary quantity
of these goods. [...] Thus, with regard to export we have come to the
conclusion that, despite the extreme weakness of the country, we will have to
export raw materials and basic products on the condition of the strictest
concentration of the export of these products in the hands of the state’®.
(qouted after Quigley 1974: 8)

Later this attitude changed. But first, the proponents of the foreign trade monopoly,

most notably Lenin himself and Leonid Krasin,*** had successfully withstood the attack on it,

242 o
HaunoHanmnsauma BHewwHeun TOProB/In O3HA4YaeT, YTO HUKaAKaA Kynaa Uan npodaxa C ApyrumMmun CTpaHaMun He

NpoMCXoaMT BHE 3TOro peryaupyowero annapata. [...] 3Tum mbl He TonbKo obecneumBaem cebsa OT npuBo3a
CPaBHUTENbHO HEHYXKHbIX BELLEM, HO M Hal [0 HEKOTOPOW CTENeHU HEBOJIbHbIN, - HEBOJIbHbIMA MOTOMY 4YTO
06YCNOB/IEHHbIM Halleh 3a40/IKEHHOCTbIO 33 FPaHULEN M HaWMM NAacCMBHLIM PacyeTHbIM BasaHcom - cymeem
60n1ee 3KOHOMHO UCMO/b30BaTb A/1A HY»K A HapoAHoro xo3aicTea. (Bronskii 1918)

3 Poccun ByaeT NoCTaBATb Ha MMPOBOI PbIHOK KMU3HEHHbIE MPUMACI, CbIPbe 1 N0NY0BPaBOTaHHbIE MaTepUarbl
[...]. Ho 3Tum xapakTepom Halleil BHelwHen Toproeaun obnerdyaetca HeObXoAMMOe cocpenoTodeHne eé B pyKax
rocygapctea M M3bATME M3 PYK YacTHbIX ToprosueB. [...] HeobxogmMmocTb, 3KOHOMMYeCcKass HeobxoaumocTb
BbIBO3UTb }KM3HEHHbIE MPUNAChl U Cbipbe, YTOBbLI NONYYNTb B3aMeEH AENCTBUTENbHO HYKHbIE ANA CTPAHbl MALWWWHbI,
maTepuanbl U NpeameTbl, Caenana HensbeKHOM HaumoHann3aumio BbiBo3a. [abbl 3TOT BbIBO3N HE COBEpPLUANCA B
yuiepb HaceneHuto, Kak 31o 6bian npexge [...] Heob6xoauMMO 6b1N0 BbIBO3 3TUX NPOAYKTOB U NPeaMeTOoB Nepsoi
HEeobX0AMMOCTU HEMEA/IEHHO B3ATb B PYKM rocy4apcTBa M 'HafennTb TO UCKAOUYMTENIbHBIM NPaBOM BbIBO3UTb
HeobxoanMMoe KONNYECTBO 3TUX TOBapOB. [...] TakKum 06pa3om, B OTHOLLIEHWUM BbIBO3a Mbl NPULLAN K BbIBOAY, YTO,
HEeCMOTPA Ha KpaliHee UCTOLLEHME CTPaHbl, HAM NPUAETCA BbIBO3UTb CbIPbE U }KMU3HEHHbIE NPMNachl, NPU YCA0BUMU
CaMOro CTPOroro cocpeaoToYeHMA BblIBO3a 3TUX NPOAYKTOB B PyKax rocyaapcrtsa. (Milyutin 1918: 77-78)

2 L eonid Krasin, member of the VSNKh presidium and the Defence Council, worked as the People's Comissar of
Trade and Industries (HapoaHblili Komuccap TOProBan U NpomblwaeHHocTH) in 1918-1920 and was at the head of
the People’s Commissariat of Transport (HapoaHbii Komuccapmat MNyTeit coobuieHuns) in 1919-1920. Krasin was a
firm supporter of the monopoly. In 1923 he was appointed as the first head of the People’s Commissariat of
Foreign trade (HapoaHbiii Komuccapuat BHewHel toprosau, HKBT). Johann Hausler argues that the principle of
the foreign trade monopoly originates, to some extent, from Krasin's own strategy for the international company,
establishing a unified position to work throughout various markets, which Krasin has created, at least partly, as a
result of his work experience with Siemens-Schuckertwerke GmbH first as Berlin and Moscow branches director in



launched by those who sought to expand the scope of the NEP policies, and believed the whole
approach to be too rigid, slowing down the restoration of the national economy. This group
included a considerable amount of heavyweight figures from the Party leadership, specifically
Grigory Zinov'ev, Nikolai Bukharin and Grigorii Sokol'nikov. After the plan to de-monopolize
Soviet foreign trade was presented (formally, the initiative was taken by Vladimir Milyutin) in
October 1921 (Lenin 1970b: 562-63), Lenin's suggested that Politburo should denounce
Milyutin’s plan as “totally worthless and absolutely unsubstantiated”.”* Yet, the discussion
continued — at the Eleventh All-Russian Party Conference in December Lev Kamenev in his
closing speech even said that in the future probably not only cooperatives but even private
enterprises will be permitted to operate on the international market directly.?*® According to
the final resolution of the conference, the monopoly was principally upheld, but serious
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concessions were made to its opponents.””” In late December that year IX Congress of the

Soviets reiterated the resolution of the Party Conference rather close to the original text (IX

v n

Vserossiiskil s"ezd Sovetov 1921: 41). Adoption of the resolution by the Congress of the Soviets
made it law, — but the dissent persisted.

The next round of the debate followed shortly, in February 1922.*% At the end of
February Sokol’nikov circulated his project of de-facto abolishment of the monopoly among the

Politburo members. Almost at the same time news started to come from Soviet Russia’s key

trade partners, particularly from Germany, about foreign businessmen holding back suppliers’

1911-1912 and then as the company’s general representative in Russia (appointed in 1913). For details see
Haeusler (2014)

245 OTKJIOHUTb BECb NAaH MunoTMHA, Kak HUKyAa He rofHbll, COBEPLIEHHO HeocHoBaTesbHbIM. (Lenin 1970b:
240)

246 Kasanochb 6bl, BCE BONPOCHI yNEPAUCh B O4MH BOMNPOC O AeHauMoHann3aumnmn BHelwHen Toprosau. (Ibid: 54)
State trusts, provincial cooperatives’ unions, Tsentrosoyuz itself and some other large enterprises were allowed
to operate on the international market directly, though operations had to be approved by NKVT.

**8 Remarkably, Stalin at this point was among the dissenters, since he disapproved of the Krasin’s NKVT on the
grounds of small volumes of trade, — this fact was recognized even by the Soviet historiography, albeit not before
the XX Party Congress For details on Stalin’s exchange with Krasin on the monopoly see Kukin (1963). After a few
quite persuasive letters from Lenin (one of which was cited above) later that year, Stalin changed his views and
remained an adamant supporter of the foreign trade monopoly ever after.
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credits due to the anticipation of the monopoly abolishment (Bogomolov 1961: 121-25). This
was the last straw. Lenin aggressively pressed Politburo to adopt quite a different document,
prepared by Andrei Lezhava, Krasin’s deputy. On the base of Lezhava’s “Theses on foreign
trade” VTsIK**® has passed on 13 March 1922 the resolution Ne266 “On foreign trade”, which
reaffirmed the monopoly, incorporating amendments, made by the Congress of the Soviets.

Thus the NEP foreign trade monopoly operational regime was established, which was
reluctantly accepted by Lenin, who wrote that this regime is “the "absolute" monopoly of
foreign trade replaced by liberal monopoly, but certainly monopoly anyhow”.?° Yet, the group
of Politburo dissenters including Kamenev, Zinoviev and Bukharin, believed that only private
trade could be the answer to the inefficiency of NKVT (which was readily acknowledged by all
the participants of the debate except — quite understandably — Krasin). In May 1922 Lenin
suffered a stroke, which made it possible for those opposed to the monopoly to make
preparations for the decisive attack in autumn. Lenin’s stand in the Party made open rebellion
impossible and the ultimate decision was put on hold until the Central Committee plenum in
December. In late November Lenin was still virtually alone: almost all prominent party figures
to varying degrees opposed the monopoly.

The situation was saved by Lev Trotsky who removed himself from the public debate,
but privately criticized the Central Committee and leant towards upholding the monopoly. After
exchanging several letters with Lenin (Trotsky 2004: 82-86), Trotsky agreed to defend the
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monopoly at the plenum and the balance was shifted. After Stalin, Zinovyev and Kamenev

249 . . . o o o
All-Russian Central Executive Committee (BcecotosHbliit LieHTpanbHbIli UcnonHutenbHbiii Komutet, BLIVK)

...“abcontoTHas” MoOHOMOAMA BHELWHEN TOProB/aW, 3aMeHeHHas Tenepb NAMbepanbHOW MOHOMOAWEN, HO
6e3yC/0BHO M BO BCAKOM Caydae moHononuei. (Lenin 1975: 213)

1 stalin was the first to change his stand on 15 December in his letter to the Central Committee: “Considering
new materials on the foreign trade issue that have accumulated over the past two months . .. bespeaking for the
preservation of the foreign trade monopoly, | consider it a matter of conscience to pronounce that | am retracting
my objections against the foreign trade monopoly that were communicated by me in writing to the Central
Committee members two months ago.” (BBuay HakonuBLIKMXCA 3@ NOCAeAHME ABA MECALA HOBbIX MaTepUanos..,
FOBOPALLMX B MOJIb3y COXPAaHEHUS MOHOMO/IMM BHELLHEW TOPrOB/N, CYUTAI0 CBOUM AO/TOM 3afBWUTb, YTO CHUMAIO

250



changed sides, the decision of the October plenum was repealed without any substantial
resistance. The Central Committee reasserted “the unconditional necessity to retain and
organizationally strengthen” the monopoly.”>> Two and a half months later the XIl Congress of
the Party reaffirmed this stand. Since then monopoly was never questioned until the last days
of the Soviet state.

During the NEP period, however, no single state agent performing export and import
transactions existed. In accordance with the resolution of the IX Congress of the Soviets,
multiple state agencies, to a lesser extent domestic and sometimes even foreign private
enterprises and citizens, and cooperatives and cooperative societies conducted foreign trade
throughout the NEP period. All of those were required to seek approval of the transactions by
NKVT, but in practice, it was hardly possible, given that volumes of foreign trade were quite
substantial and that the NKVT was a bureaucratic and rather chaotic institution. On top of this,
the NKVT was much more inclined to conduct foreign trade by itself than to use resources on
control and regulation of other agencies and enterprises. A Special organization, Gostorg, was
created within the NKVT to immediately conduct foreign trade operations. However, the
monopoly was never abolished and volume of state trade far outweighed the volume of trade
by all non-state agents combined.??

The foreign trade monopoly, unlike many other provisions of the first post-revolutionary
years, proved extraordinarily resilient, even during the most successful years of NEP reforms.
However, constraints were significantly looser during those years. However, the First Five-year

plan (1928-1932) brought new challenges: collectivization made agricultural production plunge

CBOM BO3PAXKEHWUA MPOTUB MOHOMNONUW BHELIHEW TOProBaW, MUCbMEHHO COObLLEHHble MHOK YneHam Lleka aBa
mecAua Hasag. (Trush 1965: 10))

52 6e3yC/NOBHYIO HEOBXOANMOCTb COXPAaHEHWA M OPraHW3aLMOHHOTO YKPEMAEHWA MOHOMOAMM BHELHEN
Toprosau. (Lenin 1970a: 589)

>3 Cooperatives and cooperative associations, joint ventures, foreign companies, private persons and others
accounted, according to the official statistics, for 21% of total export turnover in 1924-1925 and for 17.2% in 1925-
1926. In terms of import, non-state agents accounted for 7% of total turnover in 1924-1925 and for 12.2% in 1925-
1926 (Berlin 1928: 68). It stands to mention that 1925 was the heyday for Tsentrosoyuz and cooperative sector of
the economy in general.



in some sectors and regions and virtually collapse in others.”*

Due to Great Depression prices
of both Soviet exports (mostly low-added value products) and imports (largely industrial goods)
declined dramatically, but even so, prices of primary goods fell more sharply than those of
industrial machinery (Dobb 1966: 238). Besides, Western governments grew more and more
concerned about the pricing policies of the Soviet government based upon the growing use of
forced labour, — most visibly in relation to timber exports. Consequently, in the course of 1930
US, French and British governments adopted protectionist legislative acts, which in a number of
ways limited the ability of the Soviet government to pursue leading positions in primary goods
export by means of dumping. On the other hand, the end of NEP, followed by rapid movement
towards even more centralised and more strictly controlled economy, implied by the policies of
the Great Turn, meant that in any case, “soft-constrained” monopoly had to give way to
something more aligned with the new zeitgeist.

The Stalinist variety of the foreign trade monopoly was born as a result of large-scale
reform, largely introduced in the late 1920s so that in 1930 the new Soviet foreign trade
machinery was largely up and running. The reform consisted of four basic measures: firstly, the
NKVT became the sole holder of the mandate. From now on no private citizens, no mixed
companies and joint ventures and no state organizations except those owned by NKVT could
export or import any goods at all. Secondly, functions of domestic and foreign trade, previously
overlapping to a considerable degree, were separated. During the NEP period exporters were
relying on supply networks and purchased goods on the market, while importers could sell
imported goods by themselves or through various agents. Starting November 1930, when two
separate Commissariats — of foreign and domestic trade were established, exported and

imported goods were purchased from or transferred to domestic trade agencies or state

>* statistical data on the extent of agricultural decline vary, but according to rather conservative estimates,

production of agriculture as a whole in 1932 was 27% lower than in 1928, while in the livestock sector, 1932
production was 53% lower than in 1928. Decrease in grain production for the same period was around 15%. See,
for example, Wheatcroft et al. (1986)



enterprises. Thirdly, in accordance with the general directive of the Sixteenth Party Conference
(23-29 April 1929) that while planning should be centralized, operational work should be, on
the other hand, decentralized, NKVT operational agencies were granted considerable autonomy
from the commissariat’s regulatory bodies. Finally, the transaction of purchases and sales
abroad, a routine practice in the 1920s, was now cancelled: all the deals had to be transacted
within the USSR only. These four measures shaped the “hard-constrained” version of foreign
trade monopoly which not only persisted — largely intact — until the end of the Soviet era but
was also extended in the post-WWII period to the countries of the Soviet bloc.?>

Let’s look now at the propaganda discourse around the foreign trade monopoly. Earlier
we’ve already cited Lenin, talking about the necessity to “free ourselves” from foreign capital.
Generally, Soviet economists and propagandists, writing about the foreign trade monopoly
never treat it as just an effective defence against foreign competitors, as it would be the case if
it was conceived as something, functionally close to high tariffs in Friedrich List’'s “National
system of political economy”. The 1940 book “Development of the Soviet Economy",256
authored by the collective of specialists from the Institute of Economics of the USSR Academy
of Sciences and approved for use as a textbook for economics students, claims for example, de-
facto summarizing the experience of the pre-war period, that “seizure of the commanding
heights in the economy, i.e. nationalization of land, banks, industry, transport, foreign trade
and communications was the necessary condition for organizing production on socialist
principles.””’ Also, “establishment of the foreign trade monopoly eliminated a threat of
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economic intervention and “ruled out the possibility of exploitation of workers in our

23 0n foreign trade after 1945 see, for example, Pryor (1963), Spulber and Gehrels (1958) and Spulber (1959)

The book was authored by the collective of specialists from the Institute of Economics of the USSR Academy of
Sciences and was approved for use as a textbook for economics students.

27 33BoeBaHME KOMaHAHbIX SKOHOMUYECKMX BbICOT, T. €. HALWMOHANM3ALMA 3eMAM, BAHKOB, NPOMbILINEHHOCTH,
TPaHCNOpPTa, BHELWHEN TOPros/n, CPeACTB CBA3M, ABNANOCL HEOBXOAMMbIM YCNOBMEM OpraHM3aLMM NPOU3BOACTBA
Ha coumanmcTnyecknx Havanax.(Markus and Arutinyan 1940: 78)

2% YCTaHOBNEHMEM MOHOMONMM BHELLHEl TOProBan Gbina NPeoso/IeHa OMacHOCTb MHOCTPAHHOM 3KOHOMUYECKOM
nHTepseHumu (lbid 89)
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country by the foreign imperialism".259 One of the most detailed observations on the monopoly

is found in the book by professor Dmitrii Mishustin, member of the People’s Commissariat of
Foreign Trade Collegium, “Foreign trade and industrialization of the USSR” (1938), published

under the sponsorship of the Foreign Trade Monopoly Research Institute.?®°

Firstly the author
claims that the monopoly “has played an outstanding role in fulfilling the ingenious Stalin's plan
of the industrialization of USSR.”**! He further cites Stalin, who said in 1935, that if export
foreign currency earnings weren’t spent on heavy industry “we wouldn't have [...] aviation and
tanks. We would find ourselves unarmed against external enemies. We would undermine the
foundations of socialism in our country. We would come to be beleaguered by the bourgeoisie
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internal and externa Thus monopoly is not just placed on a par with heavy weaponry but

becomes its source or, in other words, an indispensable prerequisite for the country’s survival.
This idea appears in the text on more that one occasion, being sometimes reframed in a more
rhetorical manner: “At each stage of the socialist construction the monopoly served as a

combat weapon in the hands of the proletarian dictatorship. It's going to remain so significant a
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weapon in times to come. The goals, and even more significantly, priorities of the foreign

trade monopoly are set very explicitly:

1) elimination of both any possibility of economic intervention by the world
capitalism and possibility of any nexus between internal capitalist elements
and the international capital; 2) development of Soviet foreign trade in
accordance with our country's socialist construction plan; 3) concentration of
the entire foreign trade in one powerful centre, conferring tremendous

259 o .
... UCK/It0Ya/1a BO3MOMKHOCTb 3KCMI0aTaLMmN TPYAALLMXCA HaLLe CTPpaHbl MHOCTPaHHbIM umnepuanmsmom (lbid)

%% HayuHo-MCcCnen0BaTeNbCKUIA MHCTUTYT BHeLuHel Toproeaw. This research institute was established in 1929 as a
subdivision of the People's Commisariate of Foreign Trade mainly for the purposes of gathering statistics on Soviet
foreign trade and research changing international markets conditions. In 1939 it was renamed the Market
environment Institute (KoHbIOHKTYpHbIN MHCTUTYT) and was closed in 1941 due to wartime conditions, to be
opened again in 1947.

261 cbirpana B BbIMOJHEHUM FEHMANbHOTO CTA/IMHCKOTO MAaHa MHAyCTpuanusaumm CCCP BblAAlOLLYIOCA POsb.
(Mishustin 1938: 4)

202 Mbl He UMenu 6bl [...] aBMaLMM 1 TaHKOB. Mbl OKa3anuch 6bi 6e30PYKHbIMU NEPes, BHELIHUMM Bparamu. Mbl
nogopeann 6bl OCHOBbI COLMANM3Ma B Halei cTpaHe. Mbl OKasanucb 6bl B NieHy y BypiKyasuu BHYTPeHHeW u
BHelwwHel. (Stalin 2015: 136-37)

23 MoHononus 6bina 60eBbIM OpyAMEM B pyKax MpONETapCKOM AMKTAaTypbl Ha BCEX 3Tanax COLMANNCTUYECKOTO
cTpouTenbcTBa. OHA OCTaHETCA TaKUMM XKe BaXKHbIM opyanem 1 B byayuwem. (Mishustin 1938: 5)



advantage to Soviet foreign trade for its operations on the markets of the
hostile capitalist world; 4) defence of our industry, at one time weak and

technologically underdeveloped from the technologically advanced industry

of the capitalist countries®®*.

Let’s look at this list a bit more closely. The first thing to strike the eye is the low priority
accorded to protectionist arguments. This could be of course largely a chronological issue: it
had been already two years since the claim was made by the new Constitution that the task of
the socialist construction had been already accomplished. However, it’s also quite possible that
the order here reflects the fact that protectionism was always a rather low priority for the
proponents of the monopoly, — at least as compared to its other functions. Indeed, the most
important function of the monopoly according to this list is “defensive isolation”: first and
foremost the monopoly secures not the economic prosperity, but the very existence of the
Soviet order of things. Monopoly is the ultimate security measure, a fortification, which
prevents interference from the outside in the form of either direct aggression or support for
any potential insurgents inside. The real economic function of the monopoly is found largely in
the second provision. As compared to the overall straightforwardness of the document, the
wording here seems notoriously oblique: “development of Soviet foreign trade in accordance
with [...] socialist construction plan” stands of course for the “socialist accumulation” of foreign
currency, essential to industrialization. It’s not quite clear why the author, who already did
some plain talking on the subject several pages earlier, resorts to circumlocution, fully
compensated however with the frankness of the third provision: it was rarely acknowledged
officially that the foreign trade monopoly (in combination with the foreign exchange monopoly,

which is discussed in more detail later) was, in fact, a weapon of offence at least as much as of

264 1) UCKNKOYEHME BCAKOW BO3MOMKHOCTM SKOHOMMYECKOW MHTEPBEHUMU MMPOBOrO Kanutaausma M Kakoh-nnbo

3KOHOMMYECKOW CMbIYKM KanuTaNMCTUHECKMX 3/1IEMEHTOB BHYTPM CTPaHbl C MEXAYHapOoAHbIM Kanutanom; 2)
pa3BUTME COBETCKOWN BHELLUHEW TOProBaAM B COOTBETCTBMM C NIAHOM MOCTPOEHUA COLMANU3Ma B Halwel cTpaHe; 3)
cocpefoToyeHMe BCeill TOProBiv B OA4HOM MOLLHOM TOPrOBOM LLEHTPE, YTO NpeAcTaBAseT AN COBETCKOW BHeLWHeNn
TOProB/IY OFPOMHOE MPEUMYLLECTBO B €€ BbICTYNNEHMUAX Ha PbIHKaX BparKAebHOro Ham KanuTaaucTMYecKoro M1pa;
4) 3awWmTy HaweW, B CBOe Bpems CNaboi, TEXHUYECKM OTCTaNoN MPOMbBIWNEHHOCTU OT TEXHWYECKWU MNepesoBoi
NPOMBbILLUNEHHOCTM KanuTanuctTuyeckux crtpa. (lbid: 7)



defence. As we’ll see a bit later, a combination of the foreign currency and foreign trade
monopolies (complemented by several other conditions), provided the Soviet state with the
excellent opportunity to engage in predatory pricing. Following 1928, when chervonets
convertibility was annulled and foreign trade monopoly reinforced, resulting in a dramatic
decrease of labour costs, the opportunity for cost dumping emerged for the first time — and
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was seized by the Soviet government immediately™ — some authors argue that this

opportunity was in fact intentionally created®®.

Mishustin's book is not unique in its straightforwardness, but a more cautious approach
is no less common. The author of the book on patent protection of the Soviet exports,
particularly, provides us with an example of quite ambiguous rhetoric: “Unlike the foreign
trade policy of contemporary imperialism which consists of hyper-protectionism and price
dumping for purposes of profit extraction by the monopolistic enterprises, Soviet foreign trade
monopoly is a part of the socialist state's planned economy, allowing us to subject our foreign

trade relations to the interests of the socialist construction.”?®’

Another author emphasizes
one particular overlooked salutary effect of the monopoly: “Under the conditions of Soviet

economy, [...] under the conditions of the foreign trade monopoly and liberation from

exploitation by foreign capital, obstacles to the most rational territorial distribution of various

263 Beginning in 1930 a public campaign was started in the US by the Pulitzer-winning series of articles on the “red
trade menace” and more generally on the Soviet Five-year plan by Hubert Knickerbocker, published mostly in the
“New York Evening Post” (see Knickerbocker (1931b) and (1931a)). The campaign eventually resulted in the
adoption of a number of customs and administrative regulations directed against cheap Soviet exports, including,
for example, industrial wood from several regions, where forced labour was used. France introduced licensing of
Soviet exports in 1930 and classified all Soviet exports as coming from a “country with collapsing currency”, which
meant an additional 25% tariff. Britain imposed an embargo on roughly 80% of Soviet exports in 1933. However, as
Soviet authors later claimed, “using foreign trade monopoly as a leverage, the Soviet Union met every attempt to
discriminate against our trade with a counterpunch so powerful that our adversaries regained consciousness
quickly.” (Aleksandrov and Dmitriev 1949: 18). Indeed, the Great Depression in particular left Western
governments limited room for maneuver.

2% see, for example, Tsedilin (2014: 83-86)

B oTanuMe OT BHEWHETOProBoi MNONIUTUKM COBPEMEHHOTO WMMNEPUANM3MA, Bblpakatloweincs B
CBEPXMPOTEKUMOHU3ME U LEMMUHTe B LEeNsX U3BAeYeHUA Mpubblnein MOHOMOAUCTUYECKMMM OPraHM3aLMAMM,
MOHOMOAUNA BHewWwHen Toprosan CoseTckoro Coto3a ABNAETCA YaCTbiO NJIAHOBOMO XO3AMCTBA COLMAINCTUYECKOTO
rocyfapciea, MNO3BOAAOWEN MNOAYMHWUTL HAWW  BHELWHETOProBble CBA3M MHTEpPecam COLUMANUCTUYECKOTO
ctpoutenbctsa. (Kheifets 1935: 5)
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industries are eliminated in order to secure maximum possible efficiency of such distribution to
the benefit of the socialist construction...”?%®

These fragments barely demonstrate a drive for full autarky. On the contrary, various
authors tend to favour increase of Soviet foreign trade in both volume and diversity. Even the
author of the pamphlet “Foreign trade within the Five-year plan”, otherwise notoriously, —
and, considering the subject, somewhat inexplicably, — bellicose, lowers his tone by a whisker
to make the case that “...we remain committed to further extension of the foreign trade
turnover, to introducing technological advances from the capitalist countries to our industry.

