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abdication of the apartheid regime, South Africa. (It does not follo
revolutionary conditions potential or actual, will produce successfiilirg:
tions.) Nevertheless, this sort of focused discontent with the stit
today less common than an unfocused rejection of the present, an:
or distrust of political organization, or simply a process of disinfegm
to which the domestic and international politics of states adjus
they can. S
It is also full of violence — more violence than in the past — and;
is perhaps equally relevant, full of arms. In the years before Hitlgr:e:
to power in Germany and Austria, acute though racial ter
hatreds were, it is difficult to imagine that they would have take
form of neo-Nazi teenage skinheads burning down a house inhabi
immigrants, killing six members of a Turkish family. Yet in 199,
incident shocks but no longer surprises when it occurs in th
tranquil Germany, incidentally in a city (Solingen) with one of th
traditions of working-class socialism in the country. L
Morcover, the accessibility of highly destructive weaponry and exp
sives today is such that the usual state monopoly of armaments
developed societies can no longer be taken for granted. In the st
poverty and greed which replaced the former Soviet blec, i
longer even inconceivable that nuclear arms, or the means
them, could get into the hands of bodies other than governmien
The world of the third millennium will therefore almost cerifl
continue to be one of violent politics and violent political changes=Ti
only thing uncertain about them is where they will lead.

APTER SIXTEEN
nd of Socialism

health [of revolutionary Russia], however, is subject to one
ensable condition: that never (as one day happened even to

Church) should a black market of power be opened. Should the
iropean correlation of power and money penetrate Russian too,
e perhaps not the country, perhaps not even the Party, but
munism in Russia would be lost.

~ Walter Benjamin, (1979, pp- 195-6)

not true any more that a single official creed is the only
pi ative guide to action. More than one ideology, a mixture of
migdés of thinking and frames of references, coexist and not only in
stety. at large but also inside the Party and inside the leadership
A rigid and codified ‘Marxism-Leninism’ could not, except in
I rhetoric, respond to the regime’s real needs.

— M. Lewin in Kerblay, (1983, p. xxvi)

key to achieving modernization is the development of science
technology ... Empty talk will get our modernization pro-
mme nowhere; we must have knowledge and trained personncl
Now it appears that China is fully twenty years behind the
ed countries in science, technology and education ... As
the Meiji restoration the Japanese began to expend a great
ffort on science, technology and education. The Meiji
fation was a kind of modernization drive undertaken by the
ng Japanese bourgeoisie. As proletarians we should, and can,
T
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eriority, cven as it made the empire unprepared for Western
erial expansion. The technological inferiority of China which became
too evident in the ninetcenth century, because it was translated
(6. military inferiority, was not due to technical or educational
pacity, but to the very sense of self-sufficiency and self-confidence
traditional Chinese civilization. This made it reluctant to do what
Japanese did after the Meiji Restoration of 1868: plunge into
adernization’ by adopting European models wholesale. This could
d-would be done only on the ruins of the ancient Chinese
ire, guardian of the old civilization, and through social revolution,
ch was at the same time a cultural revolution against the Confucian
Chinese communism, therefore, was both social and, if the word
fies not beg questions, national. The social explosive which fuclled
= ..ﬁwi_.:::mm" revolution was the extraordinary poverty and oppression
'S ] . ori ate =of-the Chinese people, initially of the labouring masses in the great
political :.:: c._,cgc_.,. for a 3::3.::._ c.ﬂ”huﬂﬂ%ﬁ“hﬁ%ﬁ”” “and tal cities of central and south China which formed enclaves of
to the point, for most of %..wmn Eﬂﬁ”s__..ma . .194 on these matters. ha reign imperialist control and sometimes modern industry - Shanghai,
vqogv_.,. most of its _::&N:._Em A nd model of world civilization non, Hong Kong - later of the peasantry which formed 90 per
considered Q..Eu to be the centre 2 ‘s in which communist regimes it -of the country’s vast population. Its condition was far worse
minor exceptions all other noE::nm. ! d saw themselves as ciliurall even the Chinese urban population, whose consumption, per
triumphed, from :S. USSR on, were and saw advanced and-p Pita, was somcthing like two-and-a-half times higher. The sheer
gn_‘.:..:.:d and Bm_.m__.w»_,. _,n_u%wm ”anoum_ma“ﬂ“ with which thect¥ é of China s ru& for Western mﬁ&n_,m to imagine. .H_E, at
matic centre of civilization. : _r  intellectual and tecki ogi time of the communist take-over (1952 data) the average Chinese
insisted, in the Stalin years, on its lack o ource of all the 1 ied "essentially on half a kilogram of rice or grains a day, and
dependence on the West, and on .arn _za_mwsocmﬂw_:: symptoni nsumed rather less than 0.08 kilos of tea ¢ Year. He or she acquired
inventions from telephones to aircraft, was a & ° . annew pair of footwear once every five years or so (China Statistics,
989, Tables 3.1, 15.2, 15.5).
Phié national element in Chinese communism operated both through
ntellectuals of upper- and middle-class origin who provided most
e leadership of all twentieth-century Chinese political move-
5, and through the feeling, undoubtedly widespread among the
ese masses, that the barbarian foreigners meant no good to such
inese individuals as they had dealings with, and to China as a whole.
c¢'China had been attacked, defeated, partitioned and exploited by
very. foreign statc within reach since the middle of the nineteenth
fy; this assumption was not implausible. Mass anti-imperialist
* The intellectual and scientific achicvements o*.w.”.mmmu cnﬂoan_ﬂm._uﬂ__ww”a@” .‘m-:m with a M.un:zcsm_ Eno_cmw were already fam mu__.ﬁ before
were indeed extraordinary, and included some striking: techno s end of the Chincse Empire, for instance the so-called Boxer Rising
which backwardncss rarcly u__o.:.e._ © be nna._o!.m&ﬁ.rﬂﬁ“ﬂﬂ.:.”wﬂm.m_. u_gc...ﬂ__n_.n is little doubt zz:. resistance to .ﬁrn Japanese conquest
and world significance of a few Russians only makes . f2China is what turned the Chinese communists from a defeated

One socialist country in the 1970s was wuzmnc_u_”_w. sd._.:.ﬂ_ by,
lative cconomic backwardness, if only because its .:a_mr our,. Jap
was the most spectacularly successful of the capitalist mn_nom.m

communism cannot be regarded mmBn_w.um a mm&é:nn% omﬂ;w 5
communism, still less as part of H:o.mosﬁ satellite mwm?:__.m .ch

thing, it triumphed in a country with a far larger v_ﬂ_uvc.u o_».o,
the USSR, or for that matter any other mn:.n. m.é: allowing ; i
uncertainties of Chinese demography, .wo_.:n:::m .___6 one 0.5 of ey
five human beings was a Chinese :5:.«”. on mainland China.
was also a substantial Chinese diaspora in East and wocnrngm.f 4
Moreover, China was not only nationally far more ro_:mvmn:ooﬁ .
most other countries — about 94 per cent of its voﬁ.:_u:o: M,. o
Chinese - but had formed a single, though intermittently disrupie

sense of inferiority.” . L
.JSHMNMVMF_W OE:P.ﬁan. quite correctly, saw its n_n.mv._nm._ n_.s__n.sn% _
script and social value-system as the unrscé_ommnm inspiration un“.@ e
for others — not least for Japan itself. :. 83.:::.‘ had no sense G
of anv intellectual and cultural inferiority, either collectively o
vidual Chinese compared to any other people. The very fact

had no ncighbouring states which could even faintly n__n—mma
and, thanks to adopting mqnau_.am.. no _o:mo_. had any g
fending oft the barbarians on 1ts frontier, confirmed -

to the West more obvious. A
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force of social agitators, which they were in the mi
leaders and representatives of the entire Chinese peop
called for the social liberation of the Chinese poor made

imediate prospects of i

. : communist advance. O

eliace | ; : . On the contrary

5 £ mnnaﬁ_.__u. owznnnom their control over most of th .
e Japanese invasion of 1937. © o

national liberation and regeneration sound more convincing t > det-the Kuomintang’s lack of a genuine :
o i - - h e omintang's lack of o mass u_u.un»_ to n._ﬁ Chinese, as
In this they had the advantage over their rivals, the (older) uﬁco@_ . SIe time a project of mod ration and. regeneraton, mad thom e
Party, which had attempted to rebuild a single, powerful, J(h itch for their ncE:E—M.o vals, C M.:a etk v bom 1o
republic out of the scattered warlord-led fragments of the::Chin itk — another head _mhmq“.é“w.rﬁmw_w.:m e mperiat, oo
] 2 nizing, anti-imperialist, national

Empire after its fall in 1911. The short-term objectives of the tw
did not seem incompatible, the political base of both was in:ghei
advanced cities of South China (where the Republic establishe

.

capital) and their Jeadership consisted of very much the same;:sor
educated clite, allowing for a certain bias towards businessmen.ia

muwwﬁﬂmﬁm::,m,ﬁc mm,.En_ himself ::._E.zm friends with the young Soviet
o ,m.om: Snm: t or_onu_ communists for his own purposes and turnin
 amy: vcw wﬂ “Mmr less mn:mnsﬁ_w. than Chiang. Like Ataturk, rm
,M@fmo:ﬁ,\ oue it wa _“Sﬂ an army with .:uac:m_ loyalty, let alone the
. Y ¢ of the communist armies, but a force recruited from

peasants and workers in the other. Both, for wsmﬁusnw.. containéd;; Mw, WE mong men for whom, in times of :

the same percentage of men drawn from the traditional _g&@mmw il gun are the 72”, way t of trouble and social collapse, a uniform

scholar-gentry, the elites of imperial China, although the commuBisH id Mao Tse-tung ESM@._% lmww by, and cﬁno_.ma by men who knew -
. at at such times ‘power grew from the

tended to have more leaders with a higher education of the W Lof a
gur’, and so did profit and wealth
. He had a good deal of

(North/Pool, 1966, pp. 378-82). Both movements came out Ot thes uben middle-class support, and

imperial movement of the 1900s, reinforced by .:8 :(f% movemen o edlthy overscas Q._m:nmm. 5“: Mo e e incse, and alm o e

national upsurge among students and teachers in Peking after 19198 aliftry’s territory, were outside Evﬁ,n.na They werecontralln: ot o

Yat-sen, the Kuomintang Jeader, was a patriot, democrat and -§GCIANT %Mos_ notables and men of ﬁosow M.NM .H,r_n %%n_.n o thei anned e
: warlords with their armed men

who relied for advice and support on Soviet Russia — the H.EE ,...ne,&, Wgentry families and relics of the ; )
ary and anti-imperialist power = and found the Bolshevik maode fwmw_._oam:a:m came to term w\_avn:u_ power-structure, with whom
single state-party more suited than Western models for J_m EmT b i seriously, the Rco_:::nm. roz. the Japanese set out to conquer
the communists became a major force largely n?.o.:mr Q_._m So EEs immediately overrunni ng armies oo:E. not prevent them from
which allowed them to be integrated into the official national moyem i#th lay. In the rest of O.__”m the coastal cities, where its genuine
and, after Sun’s death in 1925, to share in :..n great northern a ,,mwmm amﬂw__w been, another corr 5““, they became what they had always
which the Republic extended its influence into the half of Q:m&mmf oiése ineffectively, if at mmva ?M_:a_o_.@-ém_._oa regime, resisting the
not control. Sun’s successor, Chiang Kai-shek (1897-1975), NEVERITE srw_mN& mass _‘nwmm:“:on. to Hr.n .FHWML«.E_W :—M communists effectively
jitee ese in the occupied areas. When

aged to establish complete control over the country, even though:ini Y, itéok over China in 19 J
i a in 1949, having almost contemptuously swept aside

he broke with the wcmm_?mr Ea. suppressed the oﬂaacq_—__mﬁ wf? omintang forces in a brief civil war, the
. P i t
body of mass support at that ime was among the small urb ng:femnants of the Kuomintang uosaa_ th u_ were, for all except the
iy i / e legitimate
true successors : sy government of
. And mm%__,v to the imperial dynasties after a forty-years
> 3? their ey were all the more readily accepted as such
; experience as a Marxist-Lenini
toforge a nati . o st-Leninist party, they were
remoteness of Moscow from Chinese realities — with lictlesiice _gw:m vo_“ﬂ_mﬁﬂ_wﬂ disciplined organization capable .om vmmnmmzm
1934 their armies were forced to retreat to a remote corner:of ¥y — as, in the mind o.,on::.n to the remotest villages of the giant
: . - T e y .
north-west in the heroic ‘Long March’. These developments; it S Wedhisation, rather than amﬁﬂomﬂ Chinese, a proper empire should do.
Tse-tung, who had long favoured the rural strategy, into the:undispi i : rine, was the chief contribution of Lenin’s