We still believe trade ties to be a matter of mutual interest. Trade ties between the two

antagonistic systems — capitalism and socialism — are possible and indispensable over the
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whole period of their “peaceful” co-existence. Such a stance originates apparently from the
1925 resolution of the RKP(b) Central Committee “On foreign trade”, claiming that
“organisation of the proletarian state's foreign trade should be subordinated to the two
principal goals: a) maximum facilitation and stimulation of the country's production forces
development and b) defence of the socialist economy under construction from the economic
offensive of the capitalist countries.”*”°

Moreover, the very term “autarky” was practically anathema throughout the 1920s and

30s*"! since it was understandably associated with the political vocabulary and practices of the

Italian corporative state, ruled by Mussolini’s National Fascist Party (PNF). Autarky was

268 v v
B ycnoeuax COBETCKOro X03AWCTBa, [...] B YC/I0BUAX MOHOMOMU BHELWHEN TOProBAM M OCBOBOMKAEHUA OT

3KCMNOaTauMM MHOCTPAHHOIO KanuTana M T. 4. YHWYTOXKAlTCA nperpagpl Ans Havbosnee pauMOHasbHOro
pasmelleHna OTAENbHbIX OTpacnei X03aicTBa, 4YTObbl AOCTUMHYTb OT 3TOr0 pPasMEeLeHMs MaKCMMaabHO
BO3MOKHOM 30 GEKTUBHOCTU B MHTEPECAX COLMANUCTUYECKOM PEKOHCTPYKUMN... (Alkin 1931: 117)

269 .Mbl COXpaHeM YCTaHOBKY Ha HEOBXOAMMOCTb Aa/IbHENILEro PacLIMPEHNA BHEWHEro 060pOTa, Ha BHEAPEHMEe
B HaLly NPOMBILLIEHHOCTb BbICOKOTO TEXHUYECKOrO YPOBHSA KanUTaIMCTUYECKMX CTpaH. Mbl MonpexHemy CTOMM Ha
TOW TOYKe 3PEeHUs, YTO TOProBble CBA3U eCcTb Ae0 060AHONM 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTU. Ha BECb Nepuos « MUPHOTo»
CYLLECTBOBAHMA ABYX aHTaroOHUCTMYECKMX CUCTEM — KanuTanu3ma W coumannama— MeXAy HUMU BO3MOMKHbI U
HensbexHbl Toprosble cA3u. (Shatkhan 1930: 6)

270 .opraHu3aups BHeLIHel TOProsaM MPONETAPCKOro rocy4apcTsa B KanUTaiMCTUUECKOM OKPYSKEHWUM [O/KHA
6bITb NOAYMHEHA ABYM OCHOBHbLIM 3aJayam: a) MaKcMMasibHOe COAEeNCTBME U CTUMY/NMPOBAHWE pPasBUTUA
NPOU3BOAMTENbHBIX CUA CTPaHbl M 6) 3aliMTa CTPOALLEroCA COLMANMCTUYECKOrO XO3AWCTBA OT 3KOHOMMYECKOro
HaCTYN/IeHMA KanuTaanmcTuyeckmx ctpaH. (quoted after Mendel'son 1932: 17)

7! see, for example, Bulat (1935: 41-42), Tanin and logan (1933: 14) and Otval't (1933: 22-23).



proclaimed as one of the PNF’s long-term economic policy cornerstones as soon as the fascist
movement was institutionalized: a year before the March on Rome, Mussolini insisted that
“...foreign policy is [...] entirely defined by the greater or lesser development of [...] internal
productive forces. Independent foreign policy is impossible for those who are forced to suffer a
fundamental economic dependence such as on [foreign] coal and wheat.”?”?

However, Soviet authors, writing on the subject of the foreign trade monopoly rarely fall
short of terms and phraseology like “fend” (orpaxkgaTtb) and “protect” (3awmwatb) or,
“independence”, “economic self-reliance/autonomy” (xo3slcTBEHHas CaMOCTOATENbHOCTb),
“tenable and economically self-sufficient country” (o6opoHocnocobHas M 3KOHOMWYECKM
camogocTtaTtodHasa ctpaHa) and finally, “struggle for liberation from foreign dependency”
(bopbba 3a ocBobOXKAeHME OT MHOCTPaHHOW 3aBucumocTu). This language is more or less
entirely congruent with the one, used in Italy by PNF, which was rather far from the
straightforward interpretation of autarky as complete isolation. The author of the article in the
short-lived economy and statistic journal “Economy of the USSR”?"3 (HapoaHoe xo03s1cTBO
CCCP) starts with a rather bold claim that “The whole development path of the USSR's trade
with capitalist countries since the recommencement of Soviet foreign trade up to the present
day is a path of struggle for the liberation of the Soviet Union from the capitalist world.”?”* The
article itself, however, reveals more of the author's struggle with the necessity to reconcile the
irreconcilable (since the principal goal of Soviet foreign trade, according to the author, is “to

reduce dependency on the world market while broadening the scope of trade relations with

72 1a [..] politica estera &, tuttavia, in dipendenza assoluta dal maggiore o minore sviluppo delle [...] forze

produttive interne. Non & possibile I'autonomia nella politica estera, se si & costretti a subire un vassallaggio di
natura economica fondamentale come quello del carbone e del grano. (Mussolini 1955: 102-03) For a specific case
see, for example, Benni (1939). Numerous similarities between the Soviet and Fascist views of “economic
independence” were discussed, albeit in brief, in the “Italian fascism and developmental dictatorship” (Gregor 1979)

*”® HapogHoe xo3sicteo CCCP. Eight issues were published by Partgiz in 1932.

Becb NyTb pa3suTUA BHellHel Toprosan CCCP ¢ KanUTaAUCTUYECKMMMU CTPaHaMM, C MOMEHTa BO30BHOBEHUA
COBETCKOW BHeLWHel TOProBaun 1 A0 NocaegHUX gHel, — 3To NyTb 60pbbbl 3a He3aBUCMMOCTb COBETCKOro Cot3a oT
KanuTaamcTnyeckoro mmpa. (Sovalov 1932: 175)
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as well as with the necessity to sound persuasive while juggling with facts and figures to
make a case for radical transformation of the Soviet export structure.?’® However, in this 1932
article the language of self-sufficiency, autonomy, independence and tenability persists
throughout the text, — and by the look of things, the less consistent and believable the

argument is, the more persistent is the language of “independence”?”’

. There’s probably no
need to elaborate on the obvious fact that the Stalinist state was not autarkic in the sense of
Fichte’s “Closed commercial state” — despite the very Fichtean and isolationist discourse
around the foreign trade monopoly. However, its striving for a cautiously crafted kind of self-
isolation is still remarkable and the extent of this self-isolation is unparalleled, even considering
those states which, as Fascist Italy, consciously pursued “autarky”. This situation can’t be

understood without considering the second of the two monopolies at the very core of both the

imaginary Closed Commercial State and the real USSR.

3. 2. “Only through the will of the state...”

Unlike foreign trade monopoly, introduced in 1918 and upheld consistently, albeit to
varying degrees, thereafter, foreign exchange monopoly came up for consideration rather late,
in 1921, with the SNK resolution “On transactions of foreign currency and precious metals”
from 18 November, i.e. after the start of NEP reforms. The State Bank (Gosbank) was granted
monopoly privilege to sell and buy foreign currency and precious metals “within the territory of
the R.S.F.S.R.” Gosbank was also assigned obligation to fix official rates for the same assets,
which could vary in "different regions of the Republic" (O sdelkakh s inostrannoi valyutor...

1944). However, on 15 February 1923 another resolution, “On foreign exchange transactions”,

275 o
...OCHOBHas 3agadya [..] 3akno4vaeTcA B PaCWMPEHMM TOProBbiX CBA3EA C MUPOBLIM PbIHKOM MpU

0ZIHOBPEMEHHOM COKpallleHUM 3aBucumocTu ot Hero. (lbid: 179)

%7® According to the official statistics, even as of 1938 machinery and equipment accounted for only 5% of Soviet
exports and industrial consumer goods — for another 7.9%. (Alkhimov 1977: 254)

277 Despite the questionable persuasiveness of the text, large fragments of the article were reproduced by the
author five years later, in the pamphlet “What USSR exports and imports” (Sovalov 1937) with next to no
modification.



made "sale and purchase transactions in bar gold and silver, foreign exchange as well as in
currency bills and cheques" legal (O valyutnykh operatsiyakh 1923: 292). Nevertheless, strict
governmental control was at least formally preserved. This de-monopolization of the precious
metals and foreign exchange trade was confirmed in April 1925 and had, taking circumstances
into account, a surprisingly long, though in a considerable measure ghostly, life.”’® It was as late
as January 1937 that absolute monopoly returned with the SNK resolution “On transactions in
foreign exchange assets and payments in foreign currency” (Kalinin et al. 1937). This resolution
re-established the monopoly of Gosbank, which became the exclusive agent of all transactions
in precious metals and foreign currency. Payments in these assets were only allowed for the
purpose of foreign trade and through the agency of Gosbank (Bochkov 1942: 101). Also, while
the resolution made any transactions in foreign currency and precious metals illegal, possession
of these was not forbidden. Apparently, the question here is: why did the introduction of the
foreign exchange monopoly take so long as compared to foreign trade? The most plausible
answer can be arguably found in the following table, showing Torgsin’s acquisition of valuables

by year.

Table 1. Torgsin’s acquisition of valuables by year (Osokina 2009: 543)

7% After 1926 the Soviet Government and GPU (Joint State Political Directorate) in particular relied on a broad

range of expropriation measures to obtain precious metals and foreign currency from the population. As popular
as direct violence (arrest, followed by confiscation) was, other means often were more successful. State-wide
“lawful” confiscation of silver from the Russian Orthodox Church in 1928 is quite remarkable in this context as well
as the opening, of the “Torgsin” system to Soviet citizens in 1931. The last decision was made much to the
displeasure of OGPU, which saw the full-scale system of legal coercion as a dangerous rival to its own full-scale
system of direct violence. In the rush to obtain as much convertible currency and gold as possible, both OGPU and
governmental agencies resorted occasionally to the methods in direct contradiction with policies and interests of
other agencies or just were sometimes strangely “non-governmental” in nature. In May 1926 OGPU in particular,
instructed People's Commissariat for Posts and Telegraphs to make money transfers abroad, legal at the time, as
technically difficult as possible. In 1928 Georgii Pyatakov, deputy director of Gosbank at the time, organized a
network of buying-up centres, encouraging artisan miners to sell gold bypassing the “Lena Goldfields” company
which held a valid tender. This step has infuriated the People’s Commissariat of Finance which supported the
official contract with the company. The latter was forced to leave the country next year which resulted in the
arbitration proceedings of Lena Goldfields Ltd. against the Soviet Government in 1930: these proceedings were the
only international law case in which the Soviet Government was a party during the pre-war period. See Chudnov
(2011) and Nussbaum (1950) for details.



Years By buying-in price, mil | By gol tonnage, tons of By international gold
gold. Roubles.* solid gold** prices, mil USD ***
1931 6,9 5,4 3,6
1932 49.3 38,2 25,4
1933 115,2 89,3 59,4
1934 65,9 51,1 57,5
1935 47,7 37,0 41,6
January 1936 . 2,3 1-8 2.0
Total: 287,3%*** 222,8 189,5

* Before foreign currency import expenses deduction

** 1,29 rub for 1 g of solid gold. Since Torgsin transacted not in gold only, “1 g of solid gold” is an
abstract, analytical measure

*** 0,665 USD prior to 1934; 1,125 USD after 1934. These figures can serve as a rough indicator of the
government’s earnings from the sales of Torgsin gold on the international market.

**** This figure slightly exceeds the official 287 249 thousand roubles as a result of the rounding of
data.

There was neither need, nor any possibility, to return to the absolute monopoly,
because until at least early 1936, the state could appropriate a substantial part of personal
savings in precious metals and foreign currency without recourse to massive violence.
Significantly, violence alone could not provide the required volumes of expropriation: the very
decision to open Torgsin system for the Soviet citizens was induced by the decrease in the
volume of valuables, expropriated by OGPU (Chudnov 2011: 172). Taking in consideration that
accompanying costs of nation-wide expropriation by brute force tend to be high enough for the
effect to be felt even by the Soviet economy at the turn of the decade it’s also highly probable
that the Torgsin model was not just more effective, but cheaper. In 1936-1937, when the
country returned to the absolute monopoly, massive external deficit, caused by enormous
volumes of industrial import in 1927-1931, was already in the past, while gold mining industry
enjoyed stable growth. All in all, the Government became less desperate for precious metals
and foreign currency. Considering the chaos of the full-scale state terror, which was
approaching its heyday in 1936, there’s little surprise in the fact that it took a year to bring law

into compliance with the practice: the state became less in need of people’s personal savings



(let alone unquestionable exhaustion of those) and could now call off entirely what little was
left of the gold and currency market.

However, this answer to the above question comes within a more general framework:
financial questions troubled both Bolshevist and Stalinist Governments less than many other
economic matters. Government attempts to address financial problems, while sometimes
persistent, were often also unsuccessful. Government’s failure to bring inflation under control
in 1925-1928 is just one vivid example (Johnson and Temin 1993). It is particularly evident
within the theoretical domain. The Bolshevik government and Lenin himself had neither a
comprehensive plan, nor even a very basic outline of the socialist monetary policies. The term
“socialist monetary policies” itself sounds like an oxymoron, since money as such should have
been abolished. The Bolshevist government was, probably, the first government in history
reluctant to issue its own currency. Within the Party, the view, according to which money was
to be abolished altogether after just a few years of the transitional period, was close to being
common sense. Establishment of the new national currency within this frame of mind indeed
seemed pointless. The first Soviet paper money (Sovznaki) came to being in 1919, almost two
years after the revolution. In the foreword to the 1925 “Concise Course in Financial Science”,
the first basic Marxist college textbook of finance, its author, Soviet economist Dmitrii
Bogolepov®’®, pointed out that it was “notoriously difficult to present the Marxist analysis of
financial phenomena at the time. It was only relatively very recently, that Marxists and
communists started engaging in financial science. Quite a number of very important problems

still haven't been approached from the Marxist perspective.”?*°

7 1n 1918 Bogolepov was appointed deputy of the People’s Commissar of Finance. Later, in 1919-1920 he was in

charge of building Soviet regional bank systems in Ukraine and Turkestan.

280 B HacTolLee Bpems Ype3BbIYAIHO TPYAHO 4aTb MAPKCUCTCKUM aHanM3 GpUHAHCOBbIX ABNEHUM. CPaBHUTENLHO
OYeHb HeJaBHO MAPKCUCTbl U KOMMYHWCTbI CTaAN 3aHMMATbCA GUHAHCOBOW HayKol. MHorve npobaemsl, 0YeHb
Ba)KHble, 10 CUX NOP eLe He pa3paboTaHbl C MAapPKCUCTCKOM TOYKM 3peHus. (Bogolepov 1925: 3)



The monetary system of the USSR designed through trial and error until late 1930s,
turned out to be outside the frameworks of both classic and orthodox Marxism. It was
something completely different — though probably not quite as novel. Marx and Engels were
rather indeterminate, when it came to the depiction of the future society. However, some
details on the issue at hand can be found — this time in the “Communist manifesto”, written by
both founding fathers, as well as in Marx’s “Critique of the Gotha Programme” and, once again,
in “Anti-Dihring” and “Dialectics of Nature” by Engels. “Critique of the Gotha Programme”
features the most absolute claim in relation to money:

..the individual producer receives back from society — after the deductions have
been made — exactly what he gives to it. What he has given to it is his individual
guantum of labour. For example, the social working day consists of the sum of
the individual hours of work; the individual labour time of the individual
producer is the part of the social working day contributed by him, his share in it.
He receives a certificate from society that he has furnished such and such an
amount of labour (after deducting his labour for the common funds), and with
this certificate he draws from the social stock of means of consumption as much
as the same amount of labour costs. The same amount of labour which he has
given to society in one form he receives back in another. (Marx 1989: 86)
Apparently, producers get their compensation not in the form of legal tender, but in the form
of consumer goods. The “Certificate” mentioned in the above quotation is of an individual

nature, and therefore, it's not money. Marx himself makes important clarification on the

subject in the second volume of the “Capital”:

In the case of socialised production the money-capital is eliminated. Society
distributes labour-power and means of production to the different branches of
production. The producers may, for all it matters, receive papers vouchers
entitling them to withdraw from the social supplies of consumer goods a
guantity corresponding to their labour-time. These vouchers are not money.
They do not circulate. (Marx 1997: 356)

It is very important that in this fragment Marx, in fact, cites an essentially Lassallean idea.

Further he admits (with regret) that the principle of equal exchange underlying the certificate



system is one of the “defects”, only “inevitable in the first phase of communist society” (the
one, commonly termed “socialism”), but which will be completely abolished in the second
phase (“communism”). The whole “Critique of the Gotha Programme” is a critique of the SPD
Lassalleanism, and what follows after this fragment is Marx’s ultimate refutation of the
described certificate scheme. Even the idea of certificates, which are very far from being
money, is alien to Marx. He perceived certificates as little more than a temporary instrument,
and they were only acceptable for him as such.

Lenin, on the contrary, readily embraces the idea in his 1917 “The State and
Revolution”:

Every member of society, performing a certain part of the socially-necessary
work, receives a certificate from society to the effect that he has done a certain
amount of work. And with this certificate he receives from the public store of
consumer goods a corresponding quantity of products. After a deduction is made
of the amount of labour which goes to the public fund, every worker, therefore,
receives from society as much as he has given to it. (Lenin 1974i: 470)

This way or another, money couldn’t be abolished immediately. The monetary system
had to be maintained at least during the first phase of the transitional period. However, a non-
monetary economy was not a long way in the future, rather a matter of several years. The
RKP(b) programme, adopted by the VIII Party Congress (18-23 March 1919) made claims on the
present state of affairs as well as some provisions for the near future:

During the first phase of transition from capitalism to communism, while
communist production and distribution of products is not yet fully organized,
abolishment of money appears infeasible. In these circumstances bourgeois
elements in the population continue using currency notes still remaining in
private possession for purposes of speculation, profiteering and plundering of
workers. Building upon nationalization of banks, RKP looks to take a number of
measures, broadening the scope of non-cash settlements and leading up to the
abolishment of money: obligatory deposit of cash in the banks, introduction of

budget cheque-books, replacement of money by cheques, short-term ration
tickets, etc.?®
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KOMMYHUCTUYECKOE Npou3BoACTBO WU pacnpeaeneHne npoaykToB, YHUUYTOXKeHMe AeHer npeacrasBnaetca



Measures intended to stimulate commodity exchange were indeed introduced.
Circulation of gold and silver coin was prohibited: those in possession of such assets had to
exchange them for fiat money in the state banks. Needless to say, gold and silver were hidden
by those who had any, but it still meant withdrawal from circulation. Uncontrollable emission
(in September 1921 one million roubles bank note was issued with SNK approval) made paper
money almost obsolete. However, rationing was only functioning in several big cities, and with
even basic supplies available predominantly on the black market, monetary exchange
eventually gained the upper hand despite being dangerous in case of prohibited coinage or
inconvenient and unreliable in case of paper money. In April 1921 Lenin made a puzzling claim
in his pamphlet “The tax in kind” of money being “a certificate entitling the possessor to receive
social wealth” (Lenin 1973a: 332), hereby mixing money with Marx’s “certificates”, —
presumably to make introduction of the tax in kind more acceptable for those in the Party
leadership, who were in opposition to the “tactical retreat”. As became clear only several
months later, the said retreat turned out to be quite substantial. Speaking on 29 October 1921
at the Seventh Moscow Gubernial Conference of RKP, Lenin had to admit that the

...system of commodity exchange has broken down; it has broken down in the
sense that it has assumed the form of buying and selling. [...] We must admit that
we have not retreated far enough, that we must make a further retreat, a further
retreat from state capitalism to the creation of state-regulated buying and
selling, to the money system. Nothing came of commodity exchange [...]. Take
the trouble to adapt yourselves to this; otherwise, you will be overwhelmed by
the wave of spontaneous buying and selling... (Lenin 1973e: 96)

Finally, as early as November, 1921 Lenin proclaimed the urgent necessity “to make

every effort to secure the speediest reduction of the issue of paper money, eventually put a

HEBO3MOKHbIM. [py TakomM MONOXKeHUM BypiKyasHble 31eMeHTbl HaceNeHWs MNPOAONKAKT MUCMNONb30BaTb
OCTaloLLMECA B YacTHOW COOCTBEHHOCTU [AEHEXHble 3HAaKW B LENAX CNeKyNsuuu, Haxkusbl U orpabneHun
TpyAsawmxca. Onupanck Ha HauMoHanusauuio 6aHkoB, PKI cTpemuTca K NpoBeAeHUo paga Mep, pacluMpsaioLmnx
obnactb 6e3geHEeRHOro pacyeta M MOATOTOBAAILWMX YHUUTOXKEHUE AeHer: 0bs3aTeslbHOe Aep)KaHue AeHer B
HapoAHOM baHKe; BBefeHME BIOAKETHBIX KHUMKEK, 3aMEHa AEHET YEKaMM, KPAaTKOCPOUYHbIMU BuneTamm Ha Npaso
noayyeHus npoayktos u T. n. (Yaroslavskii 1933: 397)



stop to it and establish a sound currency backed by gold” (Lenin 1973d: 179) and in November
1922 argued in no uncertain terms for stabilization of the rouble being the top priority: “But
what is really important is the problem of stabilising the rouble. [...] If we succeed in stabilising
the rouble for a long period, and then for all time, it will prove that we have won.” (Lenin
1973b: 422). Thus, abolition of money proved impossible.

However, in a more comprehensive sense, there’s little to no evidence that Lenin
considered this impossibility fundamental. His writings don’t provide any evidence, backing the
view, according to which he reconsidered his position from the times of “war communism” in
favour of establishing at least a mixed-type economy as a goal. Taking Lenin’s reiterated claims
of NEP as being tactical retreat rather than strategical shift for their face value seems more
plausible. It means, among other things, that he has neither created, nor even intended to
create any sort of socialist monetary theory. Indeed, in as late as 1932 an anonymous author of

the editorial in the “Finance and the Socialist economy”?®

, an official publication of the
People’s Comissariat of Finance and Gosbank, wrote that “not a single fundamental Marxist-
Leninist work in this field exists", while the "exceptionally meaningful [...] legacy of Marx, Engels
and Lenin in the field of finance, money and credit as well as comrade's Stalin directives,
decisive and classic in their precision, [..] are only starting to get through" to the “consciousness
of our theoreticians”.”® It was of course, impossible to admit that “exceptionally meaningful
legacy” barely existed. Still, complaints about the lack of theoretical developments and

unwillingness of those responsible to invoke Marx and Engels seem revealing enough, especially

considering the date: in 1932 the Soviet monetary system has already acquired its more or less
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...B 3TON 061acTN HEeT HU oAHON GYHAAMEHTA/IbHON MAPKCUCTCKO-IEHUHCKOM TeopeTudyeckoi paboTbl”, B TO
BpeMA KaK "MCKAuuTenbHO 6onbluoe no cBoemy 3HauyeHwuto [...] Hacneame Mapkca, dHrenbca U JleHnHa no
BOMnpocam GUHAHCOB, AEHEr U KPeaWUTa, peLlatolme KNaccuyeckne no CBoen TOYHOCTU yKasaHua T. CtanuHa [...]
TO/IbKO HAYMHAIOT 4,OXOAMUTb A0 CO3HAHUA HaLLMX TeopeTukos (rabotu... 1932: 3-4)
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final shape. Apparently, Stalin’s monetary reforms of the early 1930s had little to draw upon in
either Lenin's heritage or Marxist tradition.

Born in 1919, sovznak was almost completely destroyed only two years later by
uncontrolled emission and consequent hyperinflation. Since in late 1921 the Party leadership
has already embraced the infeasibility of the instant shift to the new society and set itself a goal
to stabilize the rouble, planning of the monetary reform was initiated by Grigorii Sokol’nikov,
who was appointed acting People's Commissar of Finance in early 1922. He managed to engage
an energetic team of specialists,”®* who put in action a dual currency system, within which old
sovznak was circulating along with the new chervonets, hard currency, though contrary to
popular belief, not fully gold-backed.?®® Gradually the stable currency superseded the
hyperinflated sovznak, and in February-March new rouble was introduced, equivalent to 1/10
of chervonets. While the last was from the very beginning intended for external transactions
and had very little domestic circulation,”®® convertible currency, listed by the currency
exchanges abroad, was indeed for some time in circulation on Soviet territory. Still, after 1926
chervonets disappeared from the listings since its export was prohibited and then, just two
years later, an import ban followed. Chervonets was never conceived of as a “normal”
convertible currency, but only served the purposes of the monetary stabilization. The system,

which took shape after 1924 was somewhat unprecedented in its complexity:*®” Yurovskii, who

elaborates on this system in his book “Monetary policy of the Soviet Power (1917-1927)", terms

%! The main figures behind the ideas, which formed the basis for the successful monetary reform of 1922-1924,

were Nikolal Kutler, former deputy minister of Finance in the Government of Sergei Vitte; ; Vladimir Tarnovskif,
one of the most prominent bankers of the Empire, former director of the Siberian Commercial Bank in Saint
Petersburg (for more about him see Sokoloff (2008)) and their younger colleague Leonid Yurovskii.

% 0Of it’s value 25% was backed with gold or foreign exchange reserves and the other 75% with short-term
commodity bills (Baykov 1946: 89)

*%% |t was demonetarized in 1947.

While chervonets remained the official currency (Gosbank return statements were published in chervonets and
rouble), it was not a legal tender by law. Emission was connected to chervonets, while rouble was, in fact,
convertible paper money. No gold par was established for rouble, but it was established for chervonets. However,
relation of rouble to chervonets was fixed, meaning that gold par for rouble was in fact established, though
indirectly.
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it “closed fiat circulation system with [...] official gold par and specifically points out

significance of its closedness, using notoriously cautious wording:

...any fiat circulation system is of course, closed, but differences in the
magnitude exist, which lead us to distinguish our fiat circulation system as
particularly closed. Soviet currency listings abroad don’t change this
assessment because closedness arises from the provisions for currency
transfers out of the country as well as from the organizational forms of
foreign trade.”

He also clearly explains the function of the system’s closedness:

Currency regulation is effective in the [Soviet] Union because it rests upon the
foreign trade regulation, upon industry being state property, upon a centralized
(and almost solely state-owned) bank system, upon the procedure for planned
distribution of foreign currency between the group industrial enterprises granted
admittance to such distribution, and upon the ban on foreign currency
acquisition for those outside this group. Whereas the state owns the foreign
exchange market, it owns its currency rate. Thuswise it can maintain a rate not
corresponding with the currency's purchasing power parity. [...] Soviet currency

exchange rate can be fixed irrespective of its purchasing powerzgo.

While these policies served the purpose of disconnecting the purchasing power of
money from its exchange rate fairly well, it was the very monetary system against which Fichte
warned quite passionately in the fifth chapter of his treatise, arguing that it can only be
intrinsically unstable, since within it money is “not an immediate sign of goods, but rather only

a sign of money”, while “false presupposition — that only gold and silver can be proper, true
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[cuctema] 3aMKHYTOro ByMarkHO-AeHe}KHoro obpaueHus ¢ [...] opuumanbHbim 3010TbiM NaputeTom (Yurovskil

1996: 289)

89 BCAKas BYMaXKHO-AEHEXHas CUCTEMA ABAAETCH, KOHEYHO, 3aMKHYTOM, HO [..] CyliecTyloT pasnuuus B
CTeneHu, KOTopble 3aCTaBAAOT BbIACANTb KaK cneumdruueckn 3amKHYTYIO0 CUCTEMY Hally Pa3HOBUAHOCTb ByMaXKHO-
AEeHEeXHbIX cnuctem. KOTMPOBKM COBETCKOWN BaslOTbl 3@ rpaHULIEt HE MEHAIOT 3TOM XapaKTEePUCTMKMU MOTOMY, YTO
3aMKHYTOCTb CO3JaeTcA YCA0BUAMM NepeaBUKeHNA BaNtoTbl 33 Npeaesbl CTPaHbl M OpraHn3aunoHHbIMU bopmamu
BHelwHel Toprosau. (Yurovskii 1996: 290)

2% BanloTHOE peryMpoBaHue AeicTBUTENbHO B COIO3e MOTOMY, YTO OHO OMMPAETCs Ha PEryMPOBaHUE BHELLHE
TOProB/iM, Ha NPWHALNENKHOCTb TOCYAAPCTBY MPOMBILAEHHOCTM, HA UEHTPaNM30BaHHYKO (M MPUTOM MNOYTH
Le/IMKOM rOCyAapCTBEHHYI0) BAHKOBCKYIO CUCTEMY, Ha MOPAAOK MNAaHOBOro pacrnpeaefieHns BaaloTbl Mexay Tow
rpynnon npeanpuAtUiA, KoTopaa AonylleHa K 3TOMY pacnpedeneHuio, M Ha 3anpelleHne npuobpetaTb
MHOCTPaHHYIO BalOTy TEM, KTO HaXoAMUTCA BHe 3TOW rpynnbl. ECAM rocyaapcTso BAafeeT Ba/loTHbIM PbIHKOM, TO
OHO BNaZieeT U Kypcom cBoel BantoTbl. CleaoBaTeibHO, OHO MOMKET NOAAEPKMUBATb TaKoM KypC BaNtoTbl, KOTOPbIM
He COBMajaeT C ee MapuUTETOM MOKynaTenbHOM cunbl. [...] KypC COBETCKOM BantoTbl MOXKET ObiTb YCTaHOBAEH
He3aBMCMMO OT ee NoKynaTenbHoM cunbl. (Yurovskii 1996: 279-80)



money — remains standing”, which leads subsequently, to the situation Fichte considers very
dangerous, namely when the value of the money depends “on the general belief in the
possibility and ease of its realization in cash” (Fichte 2012: 181). Indeed, in the end of 1925
financial crisis has broken out, caused, albeit indirectly, by the inability of the state to fully back
the “sign-money” by precious metals, that is to say, by inflation which ran rampant with the

first attempts of forced industrialization.?*

At the end of the year the crisis was to some extent
overcome — mostly due to decrease in emission — but the legal foreign exchange market
ceased to exist. In the following years government limited and then prohibited use of foreign
currency by enterprises, including state-owned; limited and then prohibited any transactions in
foreign currency or precious metals within the country’s borders; first severely limiting the
amount of foreign currency allowed for those travelling outside the country and then de-facto
banning travelling abroad altogether. Also, starting 1927, breaking the rules of transaction in
foreign currency (and breaking the provision on the monopoly of foreign trade) were
designated as “high-threat crimes against the order of government”.292

What emerged in the first half of 1930s as a “socialist” monetary system was barely
tested in practice, the “closed fiat circulation system” of the NEP period being its first real-life
approximation. That said, in 1927 the idea of what was later termed the “two-currency
system”, based on monetary nominalism, was almost 130 years old. Fichte is widely thought to

3

be its author’®® and the “Closed Commercial State” — to be its first relatively detailed

291 Capital investments were financed by emission of roubles, which led to a significant decrease of chervonets

price. Narkomfin conducted massive foreign exchange interventions to support the rate, but the budget was
limited. In January 1926 Stalin spoke in favour of stripping foreign exchange profiteers of the opportunity to use
foreign exchange interventions against the state, which meant a green light for repression. (Goland 1993 120, 125-
127).

2. 0co60 onacHble MpecTynaeHus NpoTUB NopsAKa ynpasneHus (Gertsenzon 1938: 116-17). This judicial novelty
had very limited impact, since the definition of “transaction” itself was notoriously absent from the Soviet law, so
that the exact meaning of the 1937 resolution had to be refined through a number of decisions by the Supreme
court of the USSR judicial division for criminal cases in 1942-1943 and even during the post-war period

%3 gee, among others: Daastgl (2015) and Gray (2018: 96-99).



outline.®*

Its elements, even if not the system in its entirety, can be found in the works of quite
a few later economists, including Friedrich List’s “The National System of Political Economy”
(1909) (Das nationale System der politischen Oekonomie (1841)), Gustav Cohn's “Science of
Finance” (1895) (System der Finanzwissenschaft (1889), Otto Heyn’s “Paper Standard with a
Gold Reserve for Foreign Trade” (Papierwahrung mit Goldreserve fiir den Auslandsverkeh
(1894)) and in Georg Knapp’s “The State Theory of Money” (1924) (Staatliche Theorie des
Geldes (1905)). Since the idea originates with Fichte, it's hardly surprising that all the above
listed economists, commonly associated””® with monetary nominalism, were German. This list
is, however, incomplete.

In 1895-1897 Sergeil Vitte, who favoured an approach to the economic development

2% initiated implementation of the gold standard to attract

very close to that of Friedrich List,
foreign investments. One of the most vociferous opponents of this move was Sergei Sharapov,
self-termed “Slavophile economist”, who is certainly entitled to a place in the above cited list of
the monetary nominalism proponents. Sharapov advocated implementation of the “absolute
money” (which he, in a very nominalistic manner, occasionally terms “absolute symbols"),297
that is, paper rouble, “intrinsic value [and] purchasing power” of which "is based upon the
moral principle of the whole nation's confidence in the unified, strong and free supreme
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authority, bearing sway over the monetary circulation. In Sharapov, paper rouble is

preferrable to the gold standard not only for immediate economic, but also for political, moral

2 In fact, a century before Fichte the distinct combination of monetary nominalism with economic isolationism

was anticipated by Scottish-English economist John Law of Lauriston in his treatise "Money and Trade Considered,
with a Proposal for Supplying the Nation with Money" (1705), in which Law argued that introduction of paper
money instead of gold could “insulate [...] economy from the vicissitudes of foreign trade, thereby reducing the
need to run a positive balance of trade and payments.” (Hudson 2009: 43). See also Rothbard (2006: 328-31)

2% With the sole exception of List.

Vitte has published brochure “National Economy and Friedrich List” (HaumMoHanbHaa askoHomua u ®puapwmx Jinct
(1889)) three years prior to his appointment as a Minister of Finance. See also revised and enlarged second edition
under the title “On Nationalism: National Economy and Friedrich List” (1912).

27 “pGcontoTHble 3HakK” as in Russian “aeHeskHble 3Hakn”, currency symbols.

%% BHYTpeHHAs CTOMMOCTb, MOKYMHas Cuna BYMaKHOTO pybaA OCHOBBIBAETCA HAa HPABCTBEHHOMb Hauane
BCEHAPOAHOro A0BeEpUA K eauHOM, CUAbHOW WM cBOBOAHOW BEPXOBHOM BAACTW, B PyKax KoOel HaxoguTcs
yrnpaBieHue AeHexHbiMm obpalieHrem. (Sharapov (Talitskil) 1895: 29)
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and, one may say, religious reasons’®. In order to do away with utilitarianism and
individualism, Russia has to turn to turn to the “higher immortal moral principle”, which should
be “established as a supreme power”, namely, the moral principle of trust.>*® In terms of more
tangible policies Sharapov holds that the gold standard is the earthly incarnation of
utilitarianism and that instead Russia should start issuing its own paper money, backed by
limitless trust in the Sovereign3°1. His naive economic programme was never taken seriously
even by Sharapov’s friends from the conservative circles, — and by his enemies on left alike —
but he was very persistent in advocating it.>%?

Sharapov’s views do not mix well with Fichte's ideas: unlike Fichte, Sharapov was a
monarchist, very religious and genuinely condemned progress. Besides, Sharapov’s views were
not isolationist in any way; his project is rather merely a peasant retro-utopia than a full-scale
intellectually substantiated utopian project. Sharapov was also, in all likelihood, unaware of the
“Closed Commercial State”: he never mentioned Fichte in his works and probably read none of
his books, since Fichte was considered a socialist or at least proto-socialist thinker at the time.
However, Fichtean influence, albeit indirect, can be traced in Sharapov. On the opening pages
of the “Paper Rouble” he bemoans the marginality of the paper money concept in financial
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science, mentioning, however, three economists as his predecessors.”" One of them is Karl

29 He holds that a dreadful decay “is eating away Western science, art, religion, philosophy, law, statehood, or, in

a word, Western civilization in full measure and in all aspects ( ...cbefaeT 3anafHy0 HayKy, UCKYCCTBO, PE/IUTUIO,
¢dwnnocoduto, npaso, rocyaapCTBEHHOCTb, C/IOBOM, BCH 3anafHyl UMBWUAM3ALMIO BO BCeEM ee obbeme W
npossaeHusax. (Ibid: 11-1V))

3 Hauano nonb3sbl [...] CTAHOBUTCA TBOPYECKMM OPYAMEM M MOCAYLWHOMW CMAONW B PyKax rocyAapcrea,
NMOCTPOEHHOr0 HEe Ha 3rOMCTUYECKOM Havane AO0roBopa, a Ha HpaBCTBEHHOM — aosepus. (lbid: VI)

*' To avoid inflation all the banks should be united into one centralized institution with a wide network of local
branches. These branches will credit people, securing loans in a usual way. Government will sure have to print
money for these loans, but since managers of the local branches will be professional, well-intent and versed in
local affairs, all credits will be paid off with a small interest, meaning that value will be created, and thus the threat
of inflation will be eliminated.

%2 Three periodicals, at different times published (and to a large extent authored) by Sharapov were closed by the
censorship office, — something out of the ordinary for the conservative writer at the time, — and he was
commonly thought to be intransigent if not stubborn.

39 One of them is the above-mentioned John Law of Lauriston; the other — Friedrich List, who “was the first to
acknowledge the great role of moral principle in the world of economics” (...enepBble NPU3HABLLMI BEIUKYIO PO/b
HPaBCTBEHHOrO Hayana B aKoHoMMYeckom mupe. (Sharapov (Talitski) 1895: 3).



Rodbertus, whom Germanophobe and monarchist Sharapov absolves of two otherwise serious
if not mortal sins — being socialist and German — for embracing and developing the idea of
“state money”.

Rodbertus, proponent of state socialism was significantly influenced by Fichte and
shared some of his basic beliefs, especially in terms of extreme statism. Rodbertus also shared
Lassalle’s views on the possibility and even desirability of socialist developments in one country
upon condition of significant support of such developments from the state institutions.*®* He
was a very important figure for Sharapov, who apparently felt that his theory needs to be more
substantiated to be taken seriously, — and is praised in the “Slavophile economist’s” pamphlets
on more than one occasion. Interestingly, it’s not just the whole idea of “absolute money”,
backed by the limitless trust in the sovereign, that sounds quite Stalinist. Sharapov’s discourse
on gold as “impure” and his plea to separate the state and the people's economies (Sharapov
(Talitskit) 1895: 94), so that gold had no influence on the latter, resonates with later Stalinist
discourse on Soviet money (as opposed to any other, non-socialist money), which had to be
necessarily separated from capital and, consequently “world money”. Yet, while Sharapov was
rather well known among politically engaged intellectuals, at least Bolsheviks never considered
him more than a maverick®®

Stalinist monetary management, which took its final shape around 1934, was based
upon four basic principles: firstly, capital investments were financed by state budget, which
demanded neither interest payments nor even repayment of the principal. Secondly,
establishment of a mono-bank system with Gosbank as de facto monopolist, which provided
means for close monitoring and control of all Soviet enterprises' money transactions (though
the hyper-centralized control proved difficult in practice). Thirdly, money flows were divided

into cash (households/retail) and non-cash (everything else). Finally, government fully

3% see, for example, Van Ree (2010a) and Hoselitz (1945).

305 See, for example, Trotsky’s 1901 article “S. F. Sharapov and German agrarians” (Trotskil 1926)



monopolized foreign exchange. These principles were only determined post factum: Soviet
monetary management, as we’ve already mentioned, originated almost entirely from practice
and was not substantiated by any theory, which was, albeit in very broad terms, formulated
only in late 1940s — early 1950s. However, textbooks on political economy and propaganda
books, praising the victorious Soviet economy were quite abundant and though the former
mostly considered political economy of capitalism and the latter were rarely concerned with
theory, neither could avoid the issue in question altogether. But let’s start with the author of
the Soviet monetary management system himself.

Contrary to the numerous claims by later Soviet economists, Stalin never developed
anything close to a comprehensive theory of money, let alone during the pre-war years, but his
public statements on the subject provide some insights on his ideas in monetary theory. In
November 1927, answering the question on “the main difficulties under war communism, when
attempts were made to abolish money” during the interview with the foreign workers
delegations, Stalin explained the enduring presence of money in the Soviet economy, claiming
that much yet had to be done to build socialist (that is, non-monetary) economy:

We must now re-equip our industry and build new factories on a new
technical basis. We must raise the level of efficiency in agriculture,
[...]Jreorganise the individual peasant farms in a wide network of agricultural
collective associations. We must set up an intermediary distributive apparatus
between town and country that will be capable of calculating and satisfying
the requirements of the towns and villages throughout the country [...]. When
we have achieved all this, it can be presumed that the time will have come

when money is no longer needed. But that is still a long way off.>*®® (Stalin
1954h: 233)
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Ham Hy»kHO Tenepb nepeobopyfoBaTb HaWy UHAYCTPUIO U NOCTPOUTL HOBbIE 3aBOAbI HAa HOBOMW TEXHWUYECKOM

6aze. Ham HyXHO MNOAHATb CENbCKO-XO3AMCTBEHHYIO KynbTypy, [...] nepeopraHn3oBaTb WHAMBUAYa/bHblE
KPEeCTbAHCKME XO3AMNCTBA B LUMPOKYIO CETb CE/IbCKO-XO3ANCTBEHHbIX TOBAPULLECTB. Ham HyXXHO HanaauTb TaKoW
nepeaaToyHblii pacnpeaenuTenbHbli annapaT MeXay ropoAom U AepeBHeN, KOTopbIn Bbln Bbl cnocobeH yyecTb 1
YyA0BNETBOPUTL MOTPEOHOCTU ropoaa M AepeBHU BCeW CTpaHbl [...]. U Korga mbl fobbemcs BCero sToro, Hafo
nosiaraTb, YTO HACTYNUT BPeMs, Korga He byaeT yKe Hy»Kabl B geHbrax. Ho go atoro ewe ganeko. (Stalin 1930: 237-
38)



It's fairly obvious from the tone that in 1927 Stalin already had limited confidence in a non-
monetary future arriving any time soon. His speeches from July 1928 (at VKP(b) Central
Committee plenum) demonstrate some evolution. On July 5 Stalin suggested that raising
objections against NEP (and therefore money economy)

...means, in the first place, to hold that immediately after the proletariat has

come to power we shall have ready to function 100 per cent a machinery of

distribution and supply between town and country, between industry and

small-scale production, which will make it possible to establish at once direct

products-exchange, without a market, without commodity circulation, and

without a money economy. The matter has only to be raised to realise how

utterly absurd such an assumption is.>®’ (Stalin 1954i: 151)
He even went far enough to claim that the NEP “is an inevitable phase of the socialist
revolution in all countries” (lbid: 152). Several days later, on July 9, Stalin reinforced this claim,
positing that “mistaken is the assertion of some comrades that it was only after war
communism that the Party realised the necessity for building socialism in the conditions of a
market and a money economy, that is, in the conditions of the New Economic PoIicy"308 (Stalin
1954a: 173-74). So not only is NEP with its capitalist elements “an inevitable phase”, but it was
also planned far in advance and thus is no retreat, but on the contrary, “a victorious and
systematic socialist offensive on the capitalist elements in our economy” (lbid: 174). More
straightforward wording, intended, as it seems, among other things, to compensate for the
dubiousness of this dialectics was found several years later, when in his Report to the XVII Party
Congress (1934) Stalin turned on

prejudices of another kind. | have in mind the Leftist chatter current among a
section of our functionaries to the effect that Soviet trade is a superseded
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...3HAYUT, BO-NEPBbIX, UCXOAUTb U3 TOFO, YTO CPA3Y Ke Mo NPUXOAY K BNacTu nposietapumarta y Hac byayT Haamuo

y)Ke roToBble HacTa NPOLEHTOB pacnpesenMTesibHble U CHabKeHYecKMe annapatbl Mexay ropoiloM U fepeBHel,
MeXay MWHAYCTpMehn U MesKMM NPOoM3BOACTBOM, AaloliMe BO3MOMKHOCTb YCTAHOBUTb Cpasy nNpAmoWn
npoayktoobmeH, 6e3 pbiHKa, 6e3 ToBapoobopoTa, 6e3 AeHeKHOro xosancTea. CTOUT TONbKO MOCTaBUTb 3TOT
BOMPOC, YTOObI NOHATbL BCIO HEIENOCTb TaKOro nNpeanosioxeHus. (Stalin 1949b: 145)

308 _He npaBbl HEKOTOPbIE TOBAPWLLM, YTBEPHKAAIOLME, YTO MAPTUS OCO3HANA HEOBXOAMMOCTb CTPOUTENLCTBA
COUMaNM3Ma B YCNOBUAX PbIHKA M AEHEXKHOro X03AMCTBaA, TO eCTb U B YC/IOBUAX HOBOW 3KOHOMMUYECKOMN NONUTUKM
6yATO 6bl LWL NOC/IE BOEHHOTO KOMMYHM3Ma. (Stalin 1949a: 165)



stage; that it is necessary to organise the direct exchange of products; that
money will soon be abolished, because it has become mere tokens; that it is
unnecessary to develop trade, since the direct exchange of products is
knocking at the door. [This] Leftist petty-bourgeois chatter, which plays into
the hands of the capitalist elements who are striving to sabotage the
expansion of Soviet trade, [comes from] people who are as far removed from
Marxism as the sky from the earth, evidently do not realise that we shall use
money for a long time to come, right up to the time when the first stage of
communism, i.e., the socialist stage of development, has been completed.
They do not realise that money is the instrument of bourgeois economy which
the Soviet Government has taken over and adapted to the interests of
socialism for the purpose of expanding Soviet trade to the utmost, and so
preparing the conditions necessary for the direct exchange of products®®.
(Stalin 1954b: 349)

The official textbook “Financial Policy of the USSR”, written by the group of specialists
from the People’s Commissariat of Finance (Narkomfin) and Moscow Institute of Finance and
Economics and published the same year, claimed that money was necessary in the Soviet
economy since first, there was still commodity circulation, and thereby, elements of market
existed, essential for “establishing proper interrelations with peasantry” (D'yachenko 1934: 23).
Second, the Soviet economy couldn’t operate without money because the “intermediary
distributive apparatus between town and country that will be capable of calculating and
satisfying the requirements of the towns and villages throughout the country” (Stalin 1954h:
233), of which Stalin spoke seven years prior, in 1927, was still not set up. In 1934 this
explanation is obviously problematic: the private sector in the Soviet economy is (at least

officially) nearly eliminated. The individual peasant, who was selling products on the market

309 . o v v
...npeapaccyakun apyroro poaa. Peub nagrt o nesauKoi 6OATOBHE, UMEIOLLEN XOXAeHWe cpean OAHOM YacTu

Hawnx paboTHMKOB, O TOM, YTO COBETCKanA TOProB/A ABAAETCA AKOObI NPOWAEHHOM cTagumel, 4yTo Ham Haao
HaNaauTb NPAMOW NPOAYKTOOBMEH, YTO AEeHbIMM ByAyT CKOPO OTMEHEHbI, TaK Kak OHU NpPeBpaTUANCL, AKOObI, B
NPOCTble PAaCYETHbIE 3HAKM, YTO HE3aUYeM Pa3BMBaTb TOPrOBJIIO, EXENN CTYYUTCA B ABEPD NPAMON NPOLYKTOOOMEH.
[...] 3ata neBauko-menkobyprKyasHas OOATOBHA, WrpalOWand Ha pPyYKy KanUTaAUCTUYECKMM  3/1EMEHTaMm,
CTPEMALMMCA COPBaTbh Pa3BepTbiBaHWE COBETCKOW TOProBaAW, [MCXOAMUT OT AloAei], KoTopble Tak e Aaneku oT
MapKCM3ma, Kak Hebo OT 3eM/IM, OYEBMAHO, HE MOHMMAIOT, YTO AEHbIM OCTaHYTCA Y Hac elie A0/ro, BNAOTb A0
3aBepLIeHna NepBoi CTaaMM KOMMYHU3Ma, — COLMAANCTUYECKOM CTaann pasBuTna. OHU He MOHMMAIOT, YTO AEHbIU
ABNAIOTCA TEM WMHCTPYMEHTOM OyprKyasHOM 3KOHOMMKM, KOTOpbI B3Ana B CBOM pyku CoBeTcKas BAacTb M
npucrnocobuna K MHTepecam couuaansma ANs Toro, YTobbl pa3BepHYTb BOBCHO COBETCKYH TOProB/IO U NOArOTOBUTL
TEM CaMbIM YC/IOBUSA 418 NPAMOro NpoAyKkToobmeHa. (Stalin 1951: 342-43 )



during the NEP years and stood, thereby in the way of non-monetary economy, also (once
again, officially) almost ceased to exist. Why was money still necessary?

In 1941 the existence of money still put Soviet economists out of countenance. During
Stalin’s meeting with the authors of the future textbook of political economy*'® on 29 January,
one of the participants said, that “the commission was perplexed, there was a discussion if

commodities exist in Soviet economy. The author, contrary to the commission majority opinion,
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refers to product rather than commodity. Stalin’s answers that “as long as we have

monetary economy, we have commodities as well. All categories are in place, it's their nature

what changed. Money doesn't work as an instrument of exploitation for us, it acquires other
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meaning. The concept of Soviet money was formulated after the war in Stalin’s 1951

“Economic problems of socialism in the USSR", where the author justified the still monetary

nature of the Soviet economy by the presence of

two basic forms of socialist production in our country: state, or publicly-
owned production and collective-farm production, which cannot be said to be
publicly owned. In the state enterprises, the means of production and the
product of production are national property. In the collective farm, although
the means of production (land, machines) do belong to the state, the product
of production is the property of the different collective farms since the labour,
as well as the seed, is their own [...]. The effect of this is that the state
disposes only of the product of the state enterprises, while the product of the
collective farms, being their property, is disposed of only by them. [...] At
present the collective farms will not recognize any other economic relation
with the town except the commodity relation - exchange through purchase

*1% The creation of the official political economy textbook was a very long project which was started around 1936

to be completed only after Stalin’s death, in 1954. While initially the development of the textbook was led by
Soviet economist Lev Leont’ev, a number of other experts, including economists Konstantin Ostrovityanov and
Anatolii Pashkov, agrarian Ivan Laptev, Institute of Philosophy director Pavel Yudin, Gosplan official Grigoril
Kosyachenko, economist and party official Dmitrii Shelepin, got involved in the process in the course of 18 years.
Stalin met the authoring team on several occasions. In 1941 discussion was quite notorious: Stalin made a shocking
claim on the value law being not yet overcome in the USSR. Later Anatolii Pashkov in his book wrote: “As is known,
prior to 1941, we Soviet economists insisted over and over again that our commodity is not a commodity, that our
money is not money and that socialism makes the law of value void. We were put straight.” (Pashkov 1970: 211).
For details of the later discussions in regards to the same textbook, see Zhuravlev (2015).