. s o . ¥ gvism to changing t
leader of the Communist Party in its exile in Yenan, but did notetls e5;.of course gin the world

class.
The communists, forced to turn their main attention to-the:

now waged a peasant-based guerrilla war against the Kuomin
whole — thanks, not least, to their own divisions and confusions

) .
, they were more than the empire revived, even though
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they undoubtedly bencfited from the enormous continuities of
hist-orv, which established both how ordinary Chinese expected:
to any government enjoying the ‘mandate of heaven’, and how those
-.ulmi;ﬁstcrcd China expected to think about their tasks. There is1i
country in which political debates within a communist systeri
have been conducted by reference to what a loyal mandarin sait
Ming Emperor Chia-ching in the sixteenth century.® That is*
hard-nosed old China-watcher - the London 7imes correspo
meant in the 1950s by the claim, shocking to those who heard
time, like the present writer, that there would be no communism:
the twenty-first century, except in China, where it would survive
national iacolog}', For most Chinese this was a revolution whig
primarily a restoration: of order and peace; of welfare; of a SYSt
zovernment whose civil servants found themsclves appealing to pree
from the T ang dynasty; of the greatness of a great empire and civi
And, for the first few vears, that is what most Chinese seemed T
getting. Peasants raised their output of food-grains by more than.
cent between 1949 and 1936 (China Statistics, 1989, p. 165), presumiabi
because they were not vet interfered with too much, and while G’l’np
intervention in the Korean War of 1950-52 created a serious panic;
ability of the Chinese communist army first to defeat, then to hold 4t
the n;ighty USA could hardly fail to impress. Planning for industrial
cducational development began in the early 1950s. Yet very soon the;
People’s Republic, under the now unchallenged and unchalleng
Mao, began to enter two decades of largely arbitrary catastrophes;
voked by the great helmsman. From 1956 the rapidly deterig
relations with the USSR, which ended in the clamorous breach bet
the two communist powers in 1960, led to the withdrawal of the imp
technical and other material aid from Moscow. However, this comp__lx
rather than caused the calvary of the Chinese people, which was m
by three main stations of the cross: the ultra-rapid collectivisatio
pL':\S'.\ht farming in 1955-57; the ‘Great Leap Forward® of industk
1938, followed by the great famine of 1959-61, probably the
famine of the twentieth century,t and the ten years of ‘Cultural.R:ev.Q
tion” which ended with Mao’s death in 1976. !

-These cataclysmic plunges were, it is generally agreed, due largely to
20 himself, whose policies were often received with reluctance in the
leadership, and sometimes — most notably in the case of the ‘Great
p Forward’ - with frank opposition, which he overcame only by
iriching the ‘Cultural Revolution’. Yet they cannot be understood
ithout a sense of the peculiarities of Chinese communism, of which
120 made himself the spokesman. Unlike Russian communism, Chinese
mmunism had virtually no direct relations with Marx and Marxism. It
s a post-October movement which came to Marx via Lenin, or more
recisely Stalin’s ‘Marxism~Leninism’. Mao’s own knowledge of Marxist
gory seems to have been almost cntirely derived from the Stalinist
f{is{ary of the CPSU [b): Short Course of 1939. And vet below the
:Marxist-Leninist top-dressing, there was — and this is very evident in the
e of Mao, who never travelled outside China until he became head of
te, and whose intellectual formation was entirely home-grown - a very
inese utopianism. This naturally had points of contact with Marxism:
Il social-revolutionary utopias have something in common, and Mao, no
loubt in complete sincerity, seized on those aspects of Marx and Lenin
which fitted into his vision and used them to justify it. Yet his view of an
el society united by a total consensus, and in which, it has been said,
e individual’s total self-abnegation and total immersion in the collectiv-
(are) ultimate goods ... a kind of collectivist ‘mysticism’, is the
asite of classical Marxism which, at least in theory and as the ultimate
ect, envisaged the complete liberation and self-fulfilment of the indi-
ual (Schwartz, 1966). The characteristic emphasis on the power of
yiritual transformation to bring this about by remoulding man, though it
seizes on Lenin’s, and later Stalin’s belief in consciousness and voluntar-
m, went far beyond it. With all his belief in the role of political action
id‘decision, Lenin never lost sight of the fact — how could he have
e? — that practical circumstances imposed severe constraints on the
effectiveness of action, and even Stalin recognized that his power had
mits. Yet without the belief that ‘subjective forces’ were all-powerful,
at men could move mountains and storm heaven if they wanted to, the
nacies of the Great Leap Forward are inconceivable. Experts told vou
@hz_’!t could and could not be done, but revolutionary fervour alone could
* Cf. the article *Hai Tui reprimands the Emperor” in the Peeple’s Daily in- 195 ]
The same author (Wu Han) composed a libretto for a classical Peking o
Dismissal of Hai Tui, in 1960, which, some years later, provided the ocea :
sparked off the *Cultural Revolution® (Leys, 1977, pp. 30, 34). :
T According 10 official Chinese statistics, the country’s population in 19
67207 millions. At the natural growth rate of the preceding seven years, whi

least 20 per thousand per year (actually a mean of 21.7 per 000), one would have
espected the Chinese population in 1961 to have been 699 millions. In fact, it was
§5§,59 millions or forty millions less than might have been expected (China Statistics,
1989, Tables T 3.1 and T 3.2)
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J.ano,m belief in the peasants, who were urged to solve all the
ems om.v..om:n:os during the Great Leap on the principle of ‘lettin
.ﬂrwo_m [i.c. of local experience] contend’ remained unaffected m,o_.m
this was wnn.uzonrnn aspect of Mao’s thought which found mrv.uo_.ﬂ in
r.n read into the Marxist dialectic ~ Mao was fundamentally
! ged of the importance of struggle, conflict and high tension as
o] .uw:m that was not only essential to life but prevented the relapse
ito:the ,an»wanmmnm of the old Chincse society, whose very insistence on
ichanging permanence and harmony had been its weakness. The revolu-
communism itself, could only be saved from degeneration into stasis
ESE@. renewed struggle. Revolution could never end.
peculiarity of the Maoist policy was that it was ‘at once an
E_m.mo:: o‘ﬁ Westernisation and a partial reversion to traditional
, on di:nr. indeced, it largely relied, for the old Chinese Empire
aracterised, at least in the periods when the emperor’s power was
and secure, and thercfore legitimate, by the autocracy of the ruler
¢ acquiescence and obedience of the subjects (Hu, 1966 p. 241)
mere fact that 84 per cent of Chinese peasant :ocmnr.o_a.m _z&.
0w .%mi.mn?cm to be quietly collectivised within a single year (1956)
, m&.ﬁﬁrcE any of the conscquences of Soviet no:nnz..mwuao:.
k for itself. Industrialization, on the heavy-industry-inflected moinm
ﬁug the unconditional priority. The murderous absurdities of the
muﬁsv were due primarily to the conviction, which the Chinese
g shared i@, %.n Soviet, that agriculture must both supply industri-
,_.::& maintain itself without the diversion of resources from
al :w m.u_‘B.Sm.m:éﬁBn:ﬁ Essentially this meant substituting
. material’ incentives, which meant, in practice, the almost
.mn_.uio::ﬁ of human muscle-power available in Om::u for the
“. that was not available. At the same time the countryside
n.n foundation of Mao’s system, as it had ever since the
Tl ,wmon? and, unlike the USSR, the Great Leap model made it
;e.a E._.& locus of industrialization also. Unlike the USSR, China
¢d no mass urbanization under Mao. Not until the _owom &m

overcome all material obstacles, and mind transform matter. Heny
‘Red’ was not so much more important than to be expert
alternative. A unanimous surge of enthusiasm in 1958 would indust
China immediately, leaping across the ages into the future wher:¢ol
nism would immediately come into full operation. The countless
low-quality backyard furnaces by which China was to double itsis
output within one year — and did actually more than treble it b 106
before it fell back by 1962 to less than it had been before the Great I
represented one side of the transformation. The 24,000 ‘peoples comni =
of farmers, set up in a mere (wWo months of 1958, represented the othersj
They were completely communist, not only in that all aspects of peasaf
were collectivized, including family life - communal nurscries and me S
freeing women from houschold and child care, and sending thenf;¥¢
mented, into the fields = but the free supply of six basic services-wiere
replace wages and money income. These six services were food,
care, education, funerals, haircuts and movics. Patently, this
work. Within months, faced with passive resistance, the extrem
of the system were abandoned, though not before it had (like
collectivisation) combined with nature to produce the famine of 19
In one way this belief in the capacity of willed transforma
on a more specific Maoist belief in ‘the people’, ready to be trafisfo
and hence to take part, creatively and with all the traditional
intelligence and ingenuity, in the great march forward.
essentially romantic view of an artist, though, one gathers from those
can judge the poetry and calligraphy he liked to practice, not 2
one. (“Not as bad as Hitler’s painting, but not as good as Chu
the view of the British orientalist Arthur Waley, using pat g
analogy for poetry.) It led him, against the sceptical, and realisti
of other communist leaders, to call on the intellectuals of th
contribute their gifts freely in the ‘Hundred Flowers’ campiig
37, on the assumption that the revolution, and perhaps he hi
already transformed them. (‘Let a hundred flowers bloom, let
schools of thought contend’.) When, as less inspirational copifadesthag;
foreseen, this outburst of free thought proved lacking nimo
enthusiasm for the new order, Mao's native distrust of inu
such was confirmed. It was to find spectacular expression )
of the Great Cultural Revolution, when higher education. virt
to a complete stop, and such intellectuals as already existed were]
regenerated by compulsory physical labour in the nocnnew_mz.