31 B Komuceumn Bbian HegoymeHus, Bbiia AUCKYCCUA, eCTb NI TOBAp B COBETCKOM XO3sICTBE. ABTOP BOMpPEKMU
MHeHMI0 60/1bLLUMHCTBA KOMUCCUM FOBOPUT BCIOAY HE O TOBape, a o npoaykre. (Bukhert 2012: 11)

2 Paz y Hac ecTb AEHEXHOe XO3AMCTBO, TO eCTb WM ToBap. BCe KaTeropum OCTanuCb, HO APYroi XapakTtep
npuobpenun. [leHbrn He CAyXKaT y Hac opyamMem 3KCMyaTauMu, a OHM Y Hac npuobpeTatoT gpyroe cogeprKaHue.
(Ibid)



and sale. Because of this, commodity production and trade are as much a
necessity with us today as they were, say, thirty years ago, when Lenin spoke
of the necessity of developing trade to the utmost®*. (Stalin 1972b: 15-16)

Classic Marxism can be barely used to substantiate this argument. But once again,
orthodox Marxism, that of Kautsky and SPD, while also being unable to substantiate Stalin’s
claim, can still provide us with some insights.

Kautsky, for one, in the chapter under the title “One day after the Revolution” of his

314 (1902) poses the question as to whether there will be wage-labour in the

“Social Revolution
new society: “Shall we not have abolished wage-labor and money? How then can one speak of
the wages of labor? These objections would be sound if the social revolution proposed to
immediately abolish money.” (Kautsky 1908a: 129). The author maintains that “this would be
impossible” since “money is the simplest means [...] to secure the circulation of products and
their distribution to the individual members of society” within a “complicated mechanism [...]
of the modern productive process.” (Ibid) Consequently, new property and social relations will
render some of its functions obsolete, — Kautsky specifically points out that in the future
society money won’t measure value, “at least in internal commerce” (lbid, emphasis added) —
but still, as a means of the above mentioned circulation “money will be found indispensable
until something better is discovered”. However, wages under socialism will be different from

that under capitalism, since they will stop to be “the price of the commodity — labour power”,

which is largely determined “by the cost of subsistence of the labourer” with its minor

313
T M T T M TNCT ron TBa:
B HacToAwee Bpema HaC CyuWwecTBYyHO Bé OCHOBHbIE OpPMbl COUMANTNCTUYHECKOTO On3BOACTBa

rocyfapcrseHHan — obLeHapoaHan, U KONXO3Hasn, KOTOPYO Hesb3A Ha3BaTb OOLLEHAPOAHOM. B rocyaapCTBEHHbIX
npeanpuaTUAX CpeacTsa NPOM3BOACTBA M NPOAYKLMA NPOU3BOACTBA COCTABAAIOT BCEHAPOAHYHO COBCTBEHHOCTb. B
KOJIXO3HbIX e NpeanpuATUAX, XOTA CpeacTBa NPOM3BOACTBA (3eMAA, MAWWHbBI) U NpUHaA/exaT rocyaapcTsy,
O/ZHAKO MPOAYKLMA NPOU3BOACTBA COCTaBAAET COBCTBEHHOCTb OTAE/bHbBIX KO/IXO30B, TaK KaK TPYA B KONX03aX, Kak
W CeEMEeHa, — CBOM cOBCTBEHHDIN [...]. 9TO 06CTOATENBbCTBO BEAET K TOMY, YTO FOCYZapPCTBO MOMKET pacrnopaKaTbes
Wb  NpPOAYKUMEN rocyfapCTBEHHbIX NPeanpuATUA, Torga KakK  KOJIXO3HOW MpoAyKuMel, Kak CBoel
COBCTBEHHOCTbIO, PACNOPANKATCA NUWb KOAX03bl. [...] [pPyrux 3KOHOMMUYECKUX CBA3EM C ropogom, Kpome
TOBAPHbIX, Kpome obMeHa uepe3 Kymnalo-npofa)ky, B HaCTOsLLEe BPeMa Ko/X03bl He npuemntoT. oatomy
TOBAapHOE NPOU3BOACTBO U TOBAaPOOHOPOT ABNAIOTCA Y HAC B HACTOALLEE BPEMSA TaKOM e He0HBXOAMMOCTbIO, KaKoM
OHM OblAK, CKaxkem, NeT TpuauaTb TOMy Hasag, Koraa JIeHWH NpoBO3rAacMn HeobXoAMMOCTb BCEMEPHOrO
pa3BopoTa ToBapoobopoTa. (Stalin 1952b: 16-17)

3% Die soziale Revolution (1902)



variations depending “upon the operation of supply and demand”. Since under socialism
people won’t have to sell their labour power, it will cease to be a commodity and “and its price
would become independent of the relation between supply and demand.” (lbid: 134) Later on,

7315 that “socialist

in 1922, Kautsky goes much further, claiming in “The Labour Revolution
society would not be able to exist without a system for the exchange of products.” (Kautsky
1925: 259) . Kautsky most definitely has his reservations about the possibility of non-monetary
economics, claiming that the one can be imagined as either a whole state with all its industry
and agriculture transformed into a “single factory under single central control”*® (Ibid: 260) or
as "the Leninite (sic — Y.S.) interpretation of what Marx described as the second phase of
communism: each to produce on one’s own accord as much as one can, the productivity of
labour being so high that everyone may be trusted to take what one needs.” (lbid: 261). He
doubts the very possibility of the second option, let alone its short-term perspectives: “as the
measure of value and means of circulation of products money will continue to exist in a socialist
society until the dawn of that blessed second phase of communism which we do not yet know
whether will ever be more than a pious wish, similar to the Millennial Kingdom.” (lbid: 262).
Unlike “Leninite interpretation of Marx”, such a view is in a way similar to Stalin’s claims:
like Kautsky, Stalin claimed that money will persist and that it could be abolished in principle
but this is “a long way off”. Stalin also insisted that under socialism money “acquires other
meaning”, which is very similar to Kautsky’s claim on the distinct nature of money under
socialism, appearing from the fact that “there would of course no longer be any opportunity for
individuals to employ money for the purchase of means of production, that is, to transform it
into industrial capital. [...] Thus in a complete socialist society all the conditions would be
lacking for the transformation of money into capital.” (Ibid: 262). Both claims were on many

occasions repeated in numerous Soviet books on the socialist development as well as in

313 Die Proletarische Revolution und ihr Programm (1922)

3% "The ideal of such a condition is the prison or the barrack," — adds Kautsky (1925: 260)



textbooks of political economy. Particularly, Soviet economist David Chernomordik in his
“Economic policy of the USSR" writes that “money still persists during the first stage of the
communist society’s development. [...] However, under the dictatorship of the proletariat, in
the Soviet economy, functions and purpose of such bourgeois economic instruments as money

and trade change essentially. They work for the proletariat which employs them for winning the
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victory of socialism over capitalism. The author explains the difference along the lines of

Kautsky’s argument:

money still doesn't disappear [...] when individual commodity production
becomes socialist production of the collective farms [...]. But this money plays
a completely different role when compared to the capitalist society. [...] There
money becomes capital. [...] Money under socialism is the necessary means to
control socialist efficiency (profitability) of our enterprises. [...] Money
provides economic policy of the proletarian dictatorship with the instrument,
allowing it to permeate to the areas where the state itself cannot take charge.
Money is an instrument of the plan performance control in the state-owned
sector itself. 38

On the next page the author once again claims that the “purpose and use of our money is
completely different from those under capitalism. We use bourgeois instrument for a socialist
purpos.e."319 It is necessary to mention that Kautsky’s book was translated into Russian
(authorized translation from manuscript) and published, albeit only in Berlin, a year after the

original publication (Kautskii 1923). It was well known, at least among the party leadership: it’s

cited by Nikolai Krylenko in his “Talks on Law and State” (Krylenko 1924), by Bukharin in his

317 v
Ha nepsoi cTaguMu pasBuTUA KOMMYHUCTMYECKOro obLliecTBa elle CoXpaHsatoTca aeHbru. [...] Ho B ycnosuax

AMKTATypbl NposieTapuaTta, B COBETCKON 3KOHOMMUKE, GYHKLMU U Ha3HAYeHWe TaKUX MHCTPYMEHTOB OyprKyasHoM
SKOHOMMWKMW, KaK TOProBAS M AeHbrM, NPUHUMUNMANBbHO MeHAlTcA. OHM paboTatoT Ha nposieTapuaTt, KOTOPbIN
ncnosb3yeT Ux Ana nobeabl coumannsama Hag kanutanmamom. (Chernomordik 1936: 307)

3% neHbrn ewe He ucuesalor [...] ¢ nepexoaom WHAMBUAYANbHOMO TOBApPHOrO XO3AWCTBA B KOMNEKTUBHOE
COLMaZINCTMYECKOE MPOU3BOACTBO KONX030B [...]. HO 3TM AeHbrn MrpatoT COBEPLUEHHO APYryt0 posb, Yem B
KanuTanuctnyeckom obuwectse. [...] [leHbrM Tam npesBpaliatoTca B Kanutan. [...] [deHbrn npu coumanmsme
ABNAIOTCA HEOobXOAMMbIM CPeACTBOM KOHTPOJIA COLMANMUCTUYECKON pPeHTabenbHOCTM (BbIFOAHOCTM) HaLlLMX
npegnpuatmii  [...] [eHbrn cnyaT MHCTPYMEHTOM, NPW MOMOLLM KOTOPOrO 3SKOHOMMYECKAs MOJAUTUKA
NPONETAaPCKON AMKTATYypPbl MPOHUKAET TyAa, r4e HEMOCPEACTBEHHO FOCYAAPCTBO PACNOPAMXKATLCA HE MOXKET. JeHbru
CNyXKaT cpeaCcTBOM NPOBEPKM, BbINMOJHEHMA MJ1IaHa B CAMOM rocyaapcteeHHom cekTope. (lbid: 308-309)

319 HasHaueHue un NPUMEHEHWE HAWWX AeHer NMPUHUMUMNMANBbHO COBEPLUEHHO MHOE, YeM MPU Kanutanusme. Mol
nosib3yemcs 6yprKyasHbIM MHCTPYMEHTOM A8 coumanmnctTudeckmx uenei. (lbid: 310)



important 1926 article “On the character of our revolution and possibility of the victorious
socialist construction in the USSR” (Bukharin 1926) and by a large number of other authors®%.

This whole nominalist and “Kautskian” discourse on money is far from being Marxist:
indeed, it is essentially Lassallean, — and, eventually, Fichtean. It is this discourse that Marx
specifically refutes in the “Critique of the Gotha Programme”. What underlies Kautsky’s — and
Stalin’s — Fichtean concept of money, is the attempt to maintain equality between the
production and distribution with labour time being a measure of production. In his formula
“from each according to his ability to each according to his needs” Marx, on the contrary,
acknowledges the inequality of both abilities and needs. Stalinist or Kautskian money is merely
an even more openly Lassallean instrument of maintaining balance, based on equal exchange,
than labour certificates. Their controlling functionality, emphasized in both Kautsky and
Stalinist economists, serves exactly this purpose, — and this is the same purpose, money serves
in the Closed Commercial State. Finally, unlike labour certificates (ultimately issued locally, for
instance by the council, managing the factory) money, — and in particular, socialist money
which cannot be turned into capital, — is under complete control of the highly centralised
financial authority or, in other words, of the state.

One last text on the subject should be mentioned, namely an article by Evgenii
Preobrazhenskii published in April 1930 by the foremost Soviet Marxist theoretical journal,
“Under the Banner of Marxism”. Preobrazhenskii, whose party membership was reinstated only

in January®?!, that is to say, four months prior to the publication, has embraced for the time

320 Apparently, official attitudes to Kautsky’s understanding of Marxism as applied to money theory was quite

hostile. Bernard Berkovsky, who authored one of the very few Soviet pre-revolutionary books on the subject
(1930b), elaborated upon the unacceptability of Kautsky’s reactionary and revisionist theory of money in the
lengthy article published by the “Financial issues of planned economy” magazine (Berkovskii 1930a).

1 In July 1929 “Pravda” published an open letter, signed by Karl Radek, Ivar Smilga and Preobrazhenskii, declaring
their break with the opposition and embracement of the Stalinist Politburo policies. Preobrazhenskii was then
allowed to return to Moscow from his year and a half exile in Uralsk (Kazakhstan). In 1930-1932 Preobrazhenskif
worked as a deputy chairman of Nizhny Novgorod planning committee, then held a minor position in the the
People's Commissariat of Grain and Animal Husbandry State Farm (separated from the People’s Commissariat of



being Stalin’s policy of accelerated industrialization, which was considered by many former
members of the Left opposition as the implementation of their program under slightly different
slogans. The article in question, “Economic nature of the Soviet money and perspectives of the
chervonets” is, however, for the most part, cautiously theoretical. In 1930 Preobrazhenskii still
envisions the emergence of non-monetary economy in the foreseeable future and strives to
discern its features in the post-NEP Soviet economy. The following fragment presents his vision
of the difference between the Soviet and the capitalist money:

(the) connection of our currency to gold as world money is to a large extent

or, one may say, overwhelmingly, severed; thanks to the creation of the state-

controlled economy and to foreign trade monopoly, we hold sway over the

passage, through which all the laws of the world economy monetary

regulation break through under the conditions of regular commodity

production. This brings us to the conclusion that even under the conditions of

very broad commodity-money circulation of the NEP, not only is the nature of

our money different, but also the laws of money circulation evolve in a way

fundamentally different from those in the capitalist countries.>?
To illustrate this point, Preobrazhenskii analyses the situation in the state-controlled sector: on
the one hand, the state pays wages to “its workers” in the monetary form and then supplies,
albeit partly, the demand, “originating in this very wages” with the products “of its own
making”. According to Preobrazhenskil in this case money circulation “is of a very peculiar
nature” so that it can’t be in fact considered “circulation” in Marx’s sense. “This part of
money,” — claims Preobrazhenskii, — “is by its inner nature very close to the coupons of the

7323

unitary closed economic organism. This distinctly Fichtean/Lassallean word choice could be

Agriculture in 1932) in 1932-1933. In 1933 he was expelled from the party for the second time, arrested and
sentenced to exile, — once again in Kazakhstan, — in January 1933.

322 cBA3b Haleil BafKOTbl C 30/10TOM, KaK MWPOBLIMW AeHbramu, ABAAETCA B 3HAYUTE/NIbHOW Mepe, ecan He
CKa3aTb B OCHOBHOM, y3}Ke MOPBaHHOM; NyTEM OpraHM3aLMm rocy1apCcTBEHHOro X03aMCTBa M 61aro4apsa MOHOMONUK
BHELUHEN TOProB/iv Mbl KOHTPOIMPYEM TOT MPOX0J, Yepe3 KOTOPbIM B HOPMasbHbIX YCNOBUSAX TOBAPHOIO X03AMCTBa
NPobuBalOTCA HapyXy BCE 3aKOHbl CTOMMOCTHOIO PeryanMpoBaHUMA MMPOBOrO XO3AMCTBA. DTUM CaMbiM  Mbl
NPUMXOAMM K BbIBOAY, UYTO B YC/NOBUAX AaXKE OYEHb LUMPOKOro TOBAaPHO-AEHEXKHOro o0b6palleHus, KoTopoe
CYLLEeCTBYET B Nepmnos HaMa, U NPUPOAA HALLMX AEHEr MHAsA, YEM MPU KanuTaau3mMe, U 3aKOHbI HaLIero AeHeXHOoro
obpalLeHMsa CKNaabliBalOTCA COBCEM MHAYe, YEM B KaNUTAIMCTUYECKUX cTpaHax. (Preobrazhenskii 1930: 70)

323 3Ta vacTb feHer Mo CBOe BHYTPEHHEN NPUPOAE MPUBMKAETCA K TanoHam eduHO20 3aMKHYMO20
xo3slicmeeHHo20 opeaHu3ma. (lbid, emphasis added).



still disregarded as a mere coincidence, — but Preobrazhenskil proceeds to the currency issuing

formula for the state economic sector, which sounds just as familiar:

the part of wages, defrayed this way, should always correspond to the
particular tangible volume of the state produce meant for the state
consumption. In other words, the demand from the industrial and office
workers should be regulated by a certain level of wages, which should be in

turn conform to the quantity of produce, allotted for distribution®**.

It is to be recalled at this point that in Fichte “the entire sum of circulating money represents
the entire sum of goods found in public commerce.” (Fichte 2012: 123) Following the financial
reforms of early 1930s, which defined the country's monetary system, Soviet government took
some effort to observe this rule. Vladimir Sitnikov, senior consultant for the Gosbank executive
board in 1928-1931,%* describes this effort as in his memoirs as follows:

following the credit reform of 1930-1931 quarterly approval of the Gosbank

cash department receipts and withdrawals by the Council of Ministers was put

into practice. Cash flow was treated as a compulsory emission directive that is

either the right to issue additional cash or the responsibility to retire a certain

sum from circulation. Approval was usually based on the assumption of as

high volumes of trade cash receipts as possible, so fulfilling this directive was
a highly demanding task®.

324
..Ta 4acTb 3apniaTtbl, KOTOPas MOKPbIBAaeTcA TakMm o06pasom, AOO0MKHA BCerga KoppecnoHAMpoBaTb

onpegeneHHoMy MmaTepuasbHOMy 06'emy TOM rocyAapCTBEHHOW NPOAYKUMM, KoTopaa npeaHasHadyaerca anA
rocygapcTBEHHOro Ke noTtpebneHua. MHbIMM  cnoBamu, CcnNpoc pabounmx M CAyKaWMX OOMKEH 34ecb
peryamMpoBaTtbeca onpeaeneHHbIM YPOBHEM 3apnaaThl, @ YpOBEHb 3apnaaThl ZOXKEH NPUCNOCOBAATLCA K pasmepam
maTepuanbHOM NPOAYKUMK, nayLLen 3geck Ha pacnpegeneHue (lbid).

2 ater deputy director of the Statistics and Accountancy department and director of the Short-term Credit
department at Narkomfin (1932-1937).

*% Nocne KpeguTHON pedopmbl 1930-1931 rogos B NpaKTUKy GMHAHCOBOrO NAaHMPOBaHMA OblIO BBEAEHO
e)ekBapTanbHoe yTeepskaeHne Cosetom Munuctpos CCCP nnaHa noctynieHuii B Kaccbl FocbaHKa 1 Bbl4ay M3 HUX
AeHeXHol HanmyHocTu. Canbfo Bbl4aY M NOCTYNAEHUI NPeacTaBAano ana focbaHka 06A3aTeNbHY0 SMUCCUOHHYIO
OVPEeKTUBY, T. €. MpPaBO AOMNOJIHUTENbHOIO BbINyCKa geHer B obpaweHue WAM 06R3aHHOCTb M3BATMA WX
onpegeneHHo cymmbl M3 obopoTa. Mpu yTBEPKAEHUM KacCOBOrO NiaHa OObIYHO MCXOAUAWN W3 BO3MOMKHO
601blUEel CyMMbl MOCTYNAEHUI TOProBOM BbIPYYKM, MOSTOMY BbINOJHEHWE SMUCCUOHHON ANPEKTUBLI NPOXOANO C
601bWNM Hanpsax)eHuem. (Sitnin 2007: 34-35)



3. 3. Following the spirit — and sometimes the letter. Some half-way conclusions

Let us now summarize these considerations in order to assess the level of similarity
between Fichte’s Closed Commercial State and the historical Stalinist state of 1930s.
Distinctions between various kinds of “closed” are crucial for this assessment, and therefore,
we have to consider differences in logic of the purposes. Such logic is relatively clear in Fichte’s
project, especially in the broader context of his staatslehre, doctrine of state. Frederick
Coplestone observes that Fichte's philosophy comes ultimately to “the vision of a multiplicity of
moral vocations converging towards a common ideal end, the establishment of a moral world-
order.” Considering this, the state “is a necessary instrument to preserve the system of rights as
long as man has not attained his full moral development.” (Coplestone 1994: 27-28) The
project of “The Closed Commercial State” is one of several attempts by Fichte to figure out the
best possible form of such instrument. The next — and last — of these attempts was his vision
of state as an educational institution in its core, espoused in his last finished lecture course
from 1813, published posthumously, in 1820, under the title “Die staatslehre” (Doctrine of the
State). The Closed Commercial State exists to facilitate human self-development and self-
realization to the ends of the moral world-order, coming of which means also dissolution of
state. Until that moment it has to provide its citizens with ways to live, and not just to survive,
but to “live pleasantly”. In the broader context of Fichte’s philosophy it means less time
dedicated to work and more leisure time: in his later “Doctrine of Right” (1812) he openly
proclaims the human right to leisure, which is an indispensable prerequisite for the
contemplative life, self-perfection and self-realization.

Since moral world-order is to emerge from people following individual vocations, the
Closed Commercial State does not represent any kind of developmental regime. The fact that

whatever surplus is invested not in yield enhancement, industrial growth or technological



advances, but instead in leisure time and the contemplative life of the citizens, makes it rather
a “developmental homeostasis”, where development is more of a Bildung, than Building kind.
Isolation serves the purpose of making homeostasis possible in the first place. In full
accordance with the a-temporal character of spatial utopias, real-world dynamics only exist on
the first stages of state-building, from the establishment of the rational state to the moment
when it closes. As soon as Fichte’s state achieves homeostasis, it enters Harvey’s “recurrent

I”

time of the ritual” or, one may say, the temporality of the agrarian cycle. Changes are
(presumably) safely contained within the domains of spiritual life and self-development
practices, while the domains of labour, economy, politics and public life are principally static.
The forecast horizon in the case of the Closed Commercial State is, therefore, as good as
eternity.

Logic of purpose in the case of the Stalinist state is in fact, much less clear, partly
because the history of this state was largely defined by the fact that predictions made on the
basis of its governing theory failed time and again: policies of the Stalinist state were reactive at
least as much as proactive. However, it’s safe to say that Stalinist USSR of the pre-war period is,
unlike the Closed Commercial State, very much a developmental regime. This basic difference
in purposes determines a large part of the overall differences between the two models. We’'ll
return to the discussion of the two models’ dissimilarities shortly, but let’s consider similarities
first.

In terms of the foreign trade monopoly, the system introduced by the Soviet
government only partly corresponds with the principles of the Closed Commercial State during
the NEP years. While the monopoly was formally preserved, de-facto various entities and
enterprises of a partly or entirely non-governmental nature had access to foreign trade.

However, the monopoly after 1930, when NKVT became the sole government agency,

authorized for export and import transactions, which were also entirely transferred into the



country from abroad, fully corresponds to Fichte’s scheme. Both in the Closed Commercial
State and in the USSR plans “determined which kinds of goods, how much of each for every
year and for how long in total, and how much in each district and for each trading house, will
still be imported from abroad or exported to there.” Both in the Closed Commercial State and
in the USSR foreign trade was not “conducted by private individuals but by the state.” (Fichte
2012: 185) Private businesses were preserved in Fichte’s state, so according to his idea
merchants could use state as a proxy for the foreign trade unless and until their intentions
don't come into the collision with the state plan. This provision, which rather describes the NEP
situation, proved unnecessary in the Stalinist USSR, since the state became indeed the only
agent representing the country on the world markets. However, while Fichte’s state is set for a
gradual withdrawal from the world markets altogether, this was not probably the intention of
the Stalinist state in the long term — and certainly not during the pre-war period. On the
contrary, steep decrease in the volumes of foreign trade due to the Great Depression presented
a vital threat for the Stalinist state. As was mentioned earlier, the reason for this lies in the fact
that the logic of purpose in the case of the Stalinist USSR was very different from that for the
Closed Commercial State.

The resemblance between the two systems in terms of foreign exchange monopoly is
initially, once again, limited, at least judging by the formal regulations, found in the code of law.
As we saw, full foreign exchange monopoly was only established in 1937. However, the real
practices of the Stalinist USSR monetary system had met the requirements of Fichte’s system
much earlier, after the 1930-1931 credit reform. Moreover, such requirements were met over
and above. Setting more complex aspects aside, Fichte’s monetary ideas can be boiled down to
disconnecting the purchasing power of the Landesgeld from it's exchange rate: “However
much or little the government pays the foreigner for the goods, it is not this price that will set

the measure for what the resident must pay, but rather the selling price dictated by the law of



the land” (lbid). The combination of the fiat money solely issued and controlled by state,
foreign trade and foreign exchange monopolies (plus fixed prices) mean that state is in full
control of consumption within its borders. Fichte's state is benevolent and doesn't “think of
enriching itself, but always keeps a view to its higher purposes” (lbid), which was exactly how
the Stalinist regime described itself. However, the Soviet monetary system was more advanced
than the one described by Fichte, who never addressed, among others, the issues of credit and
capital investment.