_ﬁ am.oocw in the country’s technical schools (1969) Nu.ccc“. and in its
ng Colleges (1969) 15,000. The absence of any data about postgradu-
it there was no provision for them at all. In 1970 a grand total of 4,260
v_mwﬂ.: mo study the natural sciences at Institutions of Higher Learning
. ' tal of nincty began' to study the social sciences. This i :

» ) . o . . A : y . in a country of, at

In 1970 the total number of students in all China’s —anﬁna@mw . million people (China Statistics, Tables T17.4, T17.8, T17.10).

i
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However much we may be shocked by the record of the twenty Mao

was, its total GNP was just ab .
.. N . . . ! about the sa )
years, a record combining mass inhumanity and obscurantism with me size as Canada’s, less than

taly’s, and a me ’ .

surrealist absurdities of the claims made on behalf of the divine lead rwmmw»m:.ocm wmwwbwcmwﬂmammmﬁ””“ mam‘,_.”m._cm._oa_no, Tables .,*..m. 3.6).
thoughts, we should not allow oursclves to forget that, by the stand middle 1950s had continued h:__v,‘ because nﬁ reat IQ-.:&:».: since the
of the poverty-stricken Third World, the Chinese people were d King, launched an anarchic, initially mEM.. o :w 1965, with military
well. At the end of the Mao period the average Chinese food consumg jards’ against the party le u, dershin whi wsw “:: ement Jm.ﬁ.v::m ,ch_
(in calories) ranked just above the median of all countrics, above fou : ntellectuals of any kind. This _sum “”.. nw .nc.nzw sidelined r..:.‘
countries in the Americas, thirty-eight in Africa, and just about ch devastated China for some ~._.=..n E:M.._ 3_. eat O:_E._.n_ Revolution
middle of the Asian ones — well above all South and South-east tore order, and in any case found ::,:mo:. c_.uo mn_:na in the army to
except Malaysia and Singapore (Taylor/Jodice, 1983, Table 4.4) £ party control. Since he was plainly c—.._m_m to restore some r._-:_
average expectation of life at birth rose from thirty-five vears 5.5:..,* thout him had very little _.ﬁ__, am ort w:m.% ast _nmm. MS.A Maoism
sixty-eight in 1982, mainly owing to a dramatic and — except. for 76,-and the almost :::._o.&unw w”.:m _Hm ___ :.2, survive his death in
famine vears - continuous fall in the mortality rate (Liu, 1986, p. 3 'Maoists, headed by the leader’s :._.mo.,.w ot the n.u..:_m of Four’ ultra-
24). Since the Chinese population, even allowing for the great famingz nder the b_.nm::_:wa Deng Xiaoning _u. .?:ﬁ p::.ﬁ. The new course,
grew from c. 540 to ¢. 950 millions between 1949 and Mao’s death; g Auaoping, began immediately.

is evident that the economy managed to feed them - a little above
level of the carly 1950s — and it slightly improved their supply of clothing
(China Statistics, Table T15.1). Education, even at the clementary |
suffered both from the famine, which cut attendance down by twen!
five millions and from the Cultural Revolution, which reduced i
fifteen millions. Nevertheless, there is no denying that in the yea
Mao’s death six times as many children went to primary school as W . ]

he came to power - i.e. a 96 per cent cnrolment rate, compared-fo: have come into being. The slowing-down of the Soviet economy was
than 50 per cent even in 1952, Admittedly, even in 1987 more thiap 5 EE& ::w rate of growth of almost everything that counted, and ¢ ,ﬂw
quarter of the population over the age of twelve remained illiterate @8.58& in it, fell steadily from one five-year period to z..m next MM.“
‘semi-illiterate’ — among women this figure was as high as 38 per cefl Sttt e domestic product, industrial oE.?:. farming output .S mnau
but we should not forget that literacy in Chinese is unusually diffici m_,cun-..n:r productivity of labour, real income per head. If not ,nnm“u_w.
and only a fairly small proportion of the 34 per cent born before- 199 ¥

.mw/ m&:ﬂa economy was advancing at the pace of an increasingly
could have been expected to have acquired it fully (China Statistcs, g £d.0x. Moreover, so far from becoming one of the industrial giants of
69, 70-72, 695). In short, while the achievement of the Maoist pén

Ad trade X
. . : L de, the USSR appeared to be internationally regressing. In
might not impress sceptical Western obscervers — there were many
lacked scepticism — it would certainly have appearcd impressive to &

1t major exports had been machinety, equipment, means of trans-
Indian or Indonesian ones, and it might not have looked particil

%.Bn..».:m metals or metal articles, but in 1985 it relied for its exports
u,:,_.w. (53 per cent) on energy (i.e. oil and gas). Conversely u_-:.cmﬁ 60
disappointing to the 80 per cent of rual Chines, isolated from the w o )
whose expectations were those of their fathers.

tent of its imports consisted of machinery, metals etc. and industrial
Nevertheless, it was undeniable that internationally China had%

isumer articles (SSSR, 1987, pp. 15-17,; 32-33). It had become
ground since the revolution, and notably in relation to its NoN-commus

Ty e - R
ething like an energy-producing colony of more advanced industrial
neighbours. Its rate of economic growth per capita, though impress

the Mao vears (1960-75), was less than that of Japan, Hong Kg

omies — i.e. i i - .
.,o,_nm r._.n. n practice largely its own Western satellites, notably
stovakia and the German Democratic Republic, whose industries
Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan — to name the East Asian coy
which Chinese observers would certainly keep an eye on. Vast tho

. N

m%mwwm»w aneﬂ. ne:_wmr” in China was the frankest public recognition that

E&m ancn anges in the structure of ‘really existing socialism® were

mw.z: Mw , :m.»m :# ._o,\c.w. turned into En 1980s it was increasingly evident
mething was seriously wrong with all socialist systems that claimed

ely on the unlimited.and und i
ely i . emanding market of the USS
ut doing much to improve their own deficiencies * m §

It:seem C i icy i
b seen ed to the cconomic policy-makers at that time that the Sovict market was &
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deed, it became increasingly evident that the USSR itself operated
marily through a system of patronage, nepotism and payment.
With the exception of Hungary, serious attempts to reform the socialist
economies in Furope had been, in effect, abandoned in despair after the
ague spring. As for the occasional attempts to revert to the old
mmand economics, in a Stalinist form (as in Ceaugescu’s Romania), or
-the Maoist form which substituted voluntarism and putative moral
z€al-for cconomics (as with Fidel Castro), the less said about, them the
etter. The Brezhnev years were to be called the ‘era of stagnation’ by
: reformers, essentially because the regime had stopped trying to do
ything serious about a visibly declining economy. Buying wheat on the
fld market was easier than trying to cure the apparently growing
bility of Soviet agriculture to feed the people of the USSR. Lubricat-
. the rusty engine of the economy by means of a universal and
gmnipresent system of bribery and corruption was easier than to clean
aiidre-tun, let alone to replace it. Who knew what would happen in the long
In the short run it scemed more important to keep the consumers
PY, Or, at any rate to keep their discontent within limits. Hence
bably in the first half of the 1970s most inhabitants of the USSR
eand felt better off than at any other time within living memory.,
The trouble for ‘really existing socialism’ in Europe was that, unlike
inter-war USSR, .which was virtually outside the world economy and
erefore immune to the Great Slump, now socialism was increasingly
wolved in it, and therefore not immune to the shocks of the 1970s. It is
ony of history that the ‘real socialist’ economies of Europe and the
SSR, as well as parts of the Third World, became the real victims of
€ post-Golden Age crisis of the global capitalist cconomy, whereas the
Ieveloped market economies’, though shaken, made their way through
fficult ycars without major trouble, at least until the early 1990s.
il then some, indeed, like Germany and Japan, barely faltered in their
forward march. ‘Real socialism’, however, now confronted not only its
wancreasingly insoluble systemic problems, but also those of a changing
problematic world economy into which it was increasingly integrated.
‘may be illustrated by the ambiguous example of the international oil
which transformed the world energy market after 1973: ambiguous
¢ its effects were potentially both negative and positive. Under
sure from the global oil-producers’ cartel, OPEC (the Organizgtion
etrol-Exporting Countries), the oil price, low and, in real terms
ly falling since the war, more or less quadrupled in 1973 and more
trebled again at the end of the 1970s, in the aftermath of the
an Revolution. Indeed, the actual range of fluctuations was even

In fact, by the 1970s it was clear that' not only economic gr(la'wth
lagging, but even the basic social indicators sucl} as .lzn(l)_rta lty
cc;;in;z to improve. This undermined conﬁdencc in socia 1snf\. o
more than anything else, since its abilit_\'.to improve the hv.es o.lor
people through greater social justice did not dcpenfl p.nn?:m yfr_
ability to generate greater wealth. That the average e.\Pc(.tanon 0
birth in the USSR, Poland and Hungary remained vn‘tunlly un 2
during the last twenty years before the collapse of communism —10d
from time to time it actually dipped — was cause for. SCrious Worry,
most other countries it continued to rise (including, it ought to bt:i
Cuba and the Asian communist countries about wl‘uch we have
1969 Austrians, Finns and Poles could expect to die at the san;‘e :
age (70.1 vears), but in 1989 Poles had a life expectancy abou]t :
shorter than Austrians and Finns. This may lfavc n}aQe people heal
as demographers suggested, but only becilusc n SOFIallSt counf;'xes__
died who might have been kept alive in c.aplmhst ones (Ri ey,
Reformers in the USSR and elsewhere did not fail to observ
trends with growing anxiety (World Bank Atlas, 1990, pp. 6-9 and
Tables, 1991, passim). ' o
h.i)ll::;lt this Fimc another symptom of recognized def:llnc in the
is reflected in the rise of the term nnmenl'lfuum (it appears t
reached the West via dissident writings). Until then the ofﬁccr-;‘ :
party cadres, which constituted the command system of tht:l
smtés, had been regarded abroad with respect and a reluctz}llt a m_x;a-
although defeated oppositionists at home, like the 'Trotsl\ylt.es anteﬁ
Yuaosiavia — Milovan Dijilas (Djilas, 1957), had pom‘tcd out its pqL
for bureaucratic degeneration and personal corruption. Indeed,_jj
1930s, even into the 1960s, the general tone of Wcchrn, and esp
US comment had been that here — in thF grganlzatlonal sys;elr?; of:
communist partics and its body of monolithic, selfless cadref, (:yi}lz
brutally) carryving out ‘the line’ — was the secret of communism slgi
advance (Fainsod, 1956; Brzezinski, 1962, Duvcrgcr‘, 1972). ’
On the other hand, the term nomenklatura: pra.cncally unkno
1980, except as part of CPSU ﬂ(lmillistrfltl\'c jargon, came t
precisely the weaknesses of the self-serving party burcaucraf:y
Brezhnev cra: a combination of incompetence and corruptiorn

inexhaustible and that the Soviet Union could sccure the necessary qu

and K. Mizsei, 1989, p. 10).
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more dramatic: in 1970 oil was selling at an average price of 828 strict centrfll orders :1nd rcstrictions,. at least' where central planning was
barrel, but in late 1980 a barrel was worth about S41. - operational (as it no longer quite was in P!ungary and Poland). .It
The oil crisis had two apparently fortunate consequences. ;ked, bctwccn. 198! al.ul 1984. Debe fell b\ 35-70 per cent (except in
-h he USSR happened to be one of the -H1es¢ two countrics). This even encouraged illusory hopes of a return to
ProducerS, 0 f v odm bt| ek liquid into gold. It was like a gua “dynamic economic growth without basic reforms, which ‘brought about a
important, 1t turne k S:C th:tl lottery. The millions simply rollé areat Leap Back to the debt crisis and further deterioration of economic
“.'-:Ckly s Beie 0the need for economic reform and, incidengilly, spectives’ (Kolls, p. +41). This was the moment when Mikhail
wl;l:;:: ef;f;(\):t,{?gs;pl){)rl::gpav for its rapidly growing imports eyevitch Gorbachev became the leader of the USSR.
::pitnlift West with cxported encrgy. Bet:vccn 1970 .an(tl 1‘19(18:. .
exports to the ‘developed market cconomies’ rose from l“; “l has
cent of total exports to 32 per cent (SSSR, 1987, p. 32). ht'
suggested that it was this enormous :md' unforcs.een bona‘n.za tf at empt L . ' 3 ‘
Br&c:/,hncv’s regime into a more active 1nternnt19nal policy of compg¢ ~thls point we r‘nu‘st rcx—ert‘ f.'rom the economigs to the polmcs.of really
with the USA in the middle 1970s, as rcw‘olm{tmnary unrest. Once: gy S sting socml.lsm » Since politics, both high and low, were to bring about
swept the Third World (see chapter 15), and into the suicidal cotrse:n! L Et'lr'o—Sovxet collapse of 1989-1991. ‘ .
trving to match American arms superiority (1\‘lak51mcnko,.l99.1). olitically, Eastern Europe was the Achilles h.eel of the Soviet system,
“The other apparently fortunate consequence o.f ic 911 crises Poland (plus, to a Ics.ser extent, Hungary) its most vulnerable spot.
flood of dollars which now spurted from multi-t’)llll‘onaxrc OPEC . th(E Pragfjc Spring it was cl?a.r, as we have seen, that the satftlllte
- ith tiny populations, and which was distributed by the- munist regimes ha(! lost .ull legitimacy as 5:uch n most of the region.®
Om?n N king sv in the form of loans to anyone who wan| Iey were maintained in being by state coercion, backed by the threat of
pational ban'l:\g- S -\lsm'mtr countrics resisted the temptation to’ taks iet intervention, or, at best - as in Hungary - by giving the citizenry
ho'rr.o“'. Fc“. huvc ]?p(;ni;m their pockets, and which werc to provdke erial conditions and relative freedom far superior to the East-Europcan
millons i s ¢ fethe early 1980s. F(‘)r the socialist countries: e, but which the economic crisis made it impossible to maintain.
world debt o 0_ notably Poland and Hungary - loans seunsg_ ever, with one exception, no serious form of organized political or
succ'l.ulitb:'dl [\?-a\l-tof simultaneously paying for investment in aécelé;@ T public opposition was possible. In Poland the conjunction of three
g:g:::ht:nlg raising their people’s standard of living. y f hl:s pr(?duced Fhis possibility, Tl.xc. country’s p.ublic opinion was
" This only made the crisis of the 1980s more acute, for the : \ﬁ'wl:lelmmgly 'umtcc'l not only by:} dislike of the regime but l')y an anti-
economies — and notably the free-spending Polish one —. we i5siari (and anti-Jewish) and consciously Roman Catholic, PO.]ISh nation-
the Church retained independent nationwide organization; and its
g class had demonstrated its political power by massive strikes at
grvils since the middle 1950s. The regime had long resigned itself to
leration or even retreat — as when the strikes of 1970 forced the
ion of the then communist leader ~ so long as opposition was
zed, though its room for manoeuvre shrank dangerously. But
from:the middle of the 1970s it had to face both a politically organized
movement backed by a brains trust of politically sophisticated

that oil consumption in Western Europe (1973-85) fell by 40 pe
response to the rise in prices, but in the USSR anc-l Eastern
only little more than 20 per cent in the same pcnod', speakg )
(Kélli'), 1990, p. 39). That Soviet production costs increased

cnergy even more striking. By the early 1980s Eastern l':'.uropfl
:wutc'cnergv crisis. This in turn produced shortages of food and

oo - ering real 5
more heavily into debt, accelerating mﬂatlm? fnd ]0\\.821.18151 i in_‘gqgi
This was the situation in which ‘really existing sociali g
cntered what proved to be its final decade. Thc{ only immediate ¢

way of dealing with such a crisis was the traditional Stalinist reoo

e less developed parts of the Balkan peninsula — Albania, southern Yugoslavia,

.~ may be an exception, since communists still won the first multi-party

fter 1989. However, even here the weakness of the system soon became
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dissident intellectuals, mainly ex-Marxists, and also byf:u]l‘ l 1diStalinist cadre had been (and still surprisingly often remained) from
aggressive Church, encoulraged in 1978 by the election of the o g “factory floor via an engineering or agronomical degree into the
pope in history, Karol Wojtyla (John Paul. in. ’ Solidarity 5518 tus. The depth of this ferment is not to be measured by the size of
In 1980 the triumph of the trade union movement Solidarity a5 actual group of public dissidents which now appeared - a few
diidreds at most. Banned or semi-legalized (through the influence of
rave editors like that of the famous ‘thick journal’ Novy Mir), criticism
nd self-criticism pervaded the cultural milieu of the metropolitan USSR
inder Brezhnev, including important sectors of party and state, notably
security and foreign services. The enormous and sudden response

Jorbachev’s call for glasnost (‘openncss’ or ‘transparency’) can hardly
xplained otherwise.

the mass strike, demonstrated two things: that the Corr.1mu$isi
regime in Poland was at the end of its tether; but also that it o.otl 4.1
overthrown by mass agitation. In 19§1 Church :1'nd Slat.chqule ly
to pre-cmpt the danger of armed SO\jlet intervention {whic was:i st
considered), by a few years of martial law under the commander

; o .nt. as heloless et the response of the political and intellectual strata must not be
rather than by the army, but in effect the government, P ken as the response of the mass of Soviet peoples. For these, unlike the
dples of most European communist states, the Soviet regime was
egitimate and entirely accepted, if only because they knew no other and
6ould have known no other (except under German occupation in 1941—
4 which was hardly attractive). Every Hungarian over the age of sixty in
0. had some ‘adolescent or adult memory of the pre-communist era,
R0 inhabitant of the original USSR under the age of eighty-eight
ould have had such first-hand experience. And if the government of the
viet state had an unbroken continuity stretching back to the end of the
I War, the country itself had an unbroken, or virtually unbroken,
nuity stretching back even longer, except for the territories along the
satelv ill General Sé .' ern border acquired or re-acquired in 1939—40. It was the old Tsarist
Indeed, but for the dcath. of the dcspcrafc . Androboy (1914=84); Ipire under new management. That, incidentally, is why before the late
former chief of the Sccurity apparatus, Yuri An +h po? ra in 198350 05 there was no sign of serious political separatism anywhere except in
had actually made the decisive break with the Brez ?ev eI e altic countries (which had been independent states from 1918 to 1940),
era of change would have be'gun a year or two L:ar dler. tto;v:;- R the western Ukraine (which had bcen“part of the Habsburg and not the
evident to all other commum‘st governments, 1(111 .llx: 0: ' 5 Empire before 1918), and perhaps in Bessarabia (Moldavia),
orbit, that major transformations were at har.\ ’I(; box.lg quite ] fijch had been part of Rumania from 1918 to 1940. Even in the Baltic
even to the new Gener'al Secremr).', wh;.u th(c}y v{)ou‘h v rclir::i.ouncc there was little more open dissidence than in Russia (Lieven, 1993).
The ‘era of stagnation’ (5_”{1 oi) which orl ;.“’ nfent among'tﬁ“ loreover, the Soviet regime was not merely home-grown and domesti-
fact, been an era of acute political and c'ultu'ra‘ L.r oup of self Tooted — as time went on even the party, originally much stronger
clite. This included not only the re]anvcl}h mllj‘ grn hgcr archy, ‘thaion g Great Russians than other nationalities, recruited much the same
Communist Party chleftalns a t.h ¢ top of the m(])d be madt;,, frcenitage of inhabitants in the European and Transcaucasian republics
place where real political decisions WEre, or“ ?Ou ined ;ni ddle-d it the people itselﬂ in ways difficult to specify, fitted themselves into
relatively vast group of educated and ‘CCh""':l‘] ;‘ ;r'utn the counti the regime adjusted to them. As the dissident satirist Zinoviey
well as the e(:onomic'mil“flg""S .who act.u:‘l ¥ de cecutives @ out, there really was a ‘new Soviet man’, even if he corresponded
academics, technical mtelhgcntsl:._ exll);.":: :;c ntc(;d this new {or, insofar as she was considered, which was hardly at all, her)
kinds. In some ways Gorbaches 'm't}s]c ) pthe classical way" 4l public image no more thfm anything else did in the USSR. He/
cadre generation — he studied law, whereas , At ease in the system (Zinoviev, 1979). It provided a guaranteed

opposition which remained in being as tl?e orgnn'{zc((lj expt:cs;m:v;:ﬂ’ .
nation’s public opinion. Either the Russians decided to inte N
sooner rather than later, the regime had to abandon ‘the !cey plgg
communist regimes, the one-party system under the lca(.lmg rol¢
state party, i.e. to abdicate. But, as th'e rest of: the §atellnte lgo '
nervously watched the unfolding of this scenario “.'htle most y:
trving t0 stop their people from also doing so, it became in
evident that the Soviets were no longer pr.cparcd to intervene.  ©
In 1985 a passionate reformer, Mikhal! Gorbuchev,. came to- o7
General Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party. This was no decld
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but outrage that section of the party which still believed in its
eology, in however oblique a fashion. And a Communist Party, however
erate, without some leaders who are socialists is no more likely than
"Cathohc Church without some bishops and cardinals who are Christians,
th being based on genuine systems of: belief. Second, the educated and
mically competent strata which actually kept the Soviet economy
nning were keenly aware that without drastic, indced fundamental
ange it would inevitably founder sooner or later, not only because of
built-in inefficiency and inflexibility of the system, but because its
knesses were compounded by the demands of a status as a military
uperpower, which a declining economy simply could not support. The
millitary strain on the economy had actually increased dangerously since
30 when, for the first time in many years, the Soviet armed forces
und themselves involved directly in a war. They sent a force into
ghanistan to establish some sort of stability in that country, which
ce 1978 had been governed by a local communist People’s Democratic
, split into conflicting factions, both of which antagonized local
dlords, Moslém clergy and other believers in the status quo by such
less activities as land reform and rights for women. The country had
| quietly in the Soviet sphere of influence since the early 1950s,
wthout raising Western blood-pressure noticeably. However, the USA
chosc or purported to regard the Soviet move as a major military
ciisive directed against the ‘free world’. It therefore (via Pakistan)
ured money and advanced armaments without limits into the hands of
amentalist Moslem mountain warrjors. As was to be cxpected, the
1 government with heavy Soviet support, had little trouble in
iolding the major cities of the country, but the cost to the USSR was
amordinately high. Afghanistan became - as some people in Washington
doubtedly intended it to be — the Soviet Union’s Vietnam.

t what could the new Soviet leader do to change the situation in the
SSR, other than to end, as soon as possible, the Second Cold War
tation with the USA which was hacmorrhaging the economy?
: of course, was Gorbachev’s immediate objective, and his greatest
obviously passionate and sincere communist rcformc.r came toh ceess, for, within a surprisingly short period, he convinced even
successor at the head of the Soviet CP on 15 March 1985 still i cal Western governments that this was indeed the Soviet intention.
unclear, and will remain so until Soviet history in the last. decides won him a huge and lasting popularity in the West, which contrasted
becomes a subject for history rather than accusation and self-exculpatio stikingly with the growing lack of enthusiasm for him in the USSR, to
In any case, what matters are not the ins and outs of politics | yhich-he eventually fell victim in 1991, If any single man ended some
Kremlin, but the two conditions which allowed someone like Go 3y, fears of global cold war it was he.

to come to power. First, the growing, and increasingly uncom e aims of communist economic reformers since the 1950s had been
corruption of the Communist Party leadership in the Brezhnev erd ¢ the centrally planned command economies more rational and

livelihood and comprehensive social security at a modest but rea legel
socially and economically egalitarian society and at least on it
traditional aspirations of socialism, Paul Lafargue’s ‘Right to Idl
(Lafargue, 1883). Moreover, for most Sovict citizens the Brezhiig
spelled not *stagnation’ but the best times they and their parents, or
grandparents, had ever known. :

Small wonder that radical reformers found themselves up ag
Soviet humanity as well as Soviet bureaucracy. In the characteristic
of irritated anti-plebeian elitism, one reformer wrote:

Our system has generated a category of individuals supporte
society, and more interested in taking than in giving. This is"
consequence of a policy of so-called egalitarianism which has
totally invaded Soviet society ... That socicty is divided into W
parts, those who decide and dlSIl"lbU[C and those who are co
manded and who receive, constitutes one of the major brakes onthg
development of our society. Homo soviettcns . . . is both ballast an
brake. On the one hand, he is opposed to reform, on the other
constitutes the base of support for the existing system (Afanassi
1991, pp. 13-14).