The credit reform of the 1930, largely overlooked by the scholarship of the Soviet
economy, secured, in fact, absolute control of the monetary system and foreign exchange
monopoly was only one of its parts, though certainly not insignificant. The provision which had
probably even greater and overall decisive impact on the economic order of the Stalinist state,
is found in the TsIK and SNK resolution from 30 January 1930 “On credit reform”, in the
paragraph “On supersedence of commodity credit by bank credit in the socialized sector of the
economy”, stating that “it is prohibited for the state institutions, cooperative organizations and
mixed-sector companies with participation of foreign capital to supply goods or provide

services on credit. This credit is superseded by bank credit echusiver.”327

Considering the
negligible size of the private sector at the time, it’s safe to say that the resolution applied to the
whole Soviet economy. Formally, commercial credit was superseded by direct bank credit, but
in fact this wording was just a disguise, since bank credit is based upon mutual credit between
people and enterprises, which was prohibited. A de-facto ban on mutual credit imposed by the
reform denied the monetary part of the economy the opportunity to influence the economy as

a whole. Normally bank credit allows the economy to react quickly to changes in monetary

demand without additional emission. In other words, it makes it possible for banks to create

327 o
O 3ameHe B 0606LLI,€CTB}'IEHHOM CEeKTope HapoAHOro X03AMCTBa TOBAPHOrNo KpeautToBaHUA 6aHKOBCKUM...

locyAapcTBEHHbIM OpraHam, KOOMEPaTUBHbIM OPraHMsauMam W CMelaHHbIM aKUMOHepHbIM obuwectBam bes
Yy4acTUs MHOCTPAHHOIO KanuTasia BOCMPELLAeTCa OTNyCcKaTb TOBapbl M OKa3blBaTb YCAYIU APYT APYrY B KpeauT. IToT
KpeauT 3ameHAeTCA UCKAUNTeNbHO BaHKOBCKMM KpegutoBaHuem. (O kreditnoi reforme 1930: 175)



money. Starting from 1930, the Soviet economy was deprived of this instrument, commonly
referred to as “credit multiplier”. Without it the economy became significantly more
controllable and significantly less flexible. Economist Zakharil Atlas, principal Soviet theorist of
the monetary system, wrote at the time that “a whole range of credit intermediaries wedged in
between Gosbank and its borrower tightened credit and complicated its flow on the one hand
and on the other deprived Gosbank of the opportunity to find out who is the ultimate user of

its credit.”3?®

Indeed, a working credit multiplier makes other measures of state control over
the monetary sector to a considerable extent obsolete. It can be argued that, though credit
issues are passed over in the project of the Closed Commercial State, Soviet government here
follows the spirit, if not the letter of Fichte’s project quite closely.

Consequently, the 1930 credit reform emerged not from theory, but from practice, since
modernization turned out to be much more expensive than anticipated, while the
circumstances (e.g. in the form of the Great Depression and crop failures) cut down export
income significantly. Therefore, it was considered necessary “to disrupt unplanned distribution
of financial resources, their spontaneous transfer from one industry to another through the
channels of paper credit and secure strict systematic use of the resources at hand.”*%
Moreover, separation of cash and non-cash money provided even more control over the
economy for the state at the expense of the society. Yasushi Nakamura argues that these two
categories amount to the “means of settlement used by households” and “means of settlement
used by enterprises” accordingly (Nakamura 2017: 23). He also observes that once these two

“moneys” are separated, wage payments become the only source of cash money supply, which

is then controlled by the total amount of (planned) wage. The last imposes, in turn, the limit on

328
MexKay FocbaHKOM M ero KOHeYHbIM A0MKHUKOM BKAMHMBAACH LLefian Cepus KpeanTHbIX NOCPeaHMKOB, YTO, C

OZHOM CTOPOHbI, YAOPOXKAN0 KPeamT, OC/ONKHANO ero ABMMKEHME, a C APYrok CTOpPOHbl, Anwano [ocbaHk
BO3MOKHOCTU 3HATb, KTO e B KOHEYHOM cUeTe Mo/b3yetcs eto Kpeautom. (Atlas 1930: 425)

329 ...IMKBMAMPOBATb BHEMN/IAHOBOE pacnpesesieHne CPpeacTs, UX CTUXMIHBIA Nepesns U3 O4HOM OTPaCan B APYryto
MO KaHa/slaM BEKCEeNbHOro Kpeauta u obecneynTb CTPOroe njiaHOMepHOe MCNOJ/Ib30BaHNE UMEIOLLUXCA PECYPCOB.
(Gladkov 1977: 64)



the total amount of cash, the supply of which is independent of bank loan supply. However,
Nakamura ignores another important consequence of such separation: in absence of the
investment instruments, i.e. in the situation when cash money can only be spent on consumer
goods or put into Gosbank deposits with fixed low rates, the state is the only economic agent,
capable of determining or even affecting the direction of economic development, being at the
same time, as we’ve already mentioned, in control of the population’s consumption via defining
the amount of wages.

Three measures — commercial credit ban, separation of cash and non-cash money
supplies and foreign exchange monopoly together assured the almost absolute control of the
Stalinist state over economic development. Such a monetary policy combined with the foreign
trade monopoly provided the Stalinist state with the ideal instrument of extracting profits from
all sectors of the economy. These profits were maximized by consumption regulation, which
amounted to the maximum possible reduction of the labour costs through the extensive use of
forced labour due to virtual absence of institutional limitations on the use of violence. No less
significant is another, direct outcome of the Fichtean monetary system being brought into
operation. Mutual credit is based on trust: bills of credit are only to a very limited degree
guaranteed by bank reserves. Ultimately, it’s not just a monetary instrument, providing
economy with additional flexibility, but also a reason to regularly “exercise” trust within the
society. It was abolished. Money, having intrinsic value (golden chervonets or pre-revolutionary
golden coins) was legal only as an instrument of savings, while transactions in it were
prohibited. Aside from purely economic reasons (“socialist accumulation”), transactions were
prohibited because people, possessing and transacting in precious metals enjoy, even in
absence of private property, considerable independence from the state. If one can keep such
money, but not use it for transactions, it means that in case of need, one can only exchange it

for goods or services through the medium of the state. By banning transactions in Weltgeld,



state deprives its citizens of autonomy. Fiat money becomes the only legal means of
transaction. It is, however, by definition created by state, which has unrestricted monopoly
right to define its value: “only through the will of the state does it represent something” (Fichte
2012: 123). Or, in other words, fiat money of either the Fichtean or Stalinist state is backed,
using Sergei Sharapov’s words, solely by the “limitless trust in the Sovereign”. This demand of
limitless trust, coming from the state, is, arguably, what lies at the heart of both the Stalinist

and Fichtean state.

3. 4. Other models

The Stalinist state indeed bears a striking similarity to the Closed Commercial State.
However, it can be argued that this similarity is largely limited to means. When it comes to
ends, the USSR of the 1930s is reminiscent a different category of closed states, namely of the
17" and 18" century mercantilist empires. One can also argue that it was Friedrich List’s
National System of Political Economy which served as an intermediate link between the
Fichtean and the Stalinist Model. Finally, Vollmar’s Isolated Socialist State should also be taken
in consideration. The unlikely blend of homeostatic Fichtean isolationism with its opportunistic
attitudes to accumulation of wealth by the government on the one hand and mercantilism,
focused, by contrast, on stockpiling precious metals (or, in other words, Weltgeld), on the
other, turns out to lie at the heart of the Stalinist state concept.

The similarity of the Stalinist state to the mercantilist empires of the 17" and 18"
century requires somewhat more detailed consideration: parallels of the kind were drawn by
more than one scholar of Soviet Union and mercantilist empires alike. Alexander Gerschenkron
in his 1970 book “Europe in the Russian Mirror”, argues that “the Soviet experience displays
clear elements of Russian mercantilism, and by the same token, of mercantilism in general; and

any talk about that experience representing the last word of human progress [...] must



perforce try to gloss over this crucial aspect of Soviet economic development.” (Gerschenkron
1970: 117). Gerschenkron also distinguishes five principal characteristics of the Stalinist state:
“1) maintenance of a permanent condition of stress and strain [...]; 2) incessant exercise of
dictatorial power; 3) creation of an image of the dictator as the incarnation of supreme wisdom
and indomitable will-power; 4) reference to an allegedly unchanged and unchangeable value
system, by which the actions of the dictatorship are justified; 5) proscription of any deviating
values and beliefs coupled with threats and acts of repression.” (Ibid: 118) In his opinion, these
principles “are still related to the mercantilists period because they are essentially based on
power and the urge to maintain and to increase the power of the regime” (lbid). Furthermore,
he argues that the distinctive feature of the Soviet industrialization as compared to the general
European pattern of this process is the primacy of the political factor, which makes it
impossible to understand the Stalinist state in purely economic terms. Bert Hoselitz observes
the similarity between Soviet Union and the mercantilist states in noting the fact that both
operated systems of what he calls “horizontal planning”, characterized by numerous and
excessive specific rules for minute transactions and everyday forms of economic behaviour.
Hoselitz compares Stalinist planning to mercantilist regulations, represented by industrial
codes. (Hoselitz 1959) Siegel and Weinberg specifically point out that while mercantilist policies
could vary, they almost always included increase in regulation and protectionism, but most
importantly, that all measures were intended to secure the government’s ability to mobilize
resources, be it labour force or recruits, capital, commercial connections or managerial skills for
various purposes, from agricultural reconstruction to war. (Siegel and Weinberg 1977: 155-56)
There are several more authors who compare various aspects of the Stalinist state to
the mercantilist model,**° but the most recent and compelling case was made by Peter Boettke

who argues that the Soviet economy “can be usefully modelled as a modern example of a

330 gee, among others, Wheeler (1957) and Anderson (1988).



mercantilist economy” and suggests such a model, focusing, however, on the post-war and
largely post-Stalinist period. (Boettke 2001: 140-53). Generally, Boettke argues that the main
feature of mercantilism is rent-seeking®" in its various forms, but most importantly, in the form
of raising revenue by sale of monopoly privileges rather then by taxation — due to high
administrative costs associated with the latter. Boettke points out that the level of state
intervention in mercantilist economies was very high: prices and wages were subject to state
control; restrictions were imposed on movements, capital and labour force, numerous markets
were monopolized; export and import tariffs were imposed, while individual rights were not
institutionally protected. Another key feature of the mercantilist model, according to Boettke,
is expansion of standing armies which resulted in enormous military expenditure. That very
wealth accumulation (usually in the form of precious metals) which was the ultimate goal of the
mercantilist policies, required that the Monarchy secure itself from internal and external
threats, even if at the expense of economic development. Indeed, this description in many
ways resembles the Stalinist state.

What also makes the Stalinist state similar to the mercantilist empires is excessive state
accumulation of capital. Also, like as mercantilist states, the Stalinist state never relied upon
direct taxation as a source of revenue. In late 1920s 79,8% of total taxation, imposed on the
entire population, consisted of indirect taxes, associated with much lower administrative costs
(Pashkovskil et al. 1929: 70). Tax reform of 1930 imposed so-called “turnover tax” on state
enterprises, which only simplified the task of tax revenue accumulation. Turnover tax was once
again indirect, but even more collectible since, as we already know, state enterprises could only
use non-cash money, fully controlled by the state via Gosbank. In 1937 for example, turnover

tax revenue exceeded the revenue from direct taxation, including obligatory state loans, by a

31 According to the public choice theory, “an individual who invests in something that will not actually improve

productivity, or will actually lower it, but that does raise his income because it gives him some special position or
monopoly power, is “rent seeking,” and the “rent” is the income derived.” (Tullock 2005: 104)



factor of nine. (Karavaeva 2009: 38-39). The same excessive accumulation is the reason for
strict control of exports and imports. On a deeper level, of course, one decisive feature
common for mercantilist, Stalinist and Fichtean model determines the mode of government
operation for all three. It’s the primacy of the political factor over economic reasons, pointed
out by Gerschenkron. Nevertheless, while the USSR of the 1930s shares numerous features
with the mercantilist model, it doesn't exactly fit this model. Mercantilist empires, while being
highly interventionist, were not in any way developmental states: the very idea of
modernization, constitutive for the latter, emerged later. The Closed Commercial State has
other significant dissimilarities with the historical mercantilist empires: unlike in the latter,
constant accumulation of capital in monetary form is of no particular concern for its
government.

Kolerov, in his book on socialism in one country, argues that it was the “National System
of Political Economy” by Friedrich List which served as a direct link between the “Closed
Commercial State” and the practices of Stalinist USSR. Indeed, some case for this claim could be
built. Sergei Vitte was a firm follower of List, as were a number of other prominent figures,

32 The continuity of Imperial policies in those of

including, among others, Dmitrii Mendeleev.
the Bolshevist government is a well-known phenomenon: the plan of electrification (GOELRO) is
just one striking example. The “National System of Political Economy” was widely read in Russia
both in original and in Russian translation (List 1891). In fact, List’s National System of Political
Economy shares only one significant feature with the Stalinist state, namely, very high
developmental impulse. Not only does it imply only a very moderate (especially in our context)
degree of closure, secured by protectionist tariffs, but also it has a very short forecast horizon.

The System of National Economy seeks to protect the economy only while it’s weak, intending

equalization rather than isolation. List provides states with a temporary instrument, which

332 See, for example, Mendeleev (1892).



becomes obsolete once the economy grows strong enough to enter and navigate the high seas
of the global market or, in his own words, “it is the task of national economy to accomplish the
economical development of the nation and to prepare it for admission into the universal
society of the future.” (List 1909: 142).

List doesn’t consider isolationism or even protectionism a norm and has no doubts
about the effectiveness of market competition. Moreover, he sets a extremely high value on
property rights protection and openness of society: “Where it is not possible to raise oneself by
honest exertions and by prosperity from one class of society to another, from the lowest to the
highest; where the possessor necessarily hesitates to show his property publicly or to enjoy the
fruits of it because it would expose his property to risk... there the most important motives for
consumption as well as for production are wanting.” (List 1909: 246). What List suggests is not a
political philosophy but more of a necessary but temporary self-protective measure, securing
equal opportunities for late developers. Sure enough, Sergei Vitte was so much in favour of
List’s system precisely because Russia was indeed a clear case of late developer. And moreover
Stalinist policies demonstrate, in considerable part, obvious continuity with those of Russian
Empire: significant part of the Soviet industrial construction was based upon pre-revolutionary
expertise, visions and sometimes blueprints. Also, in terms of the national economy “nurturing
period” List was as much an interventionist as his age permitted. However, both the means and
the ends differed widely in List and in Stalinist developmental efforts. Whatever Stalinism
envisioned in the future, be it eventual autarky or the World Revolution, the Soviet economy
was never expected to participate as an equal in a global competition. Abandonment of both
foreign trade and foreign currency monopolies was never in sight. Neither were competitive
internal market and protected property rights or, for that matter, any market and any property
rights at all. The nation seen as a community of economically and politically free creative

individuals, whose liberties and, albeit indirectly, well-being are protected by the state is at the



heart of the List's system. Stalinism, on the contrary, is centred on the understanding that the
“first socialist state” itself possesses the highest value possible, being the almost achieved
“solution to the riddle of history” which, consequently, has to be preserved by any means
necessary. Individual people, their liberties and well being are little more than means to this
end. These two developmental models can be perceived as irreconcilable, alternative sets of
blueprints for modernization, and List’'s model was exactly the one not chosen by the USSR.
Another model indeed contributed to the range of the Stalinist state’s features —
namely the Isolated Socialist State, as described by Vollmar. Its most significant contribution to
the Stalinist model is the rationale for the isolationist stance and the necessity of militarisation.
It also had direct influence on both foreign policy and broadly conceived military doctrine of the
pre-war USSR. While in Fichte closure defends the economy from the chaos of global trade and
thus makes state planning and control possible, isolation in Vollmar is simply imposed upon the
state by default, since it's by default surrounded not just by enemies, but by mortal foes.
Vollmar fails to notice, it seems, the contradiction between this claim and his belief that trade
relations will persist. For the Isolated Socialist State, however, foreign trade is optional. Thanks
to the socialist mode of production, productivity of labour is so high that the lucky nation just
naturally becomes self-sufficient, — except for irreplaceable agricultural items. However, a not
insignificant portion of German social democrats held that even those items did not necessarily
have to be a problem. Eduard Bernstein, for one, openly invoked the concept of the isolated
socialist state while elaborating on his understanding of German colonialism. After denying the
colonial question any importance in terms of domestic affairs, he starts treating it in

hypothetical or even theoretical sense:

If we take into account the fact that Germany now annually imports a
considerable amount of colonial produce, we must note that the time may
come when it might be desirable to procure at least a part of these products
from our own colonies. However fast we may think that Germany is



developing, we can not be blind to the fact that it will be a long time before a
large number of other countries go over to socialism. However, if there is
nothing wrong with enjoying the produce of tropical plantations, there can be
nothing wrong with cultivating such plantations ourselves. The decisive
question is not whether but how? It is not inevitable that the occupation of
tropical countries by Europeans should harm the natives in their enjoyment of
life, nor has it usually been the case up till now. Moreover, we can recognise
only a conditional right of savages to the land they occupy. Higher civilisation
has ultimately a higher right. It is not conquest but the cultivation of the land
that confers an historical right to its use. (Bernstein and Tudor 1993: 169-70)

Given that the Isolated Socialist State keeps its colonies (if only in a new way, less harmful “for
the natives in their enjoyment of life”), foreign trade becomes, in fact, definitely obsolete. War,
however, is here to stay. That’s what a reader would understand from Vollmar’s a bit rambling
and often incoherent text — and that’s what, in all likelihood, turns out to be the most

important of Vollmar’s contributions to the Stalinist model.



Chapter Four. The only fatherland of the international proletariat, hostile
encirclement and war

Apparently, Fichte had quite a wide readership in Russia both before and after the
revolution. “The Closed Commercial State” was also in all likelihood known to at least part of
the leadership. However, no direct evidence of that exists except one; in the very beginning of
Nikolai Bukharin’s “World economy and imperialism”, the author claims that none of the
"national economy bodies” have been closed entities 4 la Fichte for already quite some time

” 333 In regards to Vollmar, the situation is much more certain.

now

While many authors, starting from Trotsky in “The Third International After Lenin”
(Trotsky 1957: 43-45) cite Vollmar as the author of the “socialism in one country” concept, it
was widely accepted that Stalin and other party leaders were not aware of the existence of the
“Isolated Socialist State”. Neither Trotsky, nor later any scholars®** appear to assume that
Stalin, even if he knew about the existence of the “Isolated Socialist State”, had ever read it.
Eric van Ree, author of the pioneering studies on the subject, observes that generally “there
was surprisingly little awareness among the Bolsheviks of the historical depth of the question of
socialism in one country” and that “Stalin seems to have been largely unaware of German and
Austrian Marxist thinking over the years” (van Ree 2015: 184). Such an assumption is natural,
especially taking into account that Stalin had no knowledge of foreign languages.

However, this is not the case. Doing research for this thesis in the RGASPI Stalin’s
archive, the author came across a previously unnoticed document, which allows us to say with
certainty that Stalin was not only aware of the existence of Vollmar’s text, but also read it quite
carefully. The document in question is the abridged translation of the “Isolated Socialist State”

from 6 December 1926, made with the express purpose to introduce Vollmar’s arguments to

those concerned. While only two copies with margin notes, belonging to Stalin and Kalinin were
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3% See Goodman (1960: 4), Deutscher (2003: 430), Knei-Paz (1979: 339)



found, it's almost certain that the text had a wider readership including not only members of
Politburo, but also others in position of power. Trotsky, as we’ll see shortly, appears to be
unaware of this fact, at least as of June 1927.

Both copies have covering note attached. The translation is not attributed, but the note
is signed by Alexandr (Alésha) Svanidze, brother of Stalin’s first wife, Ekaterina "Kato" Svanidze
(she died in 1907) and, thereby, the uncle of Stalin’s son Yakov. Both his biography and the note
contents make it fairly probable that he made the translation himself. The document®*® consists

of two typewritten copies. Each copy includes a short cover note, reading as follows:

Considering that the issue of the possibility to accomplish socialism in one
country is very much of current interest, please bring to your notice the
abridged translation of the article, dealing specifically with this issue.
Notwithstanding that it's authored by the well-known right-wing social
democrat Vollmar, not only does it pose the question in the right way and
gives the right answer, but it also features downright prophetic foresight of
our actuality, though the author, has of course never imagined Russia as the
isolated socialist state, but rather some Western European country, where the
conditions of the socialist state's isolated existence are severe beyond
measure. It was written roughly 50 years ago, when Vollmar was still regarded
as radical. It was first published in 1879 by Richter, in “Social Policy Yearly” (in
German, a socialist journal, published in Zurich during the socialist law
period). Despite being so old, for most part it looks as if being specifically
levelled against our opposition.

With comradely greetings, A. Svanidze®®

3> RGASPI. F. 558, op. 11, d. 821, doc.26. 1926 Dec 4

B BMAY BbICOKOW aKTyaslbHOCTM BOMPOCA O BO3MOMKHOCTM OCYLLECTB/IEHMA COUMANN3MA B OAHOW CTpaHe
npegnarato Balwemy BHUMaHWIO COKpaLLEHHbIN NepeBos CTaTbM, NOCBALLEHbIA CneuuanbHo 3Tol Teme. HecmoTps
Ha TO, YTO OHa MPUHALNEXKWT Mepy M3BECTHOrO MPaBoOro couuan-gemokparta . Ponbmapa, OHa COAEPKUT He
TOJIbKO MPaBW/IbHYIO TMOCTAHOBKY M PELleHME BOMPOCA, HO B HEKOTOPbIX MECTax NPSAMO TaKM NPOPOYEcKoe
npeaBuaeHve Hawel [eNcTBUTENIbHOCTU, XOTA aBTOPY B KayecTBe M30/IMPOBAHHOMO COLMANUCTUYECKOTO
rocyZapcTea MbiCMIacb KOHeYHO He Poccus, a Kakaa iMbo 3anafHo-eBponenckas CTpaHa, rae BHELWHWe ycioBusA
M30/1IMPOBAHHOIO CYLLECTBOBAHMA COLMANMNCTUYECKOTO FOCyapcTBa 6e3KoHeYHo TpyaHbl. HanmcaHa oHa okoso 50
NeT Haszaga, Korga Bonbmap cuuTanca ewe pagukanom. MomelwieHa BNepsble B eXErogHUKe COLMaibHON MOUT.
Puxtepa 3a 1879 r. (HemeUKOM cou,. }KypHane, usgasaswemcs B Litopnxe BO Bpems 3aKOHa NPOTMB COLMAJIMUCTOB).
HecmoTpsa Ha TaKylo A4aBHOCTb OHa B OCHOBHOM Kak byATo cneupanbHO HanpaeaeHa NpoTMB Hawel onnosuumn. / C
ToBapuLLeckum npusetom, A. CBaHuzase. (p. 78). Svanidze’s citation is not quite correct: the annual, where the
article in question was published under the initials “G.V.” (Vollmar 1879), had a different title, “Annual of Social
Science and Social Policy” (Jahrbuch fiir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik). Also, Svanidze is apparently unaware
of the fact that the text was published as a pamphlet a year before appearing in the annual. “Richter” stands for
“Ludwig Richter”, the pen-name of Karl Hoéchberg, economist, social reformist writer and publisher of the
“Zukunft” fortnightly review (1877-1878), closed after the adoption of the Socialist laws in October 1878 and
succeeded by “Jahrbuch fir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik”, which was also prohibited in Germany weeks
after the first volume came off the press. Hochberg, who came from a well to do family, employed Eduard
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The table of contents is found on the next page with the words “Personally for St[alin]”**’ in the

left upper corner. A correction is made in the title of the first chapter: “Possibility of
accomplishing socialism not in the whole civilized world simultaneously, but in one country”,
where the word “possibility” (Bo3moxHocTb) is crossed out, and the word “likelihood”
(BepoaTHOCTb) is written above on both copies, presumably by Svanidze himself. The tone of
the note can be seen as an argument for him being the author of the translation: Svanidze
certainly wants his addressee (or addressees) to read it, but knows that anything coming from
Vollmar, of whom Bolshevist press and generally propaganda wrote almost exclusively in terms
of contempt, is highly likely to be received with suspicion and hostility, thus making chances for
the text being read quite slim. This is why he sides with the assumed suspicious reader
(“Notwithstanding that it's authored by the well-known right-wing social democrat Vollmar...”)
at the beginning of the note and later claims that Vollmar “was still regarded as radical” at the
time of writing. The last is true: throughout the Socialist law period Vollmar had much in
common with revolutionary wing of the party. Only after the Socialist laws were abolished did
he change his stance and join the reformist camp. Mention of the opposition in the last phrase
almost openly aims to attract Stalin’s attention.

It seems fitting to say a few words about the translator before proceeding to the
analysis of the document. Besides being Stalin's relative, Alexandr (Alésha) Svanidze, was
probably his oldest friend; they got to know each other at the Tiflis seminary. They were close,
— this is quite obvious from the published fragments of his wife’s diary (Svanidze 1993). In both

Russian and Western historiography only the last years of his life are described in some details,

Bernstein as his secretary in 1878-1881, after both moved to Zurich because of the Socialist Laws. In 1880
Hochberg invited Karl Kautsky to join him and Bernstein in Zurich and employed him to “enliven” the literary style
of Hochberg’s publications, which was effectively a form of subsidizing Kautsky’s studies in socialist scholarship.
For more details on the Zurich circle see Bernstein (1921).

*7 Nnano ana Ct[anuHal.



mostly coming from the diary of Maria Svanidze and several fragments from Svetlana
Alliluyeva's memoirs. This is the reason why he’s mostly known as Stalin’s victim: from early
1937 they became estranged, and then in April Stalin wrote a letter to Nikolai Ezhov, head of
NKVD, urging him to take action against the enemies inside Gosbank (Svanidze worked there as
a deputy chairman of the board since 1935). In December 1937 both Alexandr and Maria
Svanidze were arrested. On 4 December 1940 the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court
found Alexandr Svanidze guilty (high treason, espionage, terrorism, undermining of state
industry and economy) and sentenced him to death. In January this sentence was overturned
and replaced by 15 years imprisonment in the labour camp. However, on August 1941 sentence
was reversed once again and Svanidze was executed. His wife was also sentenced to death and
executed in March 1942 together with Alexandr Svanidze’s sister Maria (Mariko). Elena
Zhukovskaya, wife of the NKVT high-rank official, arrested in 1934, describes her encounter
with Svanidze in one of the camps near Uhta, where he spent several months in 1941.
(Zhukovskaya 1991). Some fragmentary information on Svanidze’s early years can be found in
Montefiore’s “Young Stalin” (Montefiore 2007). Everything in-between is largely unknown,
except for basic facts: he has joined the RSDRP in 1901, was educated in Germany, where he

obtained a degree in ancient history from the University of Jena.?®

He returned to Georgia in
1916 and lived in Tiflis until 1919. In 1920 he worked in the People’s Commissariat of Foreign
affairs, then in 1921-1922 in Georgia. In 1921 he has been for some time holding two
government offices at the same time, being both People's Commissar of Foreign Affairs and

People’s Commissar of Finance, — the peace treaty of 1921, establishing common borders

between three Soviet socialist Transcaucasian republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia) and

38 This fact is quite remarkable within the context of this study: the person who authored the translation of

Vollmar’s “Isolated Socialist State” graduated from Jena, the university where Fichte spent his most fruitful years.
However, no information on Svanidze’s student years was found, and unfortunately, the relevant part of the
University archives was inaccessible at the time of writing due to technical reasons. It should be noted that
according to Montefiore, who cites Mikhail Monoselidze, Stalin’s childhood friend from the seminary, it was the
University of Leipzig, not Jena, where Svanidze was educated.



Turkey (Treaty of Kars) was signed by Svanidze in these two capacities. During the rest of 1920s
he held various offices in Narkomfin, NKVT and Narkomindel and spent about two years
working in the Soviet trade mission in Berlin. Svanidze also was a member of Vneshtorgbank
until his assignment to Gosbank in 1935. He has authored a book on ancient societies of the
Trans-Caucasian region and a number literary translations from the Georgian. In 1937, just
before his arrest, Svanidze began the “Ancient History Journal” and the first issue still listed him
as the editor-in-chief.

The translation in general sounds more bold and less nuanced than the anonymous
translation from 1995. Several fragments are either underlined or marked off at the margins,
marks being made in blue and red pencil. All fragments marked by Stalin are summarized in the
table according to the location and color of the marks (see Appendix Il). Stalin was mostly
interested in the introductory part, providing a rough theoretical rationale for the idea of the
isolated socialist states as well as in the chapters dealing with international relations and
standing of the socialist state, global trade and security issues. Stalin took no interest in
Vollmar’s reflections on internal post-revolutionary actions (proper extent of expropriation,
order of priorities in nationalization, etc.) except for two fragments. In the first (p. 85), Vollmar
claims that after coming into being, the socialist state will first go through a transitional period,
when “the old in the form of the means of production private ownership will still exist, on
provisions that it won't be used to damage the new society and that it will be gradually but
unequivocally overcome”. In the second (p. 87), Vollmar argues that there's no need to
socialize the land immediately, since in this case peasantry “will recognize our state not as a
benefactor, but as an enemy” and is likely “to maintain not only passive, but also active
resistance”. All other marked fragments belong to the two categories mentioned earlier. On
two occasions Stalin underlines Vollmar's words twice. The first is the fragment (p. 103-104),

claiming that the isolated socialist state “has the army at its disposal, unmatched in the world



history; over and above, it is a sovereign proprietor of all material means of defence. But what
powers can its enemies use as a counterbalance? Their peoples are not on their side; they are,

on the contrary, the most loyal allies of the state hostile to their rulers; moreover, they would

defend it, should the opportunity arise, with deadly force”.**® The second is the optimistic

concluding phrase of Vollmar’s treatise (p. 105): “States and nations will attain their goal,
socialism, after still existing obstacles shall be demolished, — and they will do so not all at

once, but some sooner and others later, in conformity with the preceding development.

Whatever the case, our state will soon cease to be the isolated socialist state.”>*°

All combined, fragments of the “Isolated socialist state”, which drew Stalin’s attention

and singled out in red colour, can be summarized in the following statement:***

The final victory of socialism is possible and it's more likely to happen in one
separate state. No fundamental conditions exist which could prevent such a state
from forming and thriving (p. 80). Evidently, the transition to socialism is subject
to having a highly developed economy, so presumably socialism must be more
prevalent in the most developed countries. However, this is not the case (pp. 81-
82). It's absolutely inconceivable under existing and foreseeable conditions that
socialism will simultaneously win in all civilized countries. It's much more likely to
happen in two or three economically and culturally developed countries (p. 82).
It can be speculated that the revolution is going to pervade many countries at
once, but since development is uneven and happens at different rates, chances
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OHO pacnonaraeT AnAa ceoeun 3aWnTbl apmmnen, He UMerLen cebe paBHOWU C OCHOBaHMA MUpPa,; N KO BCEMY 3TOMY

— OHO o06nafaeT B HEOrPaHWYEHHOW Mepe BCEMM TEXHUYECKMMM CcpeacTBaMu 3awmTbl. KakoBa e B
NPOTMBOMONOXKHOCTb 3TOMY CW/a ero BparoB? WMx Hapoabl He Ha WX CTOPOHE; HAMpOTWUB,0HU ABAAIOTCS
BEPHEWLLIMMM COIO3HMKAMM TOCYJapCTBa, BParKAEOHOro Mx BAAacTUTENSAIM M CTaiu Obl €ro 3awuuwaTb BCEMM
cpeacTBamum, Npu caydae gaxke c opyxuem B pyKax (underlined words are those underlined twice in the original).
% rocypapcTa M Hapoabl AOCTUTHYT CBOEN LIE/M - COLMANM3Ma NOC/AE YHUUTOKEHUSA CYLLECTBYIOWMX A0 CUX MOp
NpenaTCcTBU, HE OAHOBPEMEHHO, @ PaHblUe UKW No3gHee CO06PaA3HO CBOEMY MpeaLecTBYOWEMY Pa3BUTUIO; HO
BO BCAKOM C/ly4ae Halle rocyAapcTBO BCKOpPe nepecTaHeT 6ObiTb  W30/MPOBAHHBIM _COLMANAUCTUYECKUM
rocygapcteom (underlined words are those underlined twice in the original). “ObnagaeTt B HeorpaHUYeHHoOM mepe
BCEMU TEXHMYECKMMM cpeacTBamum 3awwmTbl” is one of the several vague (if not erroneous) places in the translation,
which are quite clear in the original: “..what’s more,” — Vollmar claims, — “the socialist state is the sole
proprietor of all the material/tangible means of defence” (“...wozu noch kommt, dass er sich im unbeschrankten
Besitz aller dinglichen Vertheidigungsmittel befindet.” (Vollmar 1879: 73))

> Close paraphrase was consciously used in this summary instead of translation due to the following reasons:
firstly, sentences in Svanidze’s translation are on many occasions incoherent and excessively long, their syntax in
some cases modelled after German, etc. There’s no particular need to reproduce these irregularities. Secondly, at
times only fragments of sentences, or sentences taken out of context are underlined. Resalting discontinuities in
logic are stitched up in this paraphrase with maximum caution.




of a worldwide revolution become only poorer as we' approach the critical point
(p. 83). So, we can assume that the emergence of the isolated socialist state is
the most likely, if not the only possible scenario (p. 84). It may take a while for
other states to join us, and nevertheless, the isolated condition of the first
socialist state is temporary (p. 105).

Not only has such a state to secure successful outcome of the struggle between
the two systems, but also to facilitate its own prosperity. Private ownership,
though limited and strictly supervised, must be allowed during the transitional
period (p. 85). Some speculate that our industries will be unable to compete on
the global market due to the working class' high standards of living (p. 96). They
are wrong, since the socialist mode of production will enable us to assume the
best possible competitive position. Given similar wage levels, productivity of
labour in our state is going to be higher by far than in any other state (p. 97). So
many people will find our working and living conditions attractive, we'll have to
limit the inward labour migration [even though it contradicts our internationalist
principles] (p. 100). The very existence of the isolated socialist state calls the
oppressed and the exploited to fight for a better life at home, showing them
what can be achieved and the way it can be achieved. Our state will actively help
socialism forward in other countries through means appropriate at any given
circumstances (p. 101). The more people in other countries will admire our state,
the more hateful the dominant classes of these countries will become. Our state
cannot be friends with any other but that doesn't mean we are going to be
constantly at war. As long as it's for us to decide, struggle [between the two
systems] will remain non-violent, though still fierce. It's in our nature to
encourage other nations for liberation struggle and thus undermine the
oppressive systems' foundations (p. 102). Dominant classes will rage against the
socialist state, albeit to no avail, since they will be occupied by their own
problems, resulting from the rise of internal social movements (p. 102-103).
Direct military offence against our state leads nowhere, because in this case the
aggressor faces the most resilient society. [Our citizens have a lot to lose], which
is why our army is unmatched in the whole world history. The socialist state is
also a sovereign proprietor of all tangible means of defence (p. 83). Should the
hostile governments declare war on our state, not only will their nations refuse
to fight, but they will probably come over to our side instead (p. 103-104). Rulers
of the capitalist states will be confined to keeping terms with the hated socialist
state. Not only does this unvanquishable position ensure our fundamental
stability and full autonomy from external forces, it also facilitates its unlimited
strength and almost preeminent influence upon both international relations and
internal affairs of the bourgeois states (p. 104).

The first fragment is well recognizable. Its principal idea is exactly the one underlying Stalin's
concept of socialism in one country. The document, however, is dated 6 December 1926, a

month after Stalin had delivered his speech “The Social-Democratic Deviation in our Party” to



the delegates of the 15% Party conference. The speech as well as the concept was based upon
just two sentences from Lenin’s 1915 article “On a slogan for a United States of Europe”:
“Uneven economic and political development is an absolute law of capitalism. Hence, the
victory of socialism is possible first in several or even in one capitalist country alone.” (Lenin
1974k: 342). These sentences amount to what Stalin in November repeatedly claimed to be
Lenin’s discovery of the law of uneven development (Stalin 1954c: 326-30) and described as the
very first Marxist account of the possibility of socialism in one country (Stalin 1954d: 259-77).
Compared to Vollmar, who is more loquacious in the original than in Svanidze's translation,
Lenin’s wording is, of course, much more condensed. However, one detail reveals Lenin’s
awareness of “The isolated Socialist State” and, thus, the true source of the 1915 passage. It's
the formula “in one capitalist country alone” (B ogHOW, OTAE/NbHO B3ATON, KaNUTAANCTUYECKOM
ctpaHe), which in all likelihood originates from Vollmar: “...der endliche Sieg des Sozialismus in
vorerst nur einem einzelnen Staat nicht nur historisch wahrscheinlicher sei, sondern dass auch
der Existenz und Prosperitat des isolirten sozialistischen Staates gar nichts im Wege stehe”
(Vollmar 1879: 55, emphasis added)) .

The rest of Lenin’s paragraph, starting with almost direct quote from Vollmar, is much
more militant:

After expropriating the capitalists and organising their own socialist

production, the victorious proletariat of that country will arise against the

rest of the world — the capitalist world — attracting to its cause the

oppressed classes of other countries, stirring uprisings in those countries

against the capitalists, and if need be using even armed force against the

exploiting classes and their states. The political form of a society wherein the

proletariat is victorious in overthrowing the bourgeoisie will be a democratic

republic, which will more and more concentrate the forces of the proletariat

of a given nation or nations, in the struggle against states that have not yet

gone over to socialism. The abolition of classes is impossible without a

dictatorship of the oppressed class, of the proletariat. A free union of

nations in socialism is impossible without a more or less prolonged and

stubborn struggle of the socialist republics against the backward states.
(Lenin 1974k: 342-43)



Political context is important to understand Lenin’s warlike attitude here. The article was
written and published in August 1915, a year after the outbreak of the war. Parliamentary
factions of British, French, German and Belgian social democrats approved war credits upon the
requests of their governments. In Britain, France and Belgium socialists also joined the cabinets.
All this was in direct conflict with the resolution of the Stuttgart Congress of the Second
International, the last two paragraphs of which were added to the overall rather neutral text,
authored by August Bebel, at the urging of Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg after a long and
tempestuous discussion with the reformists, including, among others, Vollmar. The final
wording demanded that, in case of the threat of war, social democrats make “every effort to
prevent the war by all means-which seem to them the most appropriate” and that “should war
none the less break out, it is their duty to intervene in order to bring it promptly to an end, and
with all their strength to make use of the economic and political crisis created by the war to stir
up the deepest strata of the people and precipitate the fall of capitalist domination.” (Cole
1963: 69).

The Basel Manifesto (1912) made the same demand in even less uncertain terms. Lenin
claimed “collapse” as well as the “ideological and political bankruptcy” of the Second
International as early as on 24 August 1914, when he wrote “The tasks of revolutionary social-
democracy in the European war” (Lenin 1974a), in the manifesto of the group of Russian Social-
Democratic Party members. The manifesto furiously condemns the conduct of the SPD as the
“sheer betrayal of socialism” (Ibid 16) and suggests “transformation of all the separate states of
Europe into a republican United States of Europe” as “an immediate slogan” (lbid 19). In course
of the following year Lenin’s position becomes more radical and he abandons the idea of the
United States of Europe in favour of the “socialism in one country” which, arguably, reflects his

resentment of the European social democracy and SPD in particular as well as his



understanding that even after the war these parties are going nowhere. The fact that he uses
the idea, authored by Vollmar, who belonged to the right wing of the SPD, as an alternative, is

quite ironic — and explains the absence of references.

Finally, one more fact should be taken into account. The concept of the world
revolution, underlying the long-term strategical thinking in classic Marxism was for long widely
accepted as a default option. However, the only text, where the inevitability of the world
revolution and impossibility of socialism in one country are proclaimed clearly and
unequivocally, is Engels's catechism, “Principles of Communism”, which served as a draft for
the “Communist Manifesto”. Probably this was the reason why it was never published in
Engels's lifetime. In fact, as van Ree points out, it was first published by Eduard Bernstein as late
asin 1914 (Van Ree 2010b: 164). There's little doubt that in August 1915 Lenin has already read
it — and thereby quite consciously chose a head-on clash with one of the founding fathers of
his creed.

Moreover, in September 1916 Lenin came up with the “Military Programme of the
Proletarian Revolution”, the text which became a primary framework for the Soviet military and
foreign policy doctrine for decades. Lenin once again invokes the uneven development and, in
effect, repeated Vollmar’s argument, claiming that “the victory of socialism in one country does
not at one stroke eliminate all war in general. On the contrary, it presupposes wars”. Due to
capitalism proceeding “extremely unevenly” from country to country, “it follows “irrefutably
[...] that Socialism [...] will achieve victory first in one or several countries, while the others will
for some time remain bourgeois or pre-bourgeois. This is bound to create not only friction, but
a direct attempt on the part of the bourgeoisie of other countries to crush the socialist state’s
victorious proletariat. In such cases a war on our part would be a legitimate and just war. It

would be a war for socialism, for the liberation of other nations from the bourgeoisie.” While



the affinity of this fragment to Vollmar’s text can be hardly called in question, it's not him
whom Lenin calls to witness in the next sentence: “Engels was perfectly right when, in his letter
to Kautsky of September 12, 1882, he clearly stated that it was possible for already victorious
socialism to wage “defensive wars”. What he had in mind was defence of the victorious
proletariat against the bourgeoisie of other countries” (Lenin 1974b: 79).

Both Lenin’s 1916 article and the relevant part of the summary above can be seen as
slightly different renditions of the very basic ideas lying at the heart of the Soviet military
doctrine. The real policies of the Soviet state, at least between the end of the Civil War and the
mid- 1930s (particularly after the adoption of the concept of “socialism in one country”)
resemble rather Vollmar’s relatively peaceful coexistence, then Lenin’s war of the revolutionary
nation’s proletariat against the whole world. It’s not possible to go deeper into the subject of
evolution of Lenin’s and then Stalin’s approach to the military doctrine especially taking into
account that neither Soviet foreign policy nor military doctrines ever existed as specific

documents. Lenin’s idea of the Red Army was unmistakeably Jacobin,**?

and his perplexed
relationship with “Vom Krieg” by Clausewitz is well studied.>”® However, it seems appropriate
to note that it’s Vollmar’s “Isolated Socialist State” where we find that utterly distinct set of
ideas which persisted in the Soviet imagery of war and international politics until June 1941.
One particular noticeable detail is Vollmar’s outright, firm and over-optimistic belief in class

solidarity. Lenin, who invoked this notion understandably often from 1914 onwards, apparently

shared this belief.

342 See, for example, “War and revolution” (lecture, delivered in May 1917): “Just as within the country the

revolutionary people of France had [...] displayed revolutionary energy on a scale it had never shown for centuries,
so in the war at the close of the eighteenth century it revealed a similar gigantic revolutionary creativeness when it
remodelled its whole system of strategy, broke with all the old rules and traditions of warfare, replaced the old
troops with a new revolutionary people’s army, and created new methods of warfare.” (Lenin 1974c: 400)

33 For Lenin’s notes on “Vom Krieg” see Adoratskii et al. (1930). English translation by Donald E. Davis and Walter
S.G. Kohn in Jones (1977: 188-229). For an analysis of Lenin’s interpretation of Clausewitz see, among others,
Hahlweg (2009) and Kipp (1985).



Vollmar constructed his radical variety of class solidarity a priori. It is therefore more of
an optimistic thought experiment or, one may say, a hope. The assertive tone, which is even
more evident at least in the Russian translation from 1995 (Fol'mar 1995: 73), is intended to
lend credibility to his claim, presenting it as a statement of fact rather than a hopeful
assumption. Lenin avoided such straightforward statements of fact (“their nations will refuse to
fight”) for obvious reasons. He rather put the same idea as an urgent call to socialists, who
“must unfailingly fight for complete unity of the workers of the oppressed and oppressor
nationalities.” (Lenin 1974d: 316)

It is, however not Lenin’s, but Vollmar’s approach that is found within the public
discourse of the Stalinist state. Stalin, in his “Report to the Seventeenth Party Congress”
(January 1934) first made some observations of the global political situation, leading him to the
conclusion that “clearly things are heading for a new war” (Stalin 1954b: 298). He then made a
prediction, stating, in a familiar assertive manner that, should there be a war on the USSR, it
would be “the most dangerous war for the bourgeoisie [...] not only because the peoples of the
U.S.S.R. would fight to the death to preserve the gains of the revolution; [...] it would be waged
not only at the fronts, but also in the enemy's rear. The bourgeoisie need have no doubt that
the numerous friends of the working class of the U.S.S.R. in Europe and Asia will endeavour to
strike a blow in the rear at their oppressors who have launched a criminal war against the
fatherland of the working class of all countries.” (Ibid 303). There are, of course, more examples
like this. It is well-known that the pre-war Soviet propaganda was in no small part focused on
proletarian internationalism, which, should the war against the USSR break out, would break

out in full force and effectively end it. This is how writer Daniil Granin, who has volunteered for



the front duty in July 1941, describes his first encounter with German POW in his book

“Beautiful Uta”3**:

He was a driver, that is to say, a working class, proletarian. Ready at hand |

addressed him with a well-memorized German phrase: "Workers of the world,

unite!" From everywhere about me | was prompted about socialism and class

solidarity. Boys were spelling names for the German: Marx, Engels, Thalmann,

Clara Zetkin, Liebknecht, even Beethoven was cited. These names softened us,

we were now ready to forgive, to fraternize. [...] According to the movie and

to the social science textbook, our German should probably blush, cast down

his eyes and say feelingly something like this: “The Bourgeoisie, — | mean

Hitlerite, — clique has sent me to fight my brothers in class. | need to turn my

bayonet, — | mean, rifle —on my exploiters.” We were taught so. We believed

that German proletariat would not wage a war on the Country of the Soviets.

In good faith we were trying to awake the class consciousness of our first

German. (Granin 1974)
The next moment the German tells them they are all going to be extinguished, “all of them who
wouldn’t bow” (lbid.) The quotation is probably too long, but quite expository as to the
propaganda scope and pervasiveness. Evidently, one cannot insist that the whole broad-scale,
sweeping delusion of class solidarity originated specifically from the “Isolated Socialist State”.
At the same time, both classical Marxism and, for the most part, Lenin’s renditions of the
doctrine rather prescribe than ascribe ardent internationalism to the proletarian class. The idea
behind the propaganda stance on class solidarity, which contributed to the creation of this
belief, can be traced, once again, to Vollmar. Though it’s most widely known in form of a
slogan, — or, probably for this very reason, — its impact on the Soviet society, on the
Communist International, on the global left and probably on the course of the XX century

history can hardly be overestimated. This refers to the reframing of the Comintern rationale in

1928, put on record in the “Programme of the Communist International” adopted at its Sixth

*** Npekpachas YTa (1967). “Uta” is Uta von Ballenstedt, a member of Saxonian medieval royalty, whose statue

from the Naumberg Cathedral becomes the focal point of Granin’s reflections on various encounters between
Germans and Russians ten vyears after the war. These reflections alternate with German travelogue,
autobiographical commentary and recollections of episodes of the Second World War.



congress (Moscow, 17 July —1 September), which for the first time referred to the USSR as “the
only fatherland of the international proletariat".345

This claim, later reproduced in propaganda materials of all sorts, had truly far-reaching
implications. First, the text of the “Programme” claims that “the working class of the whole
world now has its own State, the only fatherland of the international proletariat” (Degras 1960:
486), then reiterates this point, this time stating as a fact that the world proletariat is already
fighting for the USSR: The “Soviet Union was bound to become the base of the international
movement of all oppressed classes, the centre of the international revolution, the most
significant factor in world history. In the Soviet Union, for the first time in history, the
proletariat is fighting for its own fatherland.” (lbid 511) and finally, repeating the same thesis
for the third time, complements it with the imperative: “The Soviet Union is the true fatherland
of the proletariat, the strongest pillar of its achievements, and the principal factor in its
emancipation throughout the world. This obliges the international proletariat [...] to defend the
country of proletarian dictatorship by every means against the attacks of the capitalist powers.”
(Ibid 512-513, emphasis added). This development marked the completion of the
“bolshevization” process within Comintern, — at least this is term, used in the “Theses on
Tactics”, document, adopted by the previous, Fifth congress of Comintern in 1925. Not only has
this process resulted in the abolition of the relative and limited autonomy of the Comintern
member parties and suppression of even the slightest dissent but, more significantly, it has
reversed the relationship between “socialism” and “one country”.

Previously it was broadly accepted both at home and internationally that “one country”,
that is to say, the Soviet Union, depends on “socialism”, meaning world revolution. Now, when
the USSR has become the “only true fatherland” of the whole international proletariat, on the

contrary, success of the world revolution depends on the well-being of the Soviet Union. The

% .eAMHCTBEHHOE OTEYECTBO MEXAYHAPOAHOrO nponetapuara (VI Kongress 1929: 19)



latter probably still has some obligations in regards to the “workers of the world”, but these are
rather limited: the USSR plays its part by taking care of itself, by constructing socialism within
its borders. And since now the keys from the global victory of socialism — or, one may say,
from the future of the oppressed, — are located in Moscow, in the only socialist state, the
oppressed must and will, in Vollmar’s words, “defend it, should the opportunity arise, with
deadly force” or, as the Programme mildly puts it, “by every means”. The whole section
concerning the USSR, its place in the international communist movement and relation to the
strategy and tactics of the latter, was written and incorporated into the Programme at Stalin’s
initiative and urging: there's nothing even remotely resembling this chapter in the project of
the Comintern programme adopted by the previous Congress in 1924,

In his letter to Rykov, Bukharin and Molotov from 24 March 1928 on the draft of the
Programme, Stalin makes the outright demand for this part to be included in the document:
“The fourth section must be concerned with the USSR, [...] its global revolutionary importance,
the issue of Soviet proletariat's obligations to the proletariat of other countries, the issue of the
foreign proletariat's obligations to the USSR. This section, should it turn out to be
comprehensive and sufficiently clear, would be the one most important part of the whole

7346 On 5 July same year, delivering a separate long speech about the Programme

Programme.

of the Comintern at the Plenum of the C.C., C.P.S.U. (B.), Stalin refers to the section at issue as

“the inner substance” (BHyTpeHHee cogeprkaHue) of the Programme (Stalin 1954e: 157), and

spends some time elaborating on the details of the new disposition, (this is the first time when
»347 .

the expression “fatherland of the world proletariat in relation to the USSR was articulated).

He then finishes with the rhetorical question: “What would be the value of the programme of

346 o
YeTBepTblii pasaen cneayet nocatutb CCCP [...] ero mMpoBoMy PeBOOLMOHHOMY 3Ha4YeHUto, Bonpocy o6

06a3aHHOCTAX nponetapuata CCCP B OTHOWEHMM MposieTapuata Apyrux cTpaH, Bonpocy o6 o06asaHHOCTAX
nponetapuata Apyrux CTpaH B OTHoweHun K CCCP. 3TOT pasaen 6yaeT MMeTb BaykHeWlee 3HayeHWe BO BceW
nporpamme, ecan yaacTca pa3paboTaTtb ero ¢ 4OCTaTOYHOM NOHOTOM M AcHoCTbio. (Adibekov 2004: 516).

*7 The word “oteuectso” is for some reason translated into English as “motherland” in the Soviet 1954 edition.



the Comintern [...], if it ignored the fundamental question of the [...] proletarian revolution in
the U.S.S.R., its duties towards the proletarians of all countries, and the duties of the
proletarians of all countries towards the proletarian dictatorship in the U.S.S.R.?” (lbid 159).