Socially and politicallv, most of the USSR was a stable society, no
partly by virtue of ignorance of other countries maintained by autt
and censorship, but by no means only for this reason. Is it an a
that there had been no equivalent of the 1968 student rebellion
USSR, unlike Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary? That even-
Gorbachev the reform movement did not mobilize the young to any
extent (outside some western nationalist regions)? That it was,-
saying went, ‘a rebellion of the thirty- and forty-year-olds’, i.e
gencration born after the end of the war but before the not unco
torpor of the Brezhnev vears’> Wherever the pressure to changé
from in thc U SSR itw as not from the grass-roots. '
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was far from the only obstacle, and reformers, not only in Russia, have
ajs been tempted to blame ‘the bureaucracy’ for the failure of their
ntry and people to respond to their initiatives, but it .is undeniable
large parts of the party/state apparatus greeted any major reform
“inertia concealing hostility. Glasnest was intended to mobilize sup-
within and outside the apparatus against such resistance. But its
gical consequence was to undermine the only force which could act. As
‘been suggested above, the structure of the Soviet system and its
us operandi were essentially military. Democratizing armies does not
ve their efficiency. On the other hand, if a military system is not
ted, care must be taken that a civilian alternative is available before it
estroyed, otherwise reform produces not reconstruction but collapse.
¢ USSR under Gorbachev fell into this widening chasm between
atnost and perestroiba.

What made the situation worse was that in the minds of the reformers,
{asmost was a far more specific programme than perestroika. It meant the
troduction, or re-introduction, of a constitutional and democratic state
based on the rule of faw and the enjoyment of civil libertics as commonly
erstood. This implicd the scparation of party and state, and (contrary
Il development since the rise of Stalin) the shift of the locus of
ective government from party to state. This in turn implied the end of
gsingle-party system, and of the party’s ‘leading role’. It also, obviously,
t the revival of the Soviets at all levels, in the form of genuinely
d representative assemblies, culminating in a Supreme Soviet which
g0ld be a genuinely sovereign legislative assembly, granting power to,
Gtcapable of controlling a strong executive. That, at least, was the theory.
fact, the new constitutional system was eventually installed. The
“economic system of perestrofka was barely sketched out in 1987-88
e half-hearted legalization of petty private enterprise (‘cooperatives’)
..of much of the ‘second economy’ — and by the decision in principle
low permanently loss-making state enterprises to go bankrupt. In
the gap between the rhetoric of economic reform and the reality of
etonomy visibly running down widened day by day.

is was desperately dangerous. For constitutional reform merely
ntled onc set of political mechanisms and replaced it with another.
eft open the question of what the new institutions would do, though
processes of decision would presumably be more cumbersome in a
racy than in a military command system. For most people the
nce would merely be that, in one case, they had a genuine electoral
every so often and had the choice in between of listening to
tion politicians criticising the government. On the other hand, the

flexible by the introduction of market pricing and calculations of j
and loss in enterprises. The Hungarian reformers had gone some wiﬁ
this direction, and, but for the Soviet occupation of 1968, the_-
reformers would have gone even further: both hoping that this wou
make it easier to liberalize and democratize the political system. Thi
also Gorbachev’s position* which he naturally saw as a way of restor
or establishing a better socialism than the ‘really existing’ one. Tt
possible, but very unlikely that any influential reformer in the USS
envisaged the abandonment of socialism, if only because this seein
quite impracticable politically, although clsewhere trained econon
who had been associated with reform began to conclude that the systém
whose defects were first systematically analysed in public from within;

the 1980s, could not be reformed from within.t .

v

Gorbachev launched his campaign to transform Soviet socialism with:
two slogans of perestrorka, or restructuring (of both cconomy and politi
structure), and glasnost, or freedom of information. | :

There was what turned out to be an insoluble conflict between th
The only thing that made the Soviet system work, and could conceiv
transform it, was the command structure of party/state inherited from
Stalinist days. This was a familiar situation in Russian history even'i
days of the Tsars. Reform came from the top. But the party
structure was at the same time the chief obstacle to transforming a sysfe
which 1t had created, to which it had adjusted, in which it had 2 lafge
vested interest, and to which it found it hard to conceive an alterni|

“He had publicly identified himself with the extremely ‘broad’ and virtual
social-democratic position of the ltalian Communist Party even before his-of
clection (Montagni, 1989, p. 85). g

t The crucial texts here are by the Hungarian Janos Kornai, notably The Econarsiar
2! Shortage (Amsterdam, 1980). »

| It is an interesting sign of the interpenctration of official reformers and dissident;
thinking in the Brezhnev yvears, that glasnest was what the writer Alexander Solz
svn had called for in his open letter to the Congress of the Union of Soviet
in 1967, before his cxpulsion from the USSR.

§ As a Chinese communist bureaucrat told the writer in 1984 in the midst
similar ‘restructuring’: *We are reintroducing elements of capitalism into our
but how can we know what we are letting ourselves in for? Since 1949 no
China, except perhaps some old men in Shanghai, has had any cxpericnce 6f:
capitalism is.’ :
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Nevertheless, the contrast between Soviet and Chinese perestroika is
entirely explained by such time-lags, nor even by the obvious fact
t the Chinese were careful to keep their central command system
fact. How far they benefited from the cultural traditions of the Far
, which turned out to favour economic growth irrespective of social
s, must be left for twenty-first-century historians to investigate,
id anyone in 1985 seriously suppose that, six vears later, the USSR
id its Communist Party, would have ceased to exist, and indeed that all
ier communist regimes in Europe would have disappeared? To judge
the complete lack of preparation of Western governments for the
den collapsc of 1989-91, the predictions of the imminent demise of
e West’s ideological enemy were no more than the small change of
iiblic rhetoric. What drove the Soviet Union with accelerating speed
ards the precipice, was the combination of glasnost that amounted to
disintegration of authority, with a perestroika that amounted to the
ruction of the old mechanisms that made the cconomy work, without
viding any alternative; and consequently the increasingly dramatic
ipse of the citizens’ standard of living. The country moved towards a
alist electoral politics at the very moment that it subsided into
eghomic anarchy: for the first time since the inception of planning,
sia in 1989 no longer had a Five-Year Plan (Di Leo, 1992, p. 100 n).
was an explosive combination, for it undermined the shallow founda-
tiohs of the USSR’s ¢conomic and political unity.
or the USSR had increasingly evolved towards a structural decentrali-
i, its elements held together primarily by the all-Union institutions
arty, army, security forces and the central plan, and never more
dly than in the long Brezhnev years. De facto much of the Soviet
nion was a system of autonomous feudal lordships. Tts local chieftains —
Party Seccretaries of the Union republics with their subordinate
gmitorial commanders, and the managers of the great and lesser produc-
units, who kept the cconomy in operation — were united by little more
ufiitheir dependency on the central party apparatus in Moscow, which
iominated, transferred, deposed and cnopted, and by the need to ‘fulfil
lan’ elaborated in Moscow. Within these very broad limits the
fitorial chieftains had considerable independence. Indeed the economy
ald not have functioned at all but for the development, by those who
lly had to run institutions with real functions, of a network of lateral
m&;rons independent of the centre. This system of deals, barter arrange-
ments and exchanges of favours with other cadres in similar positions was
her ‘second economy’ within the nominally planned whole. One
it add that, as the USSR became a more complex industrial and

criterion of perestroika was and had to be not how the economy %
in principle but how it performed every day, in ways that could. easi|
specified and measured. It could only be judged 'by res.ulls. Fp
Soviet citizens this meant by what happened to their real income
effort needed to carn them, to the quantity and range of the gao
services within their reach, and the ease with which they could.;,_
them. But while it was very clear what the cconomic reformers
against and wished to abolish, their positive alternative, a ‘so
market economy’ of autonomous and economically viable enterp
public, private and cooperative, macro-cconomically steered by ‘the e
of economic decision-making’, was little more than a phrase. It si
meant that the reformers wished to have the advantages of capit;
without losing those of socialism. Nobody had the slightest idea of:
in practice, the transition from a centralized state commafnd econq_lﬁL
the new system was to be made and - equally to the point - hoy_
would inevitably remain a dual state and non-state economy. fo
foreseeable future would actually work. The appeal of the ulras :
Thatcherite or Reaganite free-market ideology to young intellec;nal;ir
formers was that it promised to provide a drastic but als9 an ai
solution for these problems. (As might have been foreseen, it dld_"ﬂ
Probably the ncarest thing to a model of transition for the Gor
reformers was the vague historical memory of the New Ecqnomﬁ:_ i
of 1921-28. This had, after all, *vielded spectacular results in revi A
agriculture, trade, industry, finances, for several years after 1921’ an
restored a collapsed economy to health because it ‘rcliec_l orr mar
forces’ (Vernikov, 1989, p. 13). Moreover, a very similar po.llcy"q;
liberalization and decentralization had, since the end of Maoism, proi
dramatic results in China, whose ratc of GNP growth in the T980s;
surpassed only by South Korea, averaged almost 10 per cent per
(World Bank Adas, 1990). Yet there was no comparison b?t\?ee
desperately poor, technologically backward and ({verwhe.lrr.ungl
Russia of the 1920s and the highly urbanized and industrialized
of the 1980s, whose most advanced industrial scctor, the - '
industrial-scientific complex (including the space progmmme)',,l
case depended on a market consisting of a single customer. ?t;ls
say that perestroika would have worked rather better if Russia in'}
still been (like China at that date) a country of 80 per cent vil :
whose idea of wealth bevond the dreams of avarice would be a television
set. (Fven in the carly 1970s some 70 per cent of the Soviet pop&lﬁmm
watched television for an average of one-and-a-half hours a day) (Kei
pp. 140—41).
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_ fraf:turc was potentially built into the system, although, with the
ption of the three small Baltic States, separatism was not even
b{g.ht (_)f before 1988, when the first nationalist ‘fronts’ or campaign
;ggnlzaflons were founded in response to glasmost (in Estonia, Latvia
thinania and Armenia). However, at this stage, even in the Baltic Statcs:
' were directed not so much against the centre as against the insuffi-
tly Gorbachevist local communist parties, or, as in Armenia, against
hboyring Azerbaijan, The object was not yet independence, although
] oxlallsm was rapidly radicalised in 1989-90 under the impact of the
sh into electoral politics, and the struggle between radical reformers
d.tlhe_ organized resistance of the old party establishment in the new
iblies, as well as the frictions between Gorbachev and his resentful
, rival and eventual successor, Boris Yeltsin.
Essentially the radical reformers looked for support against the en-
ched party hicrarchies to the nationalists in the republics and, in
g so, str.cngthcncd these. In Russia itself, the appeal to Russian
ests against _the peripheral republics, subsidized by Russia and
easingly felt to be better off than Russia, was a powcr’ful weapon in
radicals’ struggle to cject the party bureaucracy, entrenched in the
central state apparatus. For Boris Yeltsin, an old .party boss from the
mand society, who combined the gifts of getting on in the old politics
ghmss fmd cunning) with the gifts for getting on in the new (dema-
, joviality and a sense of the media), the way to the top lay through
hp.ture of the Russian Federation, thus allowing him to b\"—pnss the
nstitutions of Gorbachev's Union. Hitherto, in cffect, the Union and s
f}con'!pqnent, the RSFSR, had not been clearly distinct. In transform-
. Russnallnto a Republic like the others, Yeltsin de facto favoured the
ntegration of the Union, which a Russia under his control would in

urban society, the cadres in charge of the actual production, distri
and general care of the citizenry had diminished sympathy fi
ministries and the purely party figures who were their superio
whose concrete functions were no longer clear, apart from
feathering their nests, as many of them did in the Brezhnev period
in the most spectacular manner. Revulsion against the increasingly 1
mental and all-pervasive corruption of the momenklatura was the:
fuel for the process of reform, and Gorbachev had fairly solid suppor
perestroika from the economic cadres, especially those from the mili
industrial complex, who genuinely wanted to improve the managem
a stagnant and, in scientific and technical terms, paralytic economy
one knew better than they how bad things really had become. Moréove
they did not necd the party to carry on their activities. If the:
bureaucracy were to disappear, they would still be there. They w
indispensable, it was not. Indeed, they mere still there after the colla
the USSR, now organized as a pressure group in the new
‘Industrial-Scientific Union® (NPS) and its successors, after the
communism, as the (potentially) legal owners of the cnterprises Whi
they had commanded without legal property rights before.

Nevertheless, corrupt, inefficient and largely parasitic as the :
command system had been, it remained essential in an cconomy base
command. The alternative to party authority was not the constitul
and democratic authority, but, in the short run, no authority. T
indeed what happened. Gorbachev, like his successor, Yeltsin, shift
power-base from party to state, and, as constitutional president, legall
accumulated powers to rule by decree, in some instances powers
in theory than any carlier Soviet leader had formally enjoyed, even Si
(Di Leo, 1992, p. 111). Nobody took any notice, outside the
established democratic, or rather constitutional-public assemblies;
People’s Congress and the Supreme Sovict (1989). Nobody govern
rather, obeved in the Soviet Union any more.

Like a crippled giant tanker moving towards the reefs, a ru
Soviet Union therefore drifted towards disintegration. The lines
which it was to fracture were already drawn: on the onc hand the’s
of territorial power-autonomy largely embodied in the state’s
structure, on the other the autonomous cconomic complexes. Si
official theory on which the Union had been constructed was |
territorial autonomy for national groups, both in the fifteen
Republics and in the autonomous regions and areas within each,* nafio

ourished by it. With the end of the Plan, and of party orders from
] n:e, there was no cffective national economy, but a rush, by any
unity, territory, or other unit that could manage it, into sclf-pl"otec'-
se.lf-sufﬁcicncy, or bilateral exchanges. The commanders of the
r9v1ncial company towns, always used to such arrangements,

industrial products for foodstuffs with the heads of the regional
ve farms, as - a dramatic example - the Leningrad Party chief,

ographically, there were also Armenia, Azerbaijan, Byelorussia, Estonia,
Kazakhstan, Kyrghvzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldavia, Tadjikistan, Turk-

* [n addition to the RSFSR (Russian Federation), by far the largest tcn"i. Ukraine and Uzbckistan,
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Gidaspov, dealt with an acute grain shortage in his city by a phone~
Nazarbayev, the Kazakhstan Party boss, who arranged a swap of
for footwear and steel (Yu Boldyrev, 1990). But even this kind o
action between two of the top figures in the old party hierarch.y' ir
treated the national system of distribution as irrelevant. ‘Particul
autarchies, relapses into primitive practices seemed to be .the real
ot the laws which had liberalized local economic forces’ (Di Leo, p. 10}

The point of no return was reached in the sccor'ld half of
bicentenary of the outbreak of the French Revolution, whos_e. f
existence or irrelevance to twenticth-century politics French ‘revxsxol_
historians were busy trying to demonstrate at the time. Th(_:\pgll
breakdown followed (as in eighteenth century France) the calling ofith
new democratic, or largely democratic assemblies in the summer d
vear, The economic breakdown became irreversible in the course of
crucial months between October 1989 and May 1990. However, thg
of the world at this time were fixed on a related, but secondary ph
enon: the sudden, and once again unpredicted, dissolution of the-satel

fimacy it may still have had among the younger generations of
fiese intellectuals, including party members, but it left the Chinese
e free to continue the policy of successful economic liberalisation
thout immediate political problems. The collapse of communism after
9 was confined to the USSR and the states in its orbit (including
et Mongolia, which had chosen Soviet protection over Chinese domi-
on between the world wars). The three surviving Asian communist
igimes (China, North Korea and Vietnam) as well as remote and
lated Cubaz, were not immediately affected.

eemed natural, particularly in the bicentencary year of 1789, 1o
Bescribe the changes of 198990 as the Fast European revolutions, and,
5 fgr as events which lead to the complete overthrow of regimes are
“\_iblutionary\, the word is apposite, but misleading. For none of the
: imes in FEastern Europe were over-thromn. None, except Poland,
vear communist power abdicated or ceased to exist in Poland, Czeck ined any internal force, organized or not, which constituted a
: ous threat to them, and the fact that Poland contained a powerful
ical opposition actually guaranteed that the system there was not
thereafter the two Balkan states which were not Soviet satellites, Yugosia ed from one day to the next, but replaced by a negotiated process
promise and reform, not unlike the way in which Spain made the
on to democracy after the death of General Franco in 1975, The
Yugoslavia was soon to break up into civil war. The process was w; “immediate threat to those in the Soviet orbit came from Moscow,
not only on the television screens of the Western world, but als made it clear that it would no longer rescue them by military
. ention, as in 1956 and 1968, if only because the end of the Cold
ade them strategically less necessary to the USSR. If they wanted
ve, in Moscow’s opinion, they would be well advised to follow the
f liberalization, reform and flexibility of the Polish and Hungarian
nimunists, but, by the same token, Moscow would not compel the
ners in Berlin and Prague. They were on their own.
e‘very withdrawal of the USSR underlined their bankruptcy. They
jed.in power merely by virtue of the void they had created around
vhich had left no alternative to the status quo except (where this
possible) emigration or (for a few) the formation of marginal dissident
of intellectuals. The bulk of the citizens had accepted things as
ere, because they had no alternative, People of energy, talent and
mbidon worked within the system, since any position requiring these
imgs,and indeed any public expression of talent, was within the system
ts permission, even in entirely non-political ficlds like pole-vaulting

ranged from the radically reformist (at least in economic matters
(Jh{na, to the implacably old-style centralist, as in Cuba (ch.aptcr )
presumably had doubts about the Soviet plunge into unresmc_ted gle
and the weakening of authority. When the movement for llberal;?i'h
and democracy spread from the USSR to China, the Betjing govern
decided, in mid-1989, after some obvious hesitations and lacetau
internal disagreements, to re-establish its authority in the most unanibj
ous manner, by what Napoleon, who also used the army to su
public agitation during the French Revolution, had callcq ‘a WH
grapeshot’. Thé troops cleared a mass stud_em demonstration fr| o
capital’s main square, at a heavy cost in lives, probably - though#
reliable data were available at the time of writing — several hun(?rt.:ds
massacre of Ticnanmen Square horrified Western public opinion;
undoubtedly lost the Chinese Communist Party most of what
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50s? Since communist states were no longer even united, and sometimes
tually fought each other with arms (e.g. China and Vietnam in the early
Ds), one could no longer even speak of a single ‘socialist camp’. All that
ined of the old hopes was the fact that the USSR, the country of
October revolution, was one of the two global superpowers. Except
aps for China, all communist governments, and a good many commu-
t parties and states or movements in the Third World, knew well
enoiigh how much they owed to the existence of this counterweight to the
nomic and strategic predominance of the other side. But the USSR
was visibly shedding a politico-military burden it could no longer carry,
even communist states which were in no sense dependencies of
Moscow (Yugoslavia, Albania) could not but realize how profoundly its
disappearance would weaken them.

n any case, in Europe as in the USSR, the communists, who had
once been sustained by the old convictions, were now a generation of the
ast. In 1989 few under sixty could have shared the cxpericnce that
linked communism and patriotism in several countries, namely the Second
Jorld War and Resistance, and few under fifty could even have first-
land memories of that time. The legitimizing principle of states was, for
lost people, official rhetoric or senior citizens’ anccdotage.® Even party
tmbers among the less-than-elderly were likely to be not communists
the old sensc, but men and women (alas, far too few women) who
de carcers in countries that happened to be under communist rule.
ﬂmﬁ— times changed, and if they were allowed to, they were ready at a
moment’s notice to change their coats. In short, those who ran the Soviet
sitellite regimes had lost their faith in their own systems, or had never
t. While the systems were operational, they operated them. When it
e clear that the USSR itself was cutting them adrift, the reformers
in-Poland and Hungary) tried to negotiate a2 peaceful transition, the
dliners (as in Czechoslovakia and the GDR) to stand pat until it
hecame evident that the citizens no longer obeyed, even if the army and
e still did. In both cases they went quietly when they realised that
‘time was up, thus taking an unconscious revenge on the propagan-
f:the West who had argued that this was precisely what ‘totalitarian’
nes could never conceivably do.

They were replaced, bricfly, by the men and (once again, far too
ly) women who had represented dissidence or opposition, and who

and chess. This applied even to the licensed opposition, mainl s
arts, which was allowed to develop in the decline of the syst

dissident writers who had chosen not to emigrate, discovered to th

after the fall of communism, when they were treated as no.__ug,,
No wonder that most people opted for the quiet life, ;.Enr. En_Em,
formal gestures of support for a system nobody except primary .m&.
children believed in, such as voting or demonstrating, even iﬁa
penalties for dissidence were no longer terrifving. .O:.o of the nﬁkme
why the old regime was denounced with such fury after its fall, especi
in ?:d::c countries like Czechoslovakia and the ex-GDR, was n—.mw .