Neither Marx and Engels, nor Lenin has ever imagined or expected proletarian
internationalism going that far. Since at least Stuttgart, that is, since the Seventh Congress of
the Second International in 1907, Lenin insisted that, should armed conflict break out, the duty
of the proletariat is to transform the imperialist war into the civil war on the exploiting class.
Even this was a highly contested claim which, as the events of 1914 demonstrated, has never
been accepted by either working class itself, or, for that matter, by any single mass party from
the socialist part of the political spectrum. In other words, internationalism could at the very
best drive any national proletariat to grab an opportunity to redefine the enemy and, to
"defend the fatherland" using, in Lenin's words, “every revolutionary means to combat the
monarchy, the landowners and the capitalists of one’s own fatherland” (Lenin 1974f: 104) — if
nothing else, this was a part of Lenin’s own interpretation of the Bolsheviks’ success in October
1917. But the idea that the working class of any country would switch sides and fight a war on
their own state alongside with this state’s foe was never considered to be even remotely within
the limits of possibility. This idea can’t be found in any text that can be possibly referred to as
“Marxist”. The “Isolated Socialist state” with its somewhat careless attitude, common to
utopian writings, is by far the most likely source of this idea.

At this point a reference to Stalin’s remarks on the copy of Vollmar’s treatise looks
highly significant. Stalin read “The Isolated Socialist State” roughly a month after speaking at
the 15™ Party Conference. His report, with the title “The Social-Democratic Deviation in our
Party”, was in fact the first relatively well developed rendition of the concept of “socialism in
one country”, which was carefully framed so that it could be only conceived of as explication

and enhancement of Lenin’s idea. For this very reason, Stalin made the highly precarious claim



about uneven development being unknown until “discovered” by Lenin — and was
subsequently ridiculed for this by Trotsky. For the same reason, in the course of the discussion
following the report, he used the expression “discovered the truth" on three occasions in eight
consecutive sentences in regards to Lenin’s paragraph in the 1915 article “On the Slogan of the
United States of Europe”, a highly emotional and largely contextually determined piece of
writing, in which Lenin withdrew his own programmatic slogan of only a few months earlier.

The word “Discover” as applied to “truth” (uctuHa) does not sound quite right in
Russian. However, it serves the purpose, — namely to make the whole concept of victorious
socialist construction in one country sound far more convincing than it really was. Vollmar's
provisions marked with the red pencil are either those of which Stalin is already aware via
Lenin, or those he was able, with some considerable help from Bukharin, to extrapolate from
one phrase dropped by Lenin ten or so years earlier. Also in red are marked several provisions
known to Stalin from other sources. To name just one, there's a paragraph on labour migration
to the country with better conditions of labour in Kautsky’s commentary on the Erfurt
Programme (Kautsky 1910: 205). Marked by blue pencil are provisions which attract Stalin’s
attention, — those, for instance, regarding the advantages of a foreign trade monopoly and
perils of blockade, which can be avoided by implementing self-sufficiency, — but require some
further deliberations. Vollmar’s comment on the issue of land nationalization, which, in his
opinion, is not really a pressing matter, and which can be postponed so as not to alienate the
peasantry, who should be kept as a friend of the new state, is also marked in blue. Discussion of
this issue is found in Stalin’s speech on the Comintern Programme, cited above in relation to
the more global and conceptual matters.

Stalin learned few new things from the “Isolated Socialist State”. However, the very
existence of the text, dating to almost forty years previously and being largely in accord with his

very recent speech, should have had a great reassuring effect on him. As soon as Stalin started



to read it, he must have understood that he was dealing with the source of Lenin’s concise
summation of the subject. The fact that Lenin found the treatise useful, and even borrowed
from it, should have made Vollmar’s reasoning sound more believable and should have
incentivized Stalin to be more considerate about something he might otherwise find, — and not
without a reason, — at least disputable. As a result of the circumstances and, more
importantly, the timing of Stalin’s encounter with the “The Isolated Socialist State”, not only
was the treatise able to make a considerable effect by reassuring Stalin in his choice of policy,
but arguably, it had much wider repercussions in terms of the Stalinist state’s relations with the

outside world than it was previously thought.



Conclusion

American journalist Eugene Peters, protagonist of Evgenil Petrov’s unfinished “Journey
to the Land of Communism” is genuinely interested in the country, towards which he is quite
favourably disposed since he first read Tolstoy in college (Petrov 1965: 581). Names of Russian
19th century writers (besides Tolstoy, Gogol, Chekhov and Dostoevsky are mentioned) and
composers (Peters favours Chaikovsky and Musorgsky over Brahms and Wagner) give a flavour
to the following description of the reality, encountered by the narrator in the imaginary USSR of
1963. From the first pages (starting, in fact from the name of the protagonist) Petrov
deliberately invokes the 1937 travelogue “Little Golden America”, authored by him and II'ya II'f.
Not only do the first ten first pages feature three mentions of “one-storey” houses with
attached garages and gardens, but Peters also specifically likens one of the new small Soviet
towns to a “comfortable residential area of a small American town” (lbid 587). The autarkic
Soviet world is also on more than one occasion referred to as “comfortable”. This comfort is to
some extent technological, —Petrov mentions high-speed trains, connecting Moscow to Omsk
in just two hours, — but it quickly becomes clear that what attracts the American journalist the
most are less tangible advantages of the Soviet world. In particular, this world is inhabited by
classic music lovers (Russians attend symphonic concerts at least twice a week) and theatre-
goers (cinema became purely an educational enterprise). Soviet citizens are also highly
educated, very altruistic and, significantly, while Soviet girls are emancipated and beautiful,
none of them would ever give a kiss without love, which stands in stark contrast to the young
American girl, travelling in the same group, who tries to seduce Peters while still on the way to
the Soviet border.

The Land of Communism is not just a technocratic, post-scarcity utopia, but also a retro-
utopia, which combines elements from various epochs. “Lessons of poetry and music at

schools” (Ibid: 598) remind the reader of the Classical period; Plato’s rule of philosophers



comes to mind with Petrov’s definition of USSR as “The state of science, created by the people

I"

of science” (lbid: 599). A passion for classical music, and the “natural” modesty displayed by
young women may remind one of the romantic characters from Ilvan Turgenev's novels. Such a
synchronization of cultural phenomena from various (though carefully selected) times and
cultures is rather characteristic of Stalinist culture. Petrov himself explains this along the lines
of the official discourse: the new society takes everything valuable from the past. What's
interesting here is what happens to these borrowings afterwards. It seems sensible to assume
that these valuables from the past of the humankind are somehow reworked and
reinterpreted, that they become the material for the new forms and new claims. Yet, some
genres become obsolete: particularly, Petrov suggests that cinema is fated to disappear as an
art form, though it will retain its educational function. With at least one old genre gone, no new
ones are mentioned. In Petrov’s notes to the novel, as well as in the Stalinist culture as such,
borrowings from different historical periods and various cultures are expected to co-exist, and
moreover, to be used, if possible, in the same forms and situations as they were used originally.
This synchronization and compression of cultural and historical epochs is a result of the spatial
utopia striving to do away with time, particularly the future, completely — or, when that turns
out to be impossible, to diminish and hide time, making it look insignificant. The culture of the

past epoch cannot be utilized to create — nothing is allowed to be new, to transform radically,

though anything can (or sometimes must) be “the next” or “one more”.



The old question, — re-articulated in the Introduction to this text, —was whether a
rupture between the pre-Great Leap Soviet Union and the Stalinist state existed and if so, what
terms can be used to meaningfully describe it? The same question can just as well be put
otherwise: if Paperny's Culture One and Culture Two are more that just optical devices, what
are the more fundamental assumptions, theories and visions of state, right, human nature, and
society, underlying these notions? There are more questions, related to the above. How could
such a radical transition to the new ideological and cultural order happen in almost no time at
all, — even considering the amount of violence unleased? Moreover, why has the ideological
transition on such a scale produced an incredibly small number of meaningful interpretations
by fellow socialists both in and outside the USSR, — even factoring in the closedness of the
Stalinist state? Last but not least, how could such a transformation happen at all?

Indeed, the rupture exists between the Soviet state/regime before and after the Great
Leap. This expression, itself being a case of the spatialization of time, can be used in regards to
change (possibly unprecedented in scale and velocity) in economics and society, political
institutions and culture. It also adequately characterises the ideological shift from the
Bolshevist to the Stalinist state. Largely, this shift was incompatible with or in direct
contradiction with all three “kinds” of Marxism, defined in the Introduction, — namely with
Marx’s Marxism, the Orthodox Marxism of Engels, Kautsky and the SPD, and, to a considerable
degree even with Soviet Marxism and Leninism, — even though Leninism was never a
theoretical development, but rather a paper trail of a particular political praxis. The concept of
“socialism in one country” or, to be more precise, the adoption of the idea that a socialist
revolution must not necessarily happen across the whole developed world more or less

simultaneously and that socialism can be successfully built even in just one single socialist state,



had an enormous, profound effect on the Soviet regime, its policies and state as well as
influencing deeply the whole political thinking of the global Left.

The essence of this change can be described as a territorialisation of class struggle.
Marxism was indeed a universalist, internationalist and, one may say, even cosmopolitan
ideology, but one should never forget that these qualities of Marxist ideology were anything
but inherent in the philosophy. Marxist internationalism was conditioned and determined by
the late 19th century wave of globalisation. Capital, according to Marx, transcended state
borders; free trade was very close to global common sense: radio and telegraph dramatically
increased the speed with which information travelled. At the same time labour mobility, which
in Europe had anyhow only grown since the end of the Napoleonic wars, was also increasing: it
continued to grow until 1914. In this situation it made perfect sense to call for class solidarity
across state borders and stress the universalism of Marxism. The famous claim in the
“Communist Manifesto” about the workers having no Fatherland came to be interpreted much
less as a bitter assertion than as a part of a positive program, thus having acquired ascriptive if
not prescriptive meaning.

This global Marxism, which aimed to take on capitalism by means of class struggle
everywhere, fitted the early phase of globalisation. It has never invested much effort into the
creation of blueprints for future policies, — and has generally been keen to avoid making plans.
Yet, the victory of the revolution was somehow perceived by the European Left as global, —
even though the single work (by Engels), which openly and quite categorically stated that the
successful socialist revolution can only happen in the whole developed world within a short
period, months, most likely in a year, was only published by Eduard Bernstein in 1914. This
understanding of how the new order of things would be born from the old was arguably
adopted by Marx, Engels and probably a number of other socialist thinkers as a result of their

closely witnessing the revolutionary wave of 1848-1849. It seemed merely natural to assume



that future revolutions would happen in circumstances more or less similar, that what lay
ahead was a series of attempts, — until one of them proved successful, which was simply
inevitable. The eventual victory of socialism as such was never in doubt among socialists and
not always in doubt among others. The concept of the world revolution was adopted by
socialist thought with little awareness of where it came from and without any meticulous
inquiry into its essence.

This deterritorialized class struggle, inspired by the Marxist internationalism, was indeed
a great political invention, which proved practical in the globalising world at the turn of the 19"
and 20" centuries. It remained effective until globalization started slowing down protectionism
as well as political nationalism reemerged — and, finally, the war broke out. The 1848 model,
backed by the history of the French revolution of 1789, suggested that local revolutions would
start all over Europe, gradually gaining momentum and inciting a big European war, — and then
from its flames the new order of things would be born. This plan implied that the result of the
socialist revolution would be also global, — and would make a smooth transit from the ideology
of the globalised capitalist world to the ideology of a globalised socialist world. But in 1914
things were unfolding differently. That was not a series of revolutions, developing into the
European class war, but on the contrary, a World War which socialist parties, — not all of them
and not even the biggest section; — could hope to “reverse engineer” into local revolutions and
thus put on the “right” course. The start of the First World War and the consequent obligation
to vote either for or against granting their governments war credits, became, for the world
socialist movement, the first crisis of territorialisation. At this point the global Left of the
Second International had to face their new circumstances. It turned out to be almost impossible
for the socialist parliamentary party in times of war to adhere to the internationalist,
cosmopolitan principles adopted in times of peace. Lenin had anticipated such a course of

events, when he insistently tried to bind European parliamentary socialists of the Second



International politically by pushing both the internationalist stance and publicly expressing
determination to obstruct the war to its limits, — first in the Stuttgart Congress resolution
(1907) and then in the Basel Manifesto (1912). But however unwavering the tone of public
declarations was, in the end it was the size of the parliamentary faction that mattered.
Bolsheviks, who held 6 (14 together with Mensheviks) seats in the Fourth Duma,
condemned the war, as well as a small faction of the SPD, led by Karl Liebknecht and Rosa
Luxemburg and a number of other minuscule parties. The only influential parliamentary
socialist party which didn’t hesitate to side with Bolsheviks was the Italian Socialist Party (led by
Mussolini at the time) with 52 of 508 seats in the Chamber of Deputies. All others, including
two French socialist parliamentary groups, SFIO and the Republican-Socialist Party (PRS) with
126 of 601 seats, Austro-Hungarian social democrats (87 of 516 seats) and finally, SPD with its
110 of 397 total Reichstag seats, — all of them backed the war. For Lenin and other Bolsheviks
the anticipated global or at least European revolution was critical. The case of a successful
revolution in Russia alone, was barely considered a possibility: the old Empire was a backward
underdeveloped country with a small share of industrial production in the overall national
product and, consequently, a numerically insignificant urban proletariat. This state of affairs
was acknowledged by Russian socialists, — including those, routinely indulging in wishful
thinking. Yet, chances for success could improve dramatically in case such a revolution was not
an isolated event, but a part of the global wave. Lenin’s articles, written in 1914-1915 were ripe
with anger, sometimes even despair. He was seeking for a way to reverse the new,
territorialized condition of European socialism: the slogan of the Unites States of Europe, which
Lenin has first put forward, then reluctantly revoked, makes a good showcase. His article cited
above on the subject essentially considers chances to exploit the European integrationist
project for the benefit of radical Left as insignificant. And it’s in that very same text where Lenin

for the first (and the last) time clearly articulates the perspective of a single socialist state. The



respective paragraph is the next to last: it's preceded by a lengthy sequence of arguments,
drawing rather upon various current and recent events, than upon some certain idea of the
future. It's justified by little more than rhetorical necessity to present some kind of alternative
to the idea behind the rejected slogan. The fact that Lenin never returned to this point, let
alone further expanded it, clearly speaks for this argument. Neither Lenin, nor anyone else
across the socialist part of the Russian political spectrum ever seriously considered the
probability of a “victorious” socialist revolution in one single country as high or even
measureable. Consequently, Lenin continued seeking for a political (Comintern) or military
(Polish-Soviet War of 1920) solution to the problem. After the Moscow-supported 1923
October armed uprising in Germany failed, the Bolsheviks finally realised that there would be
no other successful socialist revolutions in the foreseeable future. If the Bolshevik Government
in Russia survived at all, it would remain the Government of the only socialist state in the world
for years or even decades to come. What was purely a rhetorical argument, put forward in the
heat of the moment, became the only possibility left. This territorialisation of socialism and
“landing” of the class struggle onto the Soviet soil was, as we’ve already observed above,
inevitable with or without the the Allied intervention in the Russian Civil War.

The aforementioned territorialisation was decisively accepted and conceptualized as the
construction of socialism in one country some time around late 1926. Transformation of the
Bolshevist / Leninist into the Stalinist regime started soon after that. At the core of this tectonic
transition was a shift in the modes of the utopian thinking. While the revolutionary, Bolshevist
state mostly relied on the temporal utopianism of a social process, inherent in Marxism, the
new Stalinist regime, facing the task of territorializing “socialism”, relied heavily on the
utopianism of the spatial form. It would be an exaggeration to say that there was nothing in
Marxism of either variety to facilitate this task. Yet, another strain of socialist thought proved

much more practical and effective in this regards. This strain, which in terms of the 19th



century is associated with Ferdinand Lassalle, is deeply rooted in Fichte, — first and foremost,
in “The Closed Commercial State”.

Fichte’s philosophy of State and Right is the ultimate source of this largely non-Marxian
socialism, which, on Russian soil, evolved eventually into the phenomenon commonly referred
to as Stalinism. Particular distinctive features of this doctrine were discussed earlier in rather
fine detail, — so the only thing which remains to be emphasized here is that the “Fichtean
socialism” was in no way alien to German social democracy, which always recognised it as a
vitally important part of its heritage. Even devoted Marxists in the SPD often demonstrated
proximity to the talk of “state socialism” or some kind of isolationist or nationalist stance. The
“Erfurt programme”, adopted by the SPD as decisively Marxist and published with Karl
Kautsky’s elaborated commentary, reveals the deep and unequivocal impact of Fichtean
socialism. Works of other socialist theoreticians, to various degree associated with this line of
thought, were quite familiar to Russian readers, including those who could only read Russian.
Fichte, Lassalle, Rodbertus, to name just the few, were translated and published in Russian.
However, the text which turned out to be the crucial element of the transition to socialism was
written by Georg von Vollmar, who never expressed any firm beliefs which can be characterised
as Fichtean or Lassallean. His treatise “The Isolated Socialist State”, being, as it is obvious from
the title, in some kind of dialogue with Fichte’s “Closed Commercial State”, perfectly
exemplifies the indecomposeability of Fichtean and Marxian heritage in the “orthodox
Marxism” of German social democracy. Bolsheviks, as well as other Russians and the majority
of the European socialists were acutely aware of the intellectual debate among German
socialists and discussed topical issues among themselves, down to the finest detail. It was not a
rare occasion that texts travelled between the languages incognito, thus appearing to be in
dangerous proximity to plagiarism — as it is the case, for instance, with Lenin’s “The Three

Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism”, which has a surprisingly large debt to



Kautsky. So, it comes as little surprise that one particular short fragment from Lenin’s 1915
article “On the Slogan for a United States of Europe”, which constitutes almost solely, the
theoretical basis of Stalin’s “socialism in one country”, is in fact a concise rendition of the
primary assumptions of the “Isolated Socialist State”.

This fragment has then undergone rather sophisticated ideological treatment, which
had significant consequences in varying depths of detail, explicated by Vollmar in the original
text, which was at the moment still unavailable to Stalin and other figures of the Party
leadership. It’s quite plausible to hypothesize that the source of Lenin’s paragraph was not
recognized by anyone except Trotsky until 6 December 1926, when the abridged Russian
version of “The Isolated Socialist State” was sent to Stalin, Mikhail Kalinin and, in all likelihood,
to some other politburo members, — at least, the awareness of Vollmar's treatise, revealed by
Ordzhonikidze's in his 1927 dialogue with Trotsky, supports this argument. The translation was
made and circulated by Aleksandr (Alésha) Svanidze, Stalin’s brother-in-law and, for decades,
one of his very few close friends. Svanidze, who graduated in late 1900s from the University of
Jena, had a good command of German, — at least good enough to make a rough, but correct
translation.

Stalin, who, has read the text meticulously, was thus presented with an unexpected
possibility of checking whether Lenin’s short paragraph was interpreted correctly, — and was,
as far as one can judge from the pencil marks, — satisfied with the result. Stalin’s previously
unknown encounter with the “Isolated Socialist State” happened too late to affect the doctrine
of socialism in one country. Yet, it is possible that the 1926 translation was the source for the
parts of another significant and far-reaching Stalin’s doctrine, — that of the relationship
between the USSR and Comintern. Particularly, the crucial novelty of the Comintern
Programme, adopted in 1928, is very likely to originate from Vollmar. In essence the novelty in

guestion amounts to the reframing and reconceptualisation of the relationship between the



USSR and national communist parties, USSR and Comintern, — and finally, between the USSR
and workers from all over the word, sympathizing with the first Socialist State. Previously,
Comintern official documents, while fully acknowledging the essential role of Russian
proletariat and its party in securing the first victory of the first socialist revolution, implied also
that the future of the first Socialist State largely depended on “socialism”, that is, on world
revolution. The new Comintern programme suggested a very different interpretation of this
relationship in putting forward the concept of the USSR as the only true fatherland of the
international proletariat and the strongest pillar of the global emancipation. From that moment
on not only had the USSR been safeguarding the future victory of revolution on a global scale,
but it has been also claiming the status of the world proletariat’s only fatherland. As a result,
the proletariat was placed under the obligation to defend the first socialist state by any means
necessary. The boldness of this claim together with its implied assumption that it may in fact,
work, follows the logic of Vollmar’s treatise in the best way possible. This overly optimistic and
unrealistic understanding of the relationship between Stalin’s USSR and the working classes of
other countries had profound impact on Soviet foreign policy of the late 1930s — and,
arguably, on some key political decisions, made by the Soviet leadership in 1939-1941.

The new Comintern programme has also laid bare the process termed here as the
“territorialisation of socialism”. Previously socialism was everywhere, though at the same time
nowhere in particular, constantly moving and never quite here or there, — the famous ghost of
the “Manifesto”, relentlessly wandering through Europe. But now it has condensed from the
thin air and found its way to the USSR. While in the past one could, say, “fight for socialism” in a
variety of ways, now, when socialism became located somewhere, the only way to fight for it
was to defend the country of its location, that is, the USSR “by any means necessary”.

Vollmar’s text was, albeit in a complicated way, one of the channels, by which Fichtean

socialism was transferred from 18th century Jena to the Stalinist USSR. Other comparable



channels included various works by Kautsky, probably Lassalle’s writings, on Fichte and
otherwise, — and, of course, “the Closed Commercial State” as such, published in Russian first
in 1890s and then once more in 1923. Significantly, it was published by the principal ideological
press of the period, the “Krasnaya nov'”, being a part of the broader structure of
Glavpolitprosvet, the single state agency for propaganda and political education. The discussion
around the book was quite lively both before and after revolution, — though, of course, Fichte
never attracted as much of the Soviet reader’s attention as Hegel. Fichte’s status as one of the
predecessors of Marxism, was partly secured by Engels himself, who wrote once that Marxists
are proud to be the disciples of, among others, Fichte and Darwin. Though Fichte’ significance
within the Marxist discourse was never remotely anywhere near that of Hegel, he also was
considered to stand at the origins of German socialism. This combination of characteristics
made him legitimate figure of inquiry for Soviet Marxist philosophers, including, among others,
Abram Deborin, Lyubov Aksel’rod and Valentin Asmus. At the same time, Fichte’s political
economy, elaborated in the “Closed Commercial State”, was never the subject of research of
any Soviet Marxist scholar (except for losif Lapidus, whose text was never finished and was
published as late as in 2004).

All the more striking are the similarities between the Fichtean model of the ideal state
and a number of features and policies of the historical Stalinist state. There’s no direct evidence
that Stalin was familiar with Fichte’s text. Nevertheless, real-life policies sometimes follow
Fichte’s programmatic utopia so closely, that one can be really tempted to just assume that
Stalin read “The Closed Commercial State”, — and maybe even quite carefully. In the absence
of evidence, though, the most plausible explanation is that a very limited set of basic
assumptions in relation to economics and even more limited set of basic policy measures
(which in our case includes Foreign Trade Monopoly, currency exchange monopoly and overall

unequivocal state control of finances), necessarily enable a particular logic, so strict that once



processes start unfolding in accordance with this logic, there is only one trajectory of
development available for the emerging state to follow. Closer analysis of the above mentioned
key policies confirms that the foreign trade monopoly some time in 1928-1929 and a bit later
the (mid-1930s) the monetary system both acquire distinctly Fichtean features or, at the very
least, become undeniably Fichtean in spirit and sometimes even more radical when it comes to
policies.

This extreme Fichtean statism lies arguably at the very core of another fundamental
Soviet practice, that of centralized planning. Arguably it becomes obsolete once the second
stage of socialism (i. e. communism is achieved) —planning “withers away” together with the
state. Closer analysis of Stalin’s claims on the subject in his various works from both pre-war
and post-war periods reveals that he never, in fact, expected centralized planning to be
abolished. The whole broader debate in regards to the “withering of the state”, predicted by
Engels, also reveals Stalin’s logic and overall frame of thinking at least as much “Fichtean” as
“Hegelian” — and often in direct contradiction with Marx in his later period.

This work was never intended to justify any particular stage in the development of the
Soviet state. Still, the Bolshevist revolutionary, transitional state on the one hand and the
Stalinist state on the other are profoundly different; structures of utopian thinking found at the
core of either, are vastly dissimilar; finally they belong, ultimately, to often nonconforming
intellectual traditions. All this doesn’t mean, for example, that the Leninist state is more
humane, less cruel or justifiable — either morally or historically. It just means that the number
and scale of differences make the Leninist and the Stalinist states two quite distinct subjects of
inquiry, — and that each of them, requires, arguably, its own particular set of investigative

techniques — as well as it’s own, more specific, less generalising frame of interpretation.
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Appendix I. A note on Google Books Ngram Viewer

Visualizations of quantitative data from Google’s Russian corpora are a significant part
of this study, which makes it necessary to clarify the nature of this instrument and briefly
review some of the opportunities it provides, as well as its flaws and limitations. First of all,
since the use of Google Books Ngram Viewer means to all intents and purposes engaging into a
controversy surrounding the field of digital humanities, it feels necessary to address this topic,
albeit by perforce very briefly. The author believes that utilizing GNV in the course of cultural
history research can be productive and useful, particularly when assessing the trends. At the
same time, this research does not fully, let alone exclusively, rely on the GNV graphs. The
author is rather far from making common cause with scholars, claiming, for instance, that
digital modes of reading allow for attaining “what has almost become taboo in literary studies:
objectivity, validity, truth” (Best and Marcus 2009: 17). Instead the author perceives GNV
graphs as a means of rough evaluation of trends, which is fairly reliable, when assessing relative
change and/or difference, particularly but not exceptionally as in case of assessing the
frequency of use for two or more terms in course of given decade or longer period. Such an
approach is different from that of Franco Moretti, who argues in his “Graphs, Maps, Trees” that
“quantitative research provides a type of data which is ideally independent of interpretations
[...] it provides data, not interpretation.[...] Quantitative data can tell us when Britain produced
one new novel per month, or week, or day, or hour for that matter, but where the significant
turning points along the continuum — and why — is something that must be decided on a
different basis.” (Moretti 2005: 9) Dataset, provided by the GNV is much less detailed or precise
than the one, described above and can be, thereby, used mostly to reveal turning points,
previously unnoticed due to whatever reasons or, otherwise, to draw additional confirmation of

the argument, substantiated otherwise. It suffices to mention that in the first case an inquiry



into a given question posed by statistics may either reasonably likely prove fruitful or, on the
opposite, lead up a blind alley.

Google Books Ngram Viewer or Google Ngram Viewer (GNV) is an online service by
Google, Inc., released in December 2010. It’s a search engine with a fairly easy add-in, allowing
for basic data processing and visualization of the results. Data in this case consists of Google
text corpora in English, French, German, Italian, Spanish, Russian, Hebrew and Chinese. We’'ll
skip the details on languages other than Russian (let’s mention, however, that there are
separate corpora for British and American English and a separate English Fiction corpora). All
single language corpora (except for Italian) exist in two versions, from 2009 and 2012. We'll
only use 2012 version of Russian corpus, which is referred to as the Russian corpus everywhere
in this text. Google Corpora were produced in course of compiling data for the corporation’s
other service, Google Books, as a result of scanning various books, followed by optical character
recognition (OCR). N-gram is a term from computational linguistics meaning contiguous
sequence of characters or, as in this case, words — or even more specifically, expressions. As of
October 2013, the Russian corpus included data from books published at least since 1800 and
consisted of 591 310 books (67 137 666 353 n-grams) significantly surpassing amounts of data
available from the Russian National Corpus (85 996 documents and 229 968 798 n-grams). GNV,
therefore, provides a way to measure temporal dynamics of certain expressions (n-grams)
usage. “N” in the “n-gram” stands for the number of structural elements (words): unigram is
one word expression, bigram is two-word expression, trigram is three-word expression, etc.
Only n-grams with n< 5 are taken into consideration by the GNV software. Google Books service
itself follows certain rules: not more than 6000 books are scanned for each year. Thus for early
years the corpus may include (depending on the availability) all published books, but for later
years books are sampled following subject distribution for every particular year (Zakharov and

Masevich 2014: 304-05). Though the breakdown of the number of books scanned by year is not



explicitly provided by GNV, an estimation was done,*®

showing that for the period of 1910-
1940 the database contains around 1150 books a year on average. However, Google N-gram
database is certainly flawed: OCR layers of the scanned books contain a considerable number of
mistakes as does metadata (author, length, genre, publication date, etc.), which GNV software
adds automatically after finishing OCR. There are more difficulties specific for English corpora
(Michel et al. 2011) to be taken in consideration. The Russian corpus has its own problems,
mostly in relation to pre-reform alphabetic characters, some of which can’t be recognized in
Google’s OCR process and to accidental incorporation of books in other languages using Cyrillic
script (Zakharov and Masevich 2014: 314-26). These problems place certain limitations on
Google Ngram practicability (Barrat et al. 2015). Nevertheless, with these limitations in mind it
still can be used not only as a tool for rough estimation of changes in n-grams occurrence over
time, but also for more sophisticated research in cognitive linguistics (Solov'ev 2015) or even
for measuring cultural complexity (Juola 2013), since a huge amount of data straightens
individual errors. Using this data, GNV software creates a graph (see, for example, Fig. 1). The X-
axis shows years. The Y-axis shows the ratio of the particular n-gram occurrence to the total
number of n-grams for the particular year. If we are interested in a particular bigram, say “fifth
column”, the parameter shown by Y-axis for each year will be the percentage of the “fifth
column” bigram in total amount of all bigrams found in all books, published that year and
present in the GNV database. All graphs are presented with a smoothing of either 1 or 0. In the
first case the data shown for, say, 1935 is calculated as an average of the raw count for 1935
plus 1 value on either side: ("count for 1934" + "count for 1935" + "count for 1936"), divided by
3. In the second case data is shown as is.

Apparently GNV can be used for inquiry into the history of certain concepts (or in this

case metaphors). It opens the opportunity to trace fluctuations in importance of those and, last

**® Author thanks data specialist Vladimir Ermilov for assistance.



but not least, to compare, though roughly, the significance of the particular
metaphors/concepts/terms for the chosen chronological periods. As it was mentioned earlier,
at least within this research, GNV is much more productive when it comes to posing new
guestions than answering existing ones. The issue here is not one of statistical data processing
in order to get an explanation for the known historical and cultural issues, — this task remains,
in @ manner of speech, a subject of manual labor. GNV is by all likelihood, more useful as a kind
of optical device, helping the researcher to notice phenomena invisible to the naked eye.

Since expressions used by most influential published authors in their books were cited
by others, peaks observed on the graphs correlate to certain extent with the years when such
books were published. Significantly, in 1918-1921 book publishing in Soviet Russia was almost
completely reduced to propaganda brochures and political pamphlets (Govorov and
Kupriyanova 2001: 256-75), while only a limited number of books were published in Russian
elsewhere. Later, in December 1921 restrictions were loosened following the decree “On
private publishing”, but a state monopoly on paper was still in place. Later, in 1922, the newly
born Glavlit (Main Administration for Safeguarding State Secrets in the Press) started enforcing
censorship. Private publishing industry dealt mostly with pulp fiction, poetry and history of
literature (in this subject group books, published by private enterprises accounted for more
than 40% of the titles). In 1927 the share of state-owned publishing houses in the aggregated
amount of new titles was still 75% (Govorov and Kupriyanova 2001: 277-85). That means we
are mostly dealing with literature ideologically aligned with the Soviet regime (or at least
approved by Glavlit) during the period in question, since amount new of titles published in
Russian elsewhere later in the 1930s was once again incomparable with what was produced in

the USSR.



Appendix Il. Fragments from the Russian translation of the “Isolated Socialist
State” by Georg von Vollmar, marked by Stalin®*.

Page numbers as in document.

U = underlined; M = vertical line on the margins.

Blue and red colours used according to colours of the marks.

Text in brown is marked by both blue and red in the original.

Black text is given so that complete sentences were cited.

Underlined words match those underlined with two lines in the original.

Page

Marks Fragment

78

u 1878

79

O BO3MOXXHOCTU OCYLLLECTB/IEHUA COLMANN3Ma B OAHOM CTpaHe

1878

80

..Heobxogumo M 4ytO6bI COUMANUM3IM [ONA  OCYLLECTBAEHUA CBOEeW
3KOHOMMYECKOM CUCTEMbI BOCTOP}KECTBOBa/ OA4HOBPEMEHHO BO Bcem
LMBUAM3OBAHHOM MUpe, (BO BCEX IKOHOMMUYECKM PA3BUTbIX CTPAHAX) UK Ke
[ONYCTUMO WU MbIC/IMMO CYyLLEeCTBOBAaHME OTAE/IbHOIO COLMANUCTUYECKU
u OpraHU30BaHHOrO rocygapcrea.

A nonarato M nonbITaloCb 3TO AOKasaTb, 4YTO OKOHYaTesNbHaA noﬁep,a
counazinama BO3MOXKHA U UCTOPUYECKUN BepoATHa B OAHOM OTAE/IbHOM
rocygapcrtee M 4To HUYTO He CTOUT Ha NYTU CyLLeCcTBOBAHUIO U NPOLBETAHUIO
TAaKOro n3oJiMpoBaHHOrro CounaanCTU4eCKoro rocygapcrea.

81

Counanusm 6e3ycnoBHO NpegnonaraeTr Haanuue PasBUTbIX IKOHOMMUYECKUX
u OTHOLUEHUM, HO ecnu bbl 3TO BbINI0 BCe, TO OH 6bln 6bl Hanbonee pa3BUTbIM B
Tex cTpaHax, rae

82

[continued from p. 2] xo03AiAcTBEHHOe pa3BUTUE A[OCTUNNO HaUBbICLLUEN
cteneHn. Ho 310 He TaK. AHraua 6e3 COMEHWA,ABAAETCA 3KOHOMWYECKM
u Hanbonee pasBUTON CTPAHOM,04HAKO COLMAIN3M HE UrpPaeT B HEN 3aMeTHOM
poan, B TO BPEMSA,KaK OH NpeacTasnaeT 60ablyo CUY B SKOHOMUYECKU MeHee
pa3suton FepmaHnu.

Mpu cywecTBylOWMX ycAoBUAX U ycnoBuax obospumoro 6Gyayuwero,
u AonyuieHne ogHoBpemeHHOW nobeabl couvanuama BO BCeX KYJIbTYPHbIX
CTPaHaX HaM KaXKeTcA COBEePLUEHHO HEBEPOATHbIM.

bonee BEPOATHO,4YTO Ccouunannm BOCTOp)'KECTByeT,HpMGIWISMTeIIbHO B ABYyX
UAn Tpex SIKOHOMUYECKU U KY/IbTYPHO Pa3BUTbIX CTPAHAX.

83

Mpy TaKom paBeHCTBE HULLETbl (M Yyem 6onblie Mbl NPUBAUNKAEMCA K KOHLY
cywecTsytowero "ctposa",Tem 6onbwe 3T ABneHuA OyayT MMETb MecTo),u
u BCeObLLEero HanpsaXeHUa, KOHEYHO MbICIMMO,UTO ABUXKEHME MOXKET OXBaTUTb
OAHOBPEMEHHO MHOrO CTPaH, B 0COBEHHOCTM ecnn OHOo byaeT obycnoBneHo
KaKuM HUBYAb SKCTPAOPAMHAPHBIM KPYMNHbIM ABAEHUEM.

¥ Translation made by Alexandr Svanidze (RGASPI. F. 558, op. 11, d. 821, doc.26). 1926 Dec 4



Ho B BMAY NpuBEAEHHbIX COOBPAXKEHUIN OTHOCUTENLHO Pa3IMYUA YCOBUWA B
Pa3BUTMM PaBHbIX CTPaH, 3TO ByaeT Aenatbca TeM MeHee BepOATHbIM,Yem
6onbwe mbl 6yaem npubAMIKATbCA MbIC/IEHHO K MOMEHTY 06LecTBeHHOro
nepesopoTa.

84

Takum 06pa3OM,MbI noagxoamm K WU30AINPOBAHHOMY COUMANTUCTUYHECKOMY
rocygapcrsy. fl [OKasan,Kak MHe KarkeTcd, 4TO ec/iM OHO He sABaAeTca
eaAUNHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHbIM, TO, BO BCAKOM C/1y4yae, Haubonee BEPOATHbIM.

Mosa uenb ckopee B TOM,‘-ITO6bI (I)MKCMpOBaTb B CaMbIX OCHOBHbIX 4YepTax
KOpeHHble ycnoBuAa CywecTtBoBaHUA WU30/IMPOBAHHOINO counainCTU4ecKkoro
rocygapcrtea, €ro SKOHOMMUYECKUIA CTpOVI M ero OTHOoWeHMA K Apyrum,He
coUunManncCTn4eCKnm rocygapcream.

85

Kakne meponpustua 6yaeT NpoBOAMTb Halle rocyAapcTBo,yYTobbl ¢ OAHOM
CTOPOHbl  MEPeyCTPOUTb CBOWM  BHYTPEHHME  OTHOLIEHWS Ha  OCHOBE
COLMANUCTUYECKUX MPUHLUMMNOB, @ C APYroil CTOPOHbI 3aHATb B OTHOLUEHUM
BHELUHEro Mupa TaKoe MOoJIOXKeHUe, KoTopble rapaHTMpoBasio 6bl emy npu
CTONKHOBEHUM MeXKAy CTapod U HOBOWM XO3AWCTBEHHbIMU CUCTEMAMM He
TONbKO ycnex HO U BO3MOXXHOCTb AasibHeNLLero NpouBeTaHnA?

MosToMy Mbl AyMaem, YTO TMepBOe BpemA CyLLeCTBOBAHMA HaLlero
rocygapcrea 6yaer npeacrasnatb co6oii nepexogHbli nepuoa, Npyu KOTOPom
cTapoe B BUAe 4acTHOW cO6CTBEHHOCTU Ha CpeacTBa NPOU3BOACTBA BCe XKe
6yaeT MmeTb MeCcTO NMPU YCNOBUM, KOHEUHO, FapaHTUU HeAoNnyleHUA UX
MCNONb30BaHMA BO Bpes, HOBOMY o06WecTBY M MX NOCTENEHHOro wu
HEYK/IOHHOT0 U3XXUBaHUA.

86

CouMannctoB, KOHEYHO,He npuxoguTca yb6expgatb B  HeobxoaumocTu
06LLeCTBEHHOrO BaAeHNA 3eMEN, Kak 1 B 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU ero; Heo6xo4umo
06paTUTb BHUMaHME Ha TO, YTO obecneyeHne camMbiX HACYLLHbIX }KU3HEHHbIX
notpe6HoCTed MOXKeT caenatbCcA ANA  HaWero  U30/IMPOBAHHOrO
COLMANUCTUUECKOrO rocypapcTBa O0CO6EHHO HAcTOATENbHbIM, BPEMEHHO —
NPAMbIM BOMPOCOM }XU3HU U CMEpTU, B BUAY BO3MOXKHOCTU, XOTA 6bl U
npexogauwero, NOAHOrO WAW YAaCTUYHOrO OTKasa B NPUBO3e€ CO CTOPOHbI
BpaXKAebHbIX KanUTaIMCTUUECKUX FOCyapcTB.

87

Bce cpeaHee U meJsiKkoe KpeCTbAHCTBO, KOTOPOE HECMOTPA Ha 3aTpyAHEHUA U
HyXA4y, UeNnKO AepXKUTCA 3a CBOKO nNAAb 3eM/n, CTaao 6bl BUOETb B HalleM
rocygapcrse He 6narop,eTenﬂ, a 3nenwero Bpara, BOMNpPeKn TOMYy, 4TO
OTHYXKOEHUNE 3EMNITN 6b110 Obl AnAa Hero T0/ibKoO HOMUHa/IbHbIM, N OHO NOAYYHUNO
6bl B3aMeH peanbHblE BbIFrOAbl, OHO CTa10 6bl OKa3bIBaTb HE TO/IbKO NnacCUBHOE,
HO U O4eHb CM/IbHOE aKTUBHOE COonpoTuB/ieHUeE.

95

Hu oguH ToproBeu He 6yp,eT OoTPUUaTb TOro, 4YTO pPa3 HaAWe rocyaapcrtso
cocpeaoTo4ynno B CBOUX pPyKax BBO3 U BbIBO3 u,enoﬁ CTpaHbl U BegeT ux no
eaAunHOMY nJsaHy,ero noanoxeHne Ha MUpPoBOM pPbliHKe 6y,qe'r MaKCMMaJibHO
Gﬂal'OﬂpMﬂTHblM.

96

Hawemy rocyzapctsy He  NpUXoauTca  NOSTOMY  MCKaTb  Xopollen
KAMEHTYPbI, TaKXKe, KaK M XOPOLIMX NOCTABLLMKOB, BCE 3aXOTAT C HUM paboTaTsb,
M OHO MOXET CTaBUTb CBOM yC/10BUSA; bosee TOro oHO UMeeT bonbluee BANAHUE
Ha MWPOBOW PbIHOK,YeM 3TOT MOCNAEAHMI Ha Hero, NMOTOMY YTO 3TOT PbIHOK



ABNAETCA  XAaOTMYECKMM  CUENJeHMemM  B3HMMHO  NPUTATMBAKOLWMX U
OTTaNIKMBAIOLLMX APYT APYra MHTepPecos.

CHEAYH Xoay wUX MbIC/ZIL,OHN TOBOPAT: UEeHa nNPOAYKTOB B Bauwem
counmannctmyeCKom rocygapcree GVAET TaK noBbiWeHa B pe3y/sbTaTe
3HAYUTENIbHOIO yay4dyweHUAa NnoJ0XKeHUuA pa60tmx MaccC, 4YTO 3arpaHuua He
CMOXKeT UX NoKynaTtb.

97

Takum 06pa30M coumanncTtnyecCkaa opraHusauumAa npounssoactBa npuseper
Halle rocyaapcrso K Hanayvywmm pesysibTatTam B OTHOWEHUU COpeBHOBAaHUA
Ha MUPOBOM pPbIHKeE.

HuKorga He MOXKeT cTaTb ONAaCHbIM KOHKYPEHTOM ANA Hallero rocyaapcraa
HecouuanucTMyeckoe npPousBOACTBO, paboume KOTOPOro Haxogunucb B
NpU6AU3UTENbHO TeX e MaTepuanbHbIX YCNOBUAX - 3apaboTHas nnata u
YKM3HEHHble NOTPebHOCTM - C Hawumu pabounmmm A0 nepexoda CTpPaHbl K
coumanusmy [p. 98, continued] ( BbipaBHMBAHME Ky/NbTYpPHbIX CTPaH MO 3TOM
JIMHUN NAET BbICTPbIM TEMMOM).

99

cir.

U3onnposaHHOe couManmucTUHecKoe rocyaapcrso u OCTa/IbHOM Mmup

MHe ocTtaeTca ele Koe u4To pAo06aButb 06 06WMX OTHOLIEHUAX
M30/IMPOBAHHOI0 COLMAIMCTUYECKOrO rOCyAapcTBa K APYrMM rocygapcrBam
WA BEPHEE, TaK KaK KaxKA0e U3 HUX - KaK y»Ke M1aToH roBopua Npo rpeyeckue
rocyaapcTea - coctouT M3 [Byx,rocyaapcrsa 6oratbix U rocygapctsa begHblix, -
[p. 100, continued] kK Hapoaam C O4HOM N NPUBUNETMPOBAHHBIM CNOAM C APYrOM
CTOPOHbI.

100

MepBbiM HaMMeHee 3Ha4YMTeNbHbIM PEe3y/NbTaTOM 3TON NPUTAraTe/IbHOM CUAbI
6yAeT CUNbHLIN MPUTOK B Halle rocyAapcrBo MHOCTPaHHOW paboueit cunbl.
CoumanncTuyeckoe rocygapcTBO He 3HAeT HaUMOHaNbHbIX WM PACCOBHX
Pa3sNNUMIA: KarKablA 4YeNOBEK MMEET paBHble MpaBa,TakKe KaK W paBHble
0653aHHOCTKN, NO3TOMY NPUHLMMNMANBHO HALWe roCyAapCTBO HE MOXKET HUYEero
BO3pa3nTb NPOTUB BK/OYEHUSA HOBBIX FPa*kAaH B YNC/IO ero YyneHos. M Bce ke
OHO 6yAeT BbIHY}KA,EHO 3HAUMTE/IbHO OrPAHUYUTD 3TOT NPUTOK.
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M3o0nMpoBaHHOE COLMANUCTUUECKOE FOCYyAApCTBO OAHMM (aKTOM CBOEro
CyLL,eCTBOBAHMA NpU3biBaeT NopaboLueHHble U IKCNoaTpyemMble HapoAbl BCex
CTpaH pobuBaTbCA yAyylIEeHUA YCAOBUIA Ha cBoeil poguHe: MO0 OHO
NOKa3biBaeT UM Ha }XMBOM MpPUMeEpE, Yero OHU MOTYT AO0CTUYb, EC/IU OHU B
CaMOM ZleNle CEPbE3HO 3TOrO 3aXOTAT M KAaKMM NyTEM A0CTUTaeTcs.

Hawe rocypapctBo 6ypeT NO3TOMYy aKTUBHO COAEMNCTBOBATb TOMY,UTO6bI
coumManusm B 6amKaliwem 6yaywiem [OCTUr rOCMOACTBA M B OCTa/IbHbIX
CTpaHax, npuberasa npu 3Tom K cpeAcTBaM COOTBETCTBEHHO MECTY U BpEMEHMU.
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Hy}KHO 0XuZaTb NO3TOMYy, 4YTO NpaBuTenbcTBa WM rocnoa- [from p, 101]
CTBYIOLLME KNACCbl BCEX CTPaH ByAyT OTHOCMTLCA K HalleMy COLMaNNCTUYEeCKOMyY
rocyaapcrey ¢ Tem 6osblueit cuion [cmepTesibHOM HEHABUCTK,] yem 6o/ibLuMM
BOCTOpProm [byayT NpMBETCTBOBATbL €ro Hapoapl].

Opykba Mmexay COUMANUCTUYECKMM  TFOCyAapcTBOM W ByprKyasHbIMU
NpaBUTENIbCTBAMM APYIUX CTPaH TaKXe Mano BO3MOXHA,KaK OHa 6bina
HEBO3MOXHOM MexKay pecnybaunkor [laHToHa n MappaTa U nNpaBUTENbCTBAMMU
CTapoi peaKumoHHon EBponbl. OTcloAa KOHEYHO He cnepyert,utobbl o6e



CTOPOHbI HaxoAUNUCb MmeXAay co601 NOCTOAHHO B COCTOAHUMU BOOpPY>KEeHHOoro
CTOZIKHOBEHMUA.

bopbba 3Ta, NOCKONbKY 3TO 6yaeT 3aBUCETb OT Halwero rocyaapcrea - 6yger
BecTucb 6e3 nponuTUA KPOBWU, HO M3 3a ITOr0O OHa He 6yper meHee
OYKeCTOYEHHOM’; MO Cyl,ecTBy CBOEeMy COLMaZIMCTUUECKOE roCyAapCTBO He
MOXET He MOOLWPATb HapoAbl B WMX CTPEM/JIEHMU K MOJNIUTUYECKOMY U
couManbHOMYy OCBOGOXAEHUID M 3TUM CambiM MNOAPbLIBaTb OCHOBbLI
3KCMN/I0aTaTOPCKUX CUCTEM.

KaK HM ecTecTBeHHa HEHaBUCTb rOCMOACTBYIOWMX KAAacCOB NPOTUB HalUEro
rocyAapcrea, OHa Bce e byaer 6es-
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cunbHa. Cunbl 3TUX KNaccos 6yAYT npexge Bcero nONHOCTbIO NOraouieHbl
3aTPyAHEHUAMMU,BbISBAHHbIMU BCe€ BO3pPaCTAlOWMMU BHYTPU 3TUX CTPaAH
counanbHbiMm ABUXKEHUEM.

Ha uyto e moraM 6bl pacuMTbiBaTb KanNUTaUCTbl NPaBUTENbCTBA WU
rocnoacTeylolMe Kaaccbl B 3Tom cnyvae? [leped HUMMKM OKasanocb Obl
obulectTBO € HauBbICWIEA CWIOK  CONPOTUMBAEHUMA U3  Koraa /mbo
CYLLECTBOBABLUMX; MOTOMY 4YTO ANA rpa)kAaH Hawero rocygapctsa OHO He
AB/IAETCA OTB/IeYeHHbIM "oTeyecTBOM", a onmueTBopAeT coboit ux cBoboaHyo U
CYACT/INBYIO }KN3Hb,KOTOpas byaeT paccTpoeHa u norybneHa BMecCTe C HUM.

MoaTomy OHO pacnonaraeT gaA CBOei 3alUTbl_apmMmuei, He umerowen cebe
paBHO C OCHOBaHMA MUpPA; M KO BCemMy 3TOMy - OHO obnagaetr B
HeorpaHUYEeHHO Mepe BCEMM TeXHUYECKMMM cpeacTBamu 3aWuTtbl. KakoBa
e B NPOTMBOMOJIOXHOCTb 3TOMY CMNa ero BparoB? Mx HapoAabl He Ha UX
CTOpPOHE;
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HanpoTMB, OHW ABNAIOTCA BEPHEWULWMMM COK3HMKAMM  rOCyAapcTBa,
BpaxKaebHoro ux BAacTMTeNns M n CTanu 6bl ero 3awmaTb BCEMU CPeACTBaMU,
Npw CAy4Yae Aarke C OPYKUEM B PyKax.

MpasuTenu 6yprKyasHbIX rocygapcTB CKpens cepaue A0MKHbI 6yayT NnoiTn Ha
TO, uTOObl 3aBA3aTb CHOLIEHUA C HEHAaBUCTHbIM MM COLMAIMCTUYECKUM
rocygapcrteom. 3Ta HenobeauMocTb ABAAETCA A/A HaAWero rocygapcrsa He
TONbKO 3a/710rOM €ro MoJIHOM YCTOMYMBOCTU U HE3aBUCUMOCTU OT BHELUHUX
B/IMAHWUI, HO U 32/10TOM €ro HEOrPaHMYEHHOW MOLLM U MOYTU UCKNHOYUTENIBHOTO
BAUAHUA,KAK Ha MEKAYHAPOAHbIe OTHOLIEHWUS, TaK U Ha BHYTPEHHIOK KU3Hb
6yprKya3HbIX rocyaapcTs.
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FocypapctBa M Hapogbl AOCTUTHYT cBoewn ueam - coumanumama nocne
YHUUTOXKEHUA cyuwiecTByrowmnx 40 CUx nop npenﬂTCTBMﬁ, He OAHOBpPEMEHHO, a
paHbLlue Uan nosgHee c006pa3Ho cBoemMmy npeauwecrtsyrouwemy passButuio, HO
BO BCAKOM C/iydae HalWe rocyaapcrBo  BCKOpe nepecrtaHeT 6bITb
n301MpoBaHHbIM COUNATUCTUYECKUM FOCyaAapPCTBOM.
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