‘the great majority voted in the sham clections to avoid ::u_mm.ﬁ.us
nczwmnsc:nnm. though not very serious oncs; they So_.ﬁ part _=._.~
obligatory marches . .. The police informers were easily _.nn_.EwoP
won over by miserable privileges, often agreeing to serve as the
result of very mild pressure’ (Kolakowski, 1992, pp. 55-56).
Yet hardly anvone believed in the system or felt any loyalty to it I
even those who governed it. They were no doubt surprised s..rnu
masses finally abandoned their passivity and demonstrated their -diss
dence — the moment of amazement has been caught forever on
videotape of President Ceaugescu, in December 1989, oo::.o:n,
crowd that booed instead of loyally applauding - but they were surp:
not by the dissidence, only by the action. At that moment of truth
East .m:_dvnu: government ordered its forces to fire. >_._ wc@._s :
quietly, except in Romania, and even there resistance was brief. Perh
they could not have regained control, but nobody even tried. No groy
of communist ultras anywhere prepared to dic in the bunker fo
faith, or even for the far-from-unimpressive record of forty years’ comm
nist rule in a number of these states. What should they have mnm.
Economic systems whose inferiority to their Western neighbours
to the n,.n‘.s.rmnr were running down, and which had proved W
::8?..3.‘.&_9 even where serious and intelligent efforts at refornicli
been made? Systems which had plainiy lost the wcm:mgmoz. that b
sustained their communist cadres in the past, namely that socialist
superior to capitalism and destined to replace it? Who could any
believe that, though it had not looked implausible in the 1940s

* Even 50 passionatc an opponent of communism as the Russian writer Ak
Solzhenitsyn had his career as a writer cstablished through the systemy
permitted/encouraged the publication of his first novels for reformist purposes,

is was obviously not the case in Third-world communist states like Victnam,
% liberation struggles had continued until the middle 1970s, but there the civil
ns of the liberation wars were probably also more vivid in people’s minds.
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.Charm_ing, sincere, intelligent and genuinely moved by the ideals of a
mmunism which he saw corrupted since the rise of Stalin, Gorbachev
s, paradoxically, too much of an organization man for the hurly-burly
f fiemocratic politics he created; too much of a committee man for
ﬂé_(:;s.ivc action; too remote from the experiences of urban and industrial
Russia, which he had never managed, to have the old party boss’s sense
f‘gr:}ss~r00ts realities. His trouble was not so much that he had no
é{fecnvc strategy for reforming the cconomy - nobody had even after his
fall - as that he was remote from the everyday experience of his country.
The contrast with another of the post-war generation of leading Soviet
communists in their fifties is instructive. Nursultan Nazarbayev, who
ok charge of the Asian republic of Kazakhstan in 1984 as p:;rt of the
fgqn drive, had (like many other Soviet politicians, and unlike Gor-
hev and practically any statesmen in non-socialist countries) come
to-full-time public life from the factory floor. He shifted from party to
“smte, becoming President of his Republic, pushed forward the requ}rcd
eforms, including decentralization and the market, and survived both
fall of Gorbachev, of the party of the Union, none of which he
¢ comed. After the fall he remained one of the most powerful men in
e'shadowy ‘Community of Independent States’. But Nazarbavev, alwavs
_:j.mgmatist, had systematically pursued a policy of opti'mising the
psition of his fief (and 1ts population), and had taken the utmost care
t market reforms should not be socially disruptive. Markets yes,
controlled price-rises decidedly no. His own preferred strategy was
ilateral trade deals with other Soviet (or ex-Soviet) rcpublics'— he
vqglfed a Central Asian Soviet common market ~ and joint ventures
yith foreign capital. He had no objection to radical economists, for he
¢d some from Russia, or even non-communist ones, for he brought in
2 f the brains of the South Korean economic miracle, which showed a
.ll,st;c sense of how really successful post-Second World War capitalist
nomies actually worked. The road to survival and perhaps to success
paved less with good intentions than with the hard cobbles of
tedlism.
fﬂhq last years of the Soviet Union were a slow-motion catastrophe.
Iﬂ'f_a‘ll of the Furopean satellites in 1989, and Moscow’s reluctant
tptance of German reunification, demonstrated the collapse of the
viet: Union as an international power, let alone as a superpower. Its
ability to play any role in the Persian Gulf crisis of 1990-91
underlined this. Internationally speaking, the USSR was like a
.comprehensively defeated, as after a major war - only without a
Neverthcless, it retained the armed forces and the militar;'-industrial

had organized, or perhaps better, successfully called for the mass d
strations which gave the signal for the old regimes’ peaceful abdicati
Fxcept in Poland, where Church and the trade unions formed
backbone of opposition, thev consisted of a few often very brave intell
als, a stage-army of leaders which briefly found itself at the head
peoples: often, as in the 1848 revolutions which come to the historian!
mind, academics or from the world of the arts. For a moment dissid
philosophers (Hungary) or medieval historians (Poland) were consi
as presidents or prime ministers, and a dramatist, Vaclav Havel, acti
became President of Czechoslovakia, surrounded by an eccentric bodj
advisers ranging from a scandal-loving American rock musician
member of the Habsburg high aristacracy (Prince Schwarzenberg). Th
was a tidal wave of talk about ‘civil society’, i.c. the ensemb!
voluntary citizens’ organizations or private activities, taking the pla
authoritarian states, and about the return to the principles of revolafi
before Bolshevism had distorted them.* Alas, as in 1848, the momen
freedom and truth did not last. Politics, and those who ran the affiité
state reverted to those who usually occupy such functions. The ad
‘fronts’ or ‘civic movements’ crumbled as rapidly as they had risen.
This also proved to be the case in the USSR, where the collap
party and state proceeded more slowly until August 1991. The faily
perestroika and the consequent rejection of Gorbachev by the citize
were increasingly obvious, though not appreciated in the West, where
popularity remained justifiably high. It reduced the leader of the U
to a series of backstairs manoeuvres and shifting alliances with
political groups and power groups that had emerged from the parliam
tarisation of Soviet politics, which made him equally distrusted by
reformers who had initially rallied round him - whom he had ind
made into a state-changing force — and the fragmented party bloc wh
power he had broken. He was and will go into history as a tragic fi
a communist *Tsar-Liberator® like Alexander 1T (1855-81) who destrg
what he wanted to reform and was destroyed in the process.

* The author recalls one of those discussions at 4 Washington conference m
brought down to carth by the Spanish ambassador to the USA, who rememp
the voung (at that time mainly liberal communist) students and ex-students
much the same after General Franco’s death in 1975, *Givil society’, he th
merely meant that voung ideologues who actually found themselves, for a mi
speaking for the whole people, were tempted to see this as a permanent situatio

+ Alexander 11 (1855-81) freed the serfs and undertook a number ¢
reforms, but was assassinated by members of the revolutionary movement, whig
the first time became a force in his reign.
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000 the state and public sector of the Soviet economy would not still be
Substantial. The disciples of Friedrich Hayek and Milton Friedman
condemned the very idea of such a mixed economy. They had no advice
tg offer about how it was to be operated, or transformed. _-
“Yet, when it came, the final crisis was not economic but political. For
yirtually the entire Establishment of the USSR, from the party, the
lanners and scientists, the state, to the armed forces the security
pparatus and the sporting authorities, the idea of a total break-up of the
USSR was unacceptable. Whether it was desired, or even conceived of
5y any large body of Soviet citizens outside the Baltic States, even after
1989, we cannot tell, but it is not likely: whatever reservations we have
about the figures, 76 per cent of voters in a referendum of March 1991
oted for maintaining the USSR, ‘as a renovated Federation of sovereign
+and equal Republics, in which the rights and liberty of every person of
whatever nationality are fully safeguarded’ (Pravda, 25/1/91). It was
gertainly not officially part of any major Union politician’s policy. Yet the
dissolution of the centre seemed inevitably to strengthen the centrifugal
orces and to make the break-up inevitable, not least because of the policy
f"Boris Yeltsin, whose star rose as Gorbachev’s waned. By now the
Union was a shadow, the republics the only reality. At the end of April,
Gorbachev, supported by the nine major republics,* negotiated 2 “Treaty
' Union’ which, somewhat in the manner of the Austro-Hungarian
ompromise of 1867, was intended to preserve the existence of a central
ederal power (with a directly clected federal president), in charge of the
med forces, foreign policy, the coordination of financial policy and of
economic relations with the rest of the world. The Treaty was to come
into force on 20 August.
r most of the old party and Soviet establishment, this treaty was yet
nather of Gorbachev’s paper formulas, doomed like all the others,
:una they regarded it as the gravestone of the Union. Two days before
e Treaty was due to come into force, virtually all the heavyweights of
nion, ministers of defence and interior, head of the KGB, vice-
president and prime minister of the USSR and pillars of the party,
aimed that an Emergency Committee would take over power in the
ce of the President and General Secretary (under house arrest on
ition). It was not so much a coup - nobedy was arrested in Moscow,
0t even the broadcasting stations were taken over — as a proclamation
t-the machinery of real power was once again in operation, in the

complex of the former superpower, a mz.cuao: m?: imposed severe E_Em
on its politics. However, though the _Eo_.:aﬁ._o:s_ n_.ncun_n encourag;
secessionism in the republics where nationalist sentiment was Strong
notably the Baltic States and Georgia — Lithuania tested the iaﬂm_.m
a —:omoouzqo declaration of total »zgnwc_anﬁnn m.= March 1990
disintegration of the Union was not due to nationalist forces. . -
It was due essentially to the disintegration of central ucnrod@. ,HE..
forced every region or sub-unit of the country to look after :.mo._n and
not least, to save what it could from the ruins om. an economy m_a:_.m_
chaos. Hunger and shortage lie behind everything that .rmcvg&, ,
last two vears of the USSR. Despairing reformers, 3»5:. from am f
the academics who had been such obvious beneficiaries of glasnost, We

pushed into an apocalyptic extremism: nothing could be done :59_.“..@“
old svstem and evervthing about it was destroyed utterly. Hn.nno._:.zm_.
8_.:.:“: the system must be completely pulverised by total .?.:Enmmn
and the introduction of a 100 per cent free market immediately ani
whatever cost. Dramatic plans for doing this in a matter of inarmv
months (there was a ‘programme of five hundred days’) were propo
These policies were not based on any knowledge of free marke
capitalist cconomies, though they were f‘_.fucu‘o:m_.,ﬂ recommended cw,. visi
ine American and British economists and financial experts, whose o
Erm were not, in turn, based on any knowledge of what actually Snm..m.r”
in the Soviet economy. Both were correct in supposing that the existif
system, or rather, while it existed, the command cconomy, 1wm..“.,,
inferior to economies based primarily on private property and privake:
enterprise, and that the old system, even in a modified n.o_._.:..
doomed. Yet both failed to confront the real problem of how a nna,.
planned command economy was, in practice, to be transformed S.S,
version or another of a market-dynamised economy. Instead they :ﬁﬂ@
first-vear-economics-course demonstrations of the virtues of the n
in the abstract. It would, they argued, automatically m.: the mrnamm,.
shops with goods withheld by producers at affordable prices, once su usmr.w
and demand were allowed free play. Most of the _o:m..mcm.n::m. citizelsd
the USSR knew that this would not happen, and when, u.:.:.‘_. ._n ceas 10
exist, the shock liberation treatment was briefly applied, it E.
Moreover, no scrious observer of the country belicved that in the

* Armenian nationalism, though provoking the breakdown of the Union by e
ing the region of Mountain Karabakh from Azerbaijan, was not crazy enoy
desire the disappearance of the USSR, but for whose existence there would

Armenia. _

:-all except the three Baltic states, Moldavia and Georgia, as well as, for
e reasons, Kyrghyzstan,
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-assets of the USSR, which was formally ended a few months later
nvmn—_g himself was pushed into oblivion. The world, which had con:.
7 to accept the coup, now accepted the much more effective counter-
p Om. Yeltsin, and treated Russia as the natural successor to the dead
w.w in the United Nations and elsewhere, The attempt to save the old
ture of the Soviet Union had destroyed it more suddenly and

confident hope that the citizenry would welcome, or at least quieth
aceept, the return to order and government. It was not defeated’b
revolution or rising of the people either, for the population of )
remained quiet, and the call for a strike against the coup went uni :
As in so much of Soviet history, it was a drama played by a small bady
actors over the heads of the long-suffering people. y
But not quite. Thirty, even ten vears carlier, the mere proclamatioiio revocably than anvone had expected.
where power really lay would have been cnough. Even as it was/Hi slowever, it had solved none of the problems of economy., state and
citizens of the USSR kept their heads down: 48 per cent of a_.n 1D ety. In one respect it had made them worse, for the ozdmw republics
{according to a poll) and - less surprisingly — 70 per cent o now afraid of their big brother Russia as they had not been of Hrm
committees, supported the ‘coup’ (Di Leo, 1992, pp. 141, 143n). n=national USSR, especially since Russian :u:.osmzma was the best
to the point, more governments abroad than cared to admit it, expeel d Yeltsin could play to conciliate the armed forces, whose core r».n_
the coup to succeed.* Yet the old-style reassertion of the power of; aWays been among the Grear Russians. Since Boﬁ.cm the republics
state relied on universal and automatic assent rather than counting tzined large minorities of ethnic Russians, Yeltsin’s hint that the
By 1991 there was neither central power nor universal obedience gntiers between the republics might have to be renegotiated accelerated
genuine coup might well have succeeded over most of the territor! efush total separation: the Ukraine immediately declared :,m independ-
population of the USSR, and, whatever the divisions and uncertiinti ce. For the first time populations used to the m:w?.:m& cwv:uﬁ_.csucﬁ all
within the armed forces and security apparatus, enough reliable: iy uding Great Russians) by central authority had cause to P..g,q oppres-
tor a successful putsch in the capital could probably have been found: B from Moscow in the intcrests of one nation. In fact, this .5 _w_ua mo
the symbolic reassertion of authority was no longer enough. Goilb: ope of maintaining even a semblance of union, .ﬁc_. n:_m. mrﬂmc:.e
was right: perestroika had defeated the conspirators by changing Society: mmonwealth of Independent States’ which succeeded the USSR
It had also defeated him. : dost all reality, and even the last survivor of the Union, the
A symbolic coup could be defeated by a symbolic resistance, e ely successful) United Team which competed at the 1992 O€.3 i
last thing the plotters were prepared for or wanted was a B« &5,-beating the United States, did not seem destined for a lon :ﬂ,o
Indeed, their gesture was intended to stop what most people fea -the destruction of the USSR achieved the reversal of alm omw on“
slide into such a conflict. So, while the shadowy institutions red years of Russian history, and the return of the country to
USSR fell into line with the plotters, the barely less shadowy instit m n::m like the dimensions and international standing of the era
of the Russian Republic under Boris Yeltsin, just clected as its P , ¢ Peter the Great (1672-1725). Since Russia whether under th
by a substantial majority of voters, did not. The plotters had no r-as the USSR, had been a great power m_‘:‘cc the middle of ﬁrM
do except throw in their hand, after Yeltsin, surrounded by--soffe ghtéenth century, its disintegration left an international void between
thousands of supporters come to defend his headquarters, nn. e.and Vladivostok, which had not previously existed in modern
embarrassed tanks camped in front of it, for the benefit of the istory, except briefly during the Civil War of 1918-20: a vast zone
television screens. Bravely, but also safely, Yeltsin, whose politiéal ,.mn_.. conflict and potential catastrophe. This was the umn:am. for
and capacity for decision contrasted dramatically with Gorbachéy world’s diplomats and military men at the end of the millennium
immediately seized his opportunity to dissolve and expropriate thi . ’
munist Party and take over for the Russian Republic what remiin

*On the first day of the ‘coup’ the Finnish government’s official news d
reported the news of President Gorbachev’s arrest briefly without commen
down page 3 of a four-page bulletin. It only began to cxpress opinions W]
attempt had cvidently failed.

bservations may conclude this survey. The first is to note how
! the hold of communism proved to be over the enormous area
nquered more rapidly than any other ideology since Islam in its
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first century. Though a simplistic «‘onmwo..d .o~. Zv..x_mwsl—\ﬂz_qm”w
the dogmatic (secular) orthodoxy for all citizens between o N o
China Seas, it disappeared from one day to the next wit the
regimes that had imposed it. Two reasons may vn mc.mmom an .
historically rather startling phenomenon. 0035_..553 ,.ﬁ,m not based;
mass no:ma_.mmo:. but was a faith of cadres or (in Lenin’s ﬁ»n”@

guards’. Even Mao’s famous phrase about successful guerrillas;

I, what is but a legal expression for these, with the property
lationships within which they had moved before. From forms of
development of the productive forces these relationships are trans-
rmed into their fetters. We then enter an era of social revolution.

ly has there been a clearer example of Marx’ forces of production
omiing into conflict with the social, institutional and ideological super-
: like fish in water, implies the distinction swructure which had transformed backward agrarian economies into ad-
among the peasantry fish) and the passive (the water). Unofficiak ced industrial ones - up to the point where they turn from forces into
fhe dctive ¢ _nSn:‘ﬂ Q:na,ﬂrwns_“&:m wﬂ:..o mass communist parties)mig ers of production. The first result of the ‘era of sacial revolution’ thus
and .moo._u__mw _.dowm”am._ro:. community or constituency, as in no»‘} ni tiated was the disintegration of the old system.
c.o coextensive hand, all ruling communist parties were, by cl ut what would replace it Here we can no longer follow the
villages. On the other ,m:.._. '@ The umﬁn_z to communism of ‘the mas nineteenth-century optimism of Marx, who argued that the overthrow of
and definition, :::ow._a.m :._uv. ical 9,. .c:_ﬁ convictions but on ho ‘old system must lead to a better one, because ‘mankind always sets
.a_%osﬁ_na not on their ideo cm::?.a regimes did for them, and how they elfonly such problems as it can solve’, The problems which ‘mankind’,
judged what _._ r ..Ez_n._, no:,d”ﬂ others’. Once it ceased to be pos 0 “Fither the Bolsheviks, set themselves in 1917 were not soluble in the
.no:iu_.cn_ thetr .wzcum_o: . ntact ,<:_.a or even knowledge about;: @Mr umstances of their time and place, or only very incompletely soluble,
_:m:_&.o vovs_u:.c:m rom nc. re scenti n.n_ Again, communism was. €s50; today it would take a high degree of confidence to argue that in the
countrics, these j :mmq:% _:_M sn .?.mm_: ?A:“m:q value purely as a mednsiaf eable future a solution is visible for the problems arising out of the
tially an instrumental faith: | M.Mnn tin rare Mumnm — for instance pa lapse of Soviet communism, or that any solution that may arise within
reaching an :ﬁacm:.nn._ ?.ﬁm_.n. “..nmnwﬁ sacrifices — such a set of beliéfs fiext generation will strike the inhabitants of the former USSR and
wars, =.s.n e :QwJ pse _Mm wu%u: 8. universal churches, whose. elds communist Balkans as an obvious improvement,
Uozn_.awﬁnn,“_.:”“HMMM% rwo_:mmn of ultimate salvation, is and must? With the collapse of the USSR the experiment of ‘really existing
operation, .

day range of human life. Even the cadres of communist part ' came to an end. For, even where communist regimes survived
’ aay : T ' 3 H ~. . .
the everyday 8 maSnn&nPuf: Q.::u.%&éc»:go:cm%a c:%:n_anu_o: m:_m_n.

oma:c .:u,wmm?nmo:mom:ﬁoousw
c. .o:nnzqﬁno:nrno&_nwm .;_ _,
n ..__.n=:~. 1 “‘3 of earthly salvation, to which they ha 1cate e ntrolled and state-planne economy based on a completely
ni ial ai d dedica n.»:?.wnc d and d

N ed i n undefined future. And — typically enough : Ectivised state — or cooperatively owned economy virtually without a
_:.mw. move _Eﬂu : provided no guidance for their behavio Will this experiment ever be renewed? Clearly not in the form
(his happened, the ?:m.c. ur_nc_E communism asked to be judgeds ped in the USSR, or probably in any form, except in conditions of
short, by the nature o _mm &:Ww@:cnn. o thing like a total war economy, or some other analogous emergency.
suceess, and r.m_ d .:om.,."_mo_snm uﬂmrn_, break down? It is the paradox s, is because the Soviet experiment was designed not as a global

But why a.a .:. . ,ro—,.n_.u rovided one of the strongest argumefifs ve to capitalism, but as a specific set of responses to the particular
USSR ﬁ_:_.r " :w QQM_. _. P ‘hich it had claimed to exemplify n of a vast and spectacularly backward country at a particular and
the u:.u_.,.m_m. o.m. Karl Marx, w ¢ .B_u_n historical conjuncture. The failure of revolution elsewhere
wrote in 1859 g - & USSR committed to build socialism along, in a country in which,
, sial duction of their means of existence human b universal consensus of Marxists in 1917, including the Russian
In %n. socia’ procu . ry relations independent of their . onesythe conditions for doing so were simply not present. The attempt to
enter S.nw, mn_m_._.ze.mrqwrmaw‘m“mmr correspond to a definite stage i .n,.r; produced remarkable achievements ~ not least the ability to defeat
c_..wo__cn?m _,”n “”.:”ﬂnm_.vz_ualu_ productive forces ... At a ¢ ny:in the Second World War - but at quite enormous and
deve opmen el t the material productive forces of s iftalerable human cost, and at the cost of what proved eventually to be a
mS—MM .wﬂhd Mhsa”whmmmm“.n“:r the existing productive relation: =end economy and a political system for which there was nothing to
co .
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be said. (Had not George Plekhanov, the ‘father of Russian Ma
predicted that the October revolution could lead at best to a-iGH
Empire coloured red’?) The other ‘really existing’ socialism, emezgn
under the wings of the Soviet Union, operated under the same di ady,

N L
tages, though to a lesser extent, and with - compared to the Cmmmwﬁ.

:_..‘»._.M_:__n._n gradualist. If I had advised on Soviet industrialization
#wou lave recommended a more flexible and limited set 0m
u.u.,mnwa. as indeed the able Russian planners did. And yet, as I think
manw, ~. »mr myself, again and again: was there an n:n:w».:h.n to the
.E&Mﬁ._a_:uﬁ, brutal, basically unplanned rush forward of the fi

We-Year Plan? I wish I could say there w annoc
fifid an answer,

less human suffering. A revival or rebirth of this pattern of socialism
neither possible, desirable, nor — even assuming conditions were to:favon
1t — necessary. v

How far the failure of the Soviet experiment throws doubt of
entire project of traditional socialism, an economy essentially based!
the social ownership and planned management of the means of produg
tion, distribution and exchange, is another question. That such'a pijec
is economically rational in theory has been accepted by economists- s
before the First World War, though, curiously enough, the theory.
worked out not by socialists but by non-socialist pure economists. ’
would have practical drawbacks, if only through burcaucratisation,
obvious. That it had to work, at least partly, through prices, both fiar
pricing and realistic ‘accounting prices’, was also clear if socialism Wasilg:
take account of the wishes of consumers rather than telling them. whatz
was good for them. In fact, socialist economists in the West who tho
about these matters in the 1930s, when the subject was naturally mue
debated, assumed a combination of planning, preferably decentraliz
with prices. To demonstrate the feasibility of such a socialist econor
not, of course, to demonstrate its necessary superiority to, say
socially juster version of the Golden Age mixed economy, still less;itha
people would prefer it. It is merely to separate the question of sccidlisn
in general from that of the specific experience of ‘really existing socialim!
The failure of Soviet socialism does not reflect on the possibility of Gthe
kinds of socialism. Indeed, the very inability of the dead-end econo
Soviet-type central command-planning to reform itself into ‘market
ism’, as it wanted to, demonstrates the gap between the two kind: X
development. >

The tragedy of the October revolution was precisely that it could op!
produce its kind of ruthless, brutal, command socialism. One of the mgs
sophisticated socialist economists of the 1930s, Oskar Lange, req
from the USA to his native Poland to build socialism, until he caifyg!
London hospital to die. On his death-bed he talked to the friendszant
admirers who came to visit him, including myself. This, as I fec
what he said: :

as, but I cannot. I cannot
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