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PREFACE

This thesis is a work of sociological theory. While it
does have recourse tovsources in Russian (and in Frencﬁ), most
of the sources used are in English, and are either analyses of
the Soviet Union itself or sociological works (or both). The
aim of the thesis has not been to examine hitherto unused source
material (although this proved necessary in the case of Kritsman,
because of'the variety of views in English concerning the merits
of his work), but to evaluate a wide range of material with a
view to making a theoretical contribution to the sociology of
the Soviet Union. Consequently, it is the theoretical portions
of the thesis which can lay claim to being original, and which

"it is hoped throw new light on the empirical evidence discussed.
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(i)
SUMMARY

This thesis analyses the extent and forms of class relations
in the Soviet Union. The theoretical approach adopted to the
analysis 'of the Soviet class structure is based on a critique of
the classical Marxist approach to class, as well as of common
sociological approaches to class, particularly the Weberian
conception of class. These issues are the concern of the
Introduction, which outlines an alternative approach to class
structure based on a conception of relations of production which
differs from the classical Marxist approach, particularly in |
avoiding any reliance on the labour theory of value for defining

relations of production and hence for demarcating class boundaries.

Chapter One provides an outline of developments in the Soviet
rural class structure in the 1920s, and by criticising common
conceptions of such developments, argues that the strategy of
socialist transformation adopted in the policy of forced
collectivisation was economically unnecessary and politically
disastrous. The purpose of this Chapter is to throw the
contemporary class structure of the Soviet Union into historical
relief, by indicatihg the historical context out of which many
contemporary features of the Soviet Union developed. It is
hoped that this will indicate that many features of the contemporary
social structure are historically specific, rather than being

necessary features of a state socialist society.

Following from this, the analysis of relations of production
in the 1960s and 1970s is begun in Chapter Two, where the relations
between different kinds of economic agents, particularly collective
economic agents (economic units) are examined, dsing the approach
developed in the Introduction to analyse the relations of production
as relations between economic agents, which affect the relative

economic capacitieé of agents. It is argued that, because such




(ii)
capacities are always subject to change through processes of
struggle and negotiation, an important but hitherto rather
neglected aspect of the relations of production concerns the
policies of economic agents. Consequently, the manner in which
agents at various levels in the economy calculate both their own
internal state and the course of action which they adopt with
respect to other agents is subjected toAdetailed scrutiny in

this Chapter.

Chapter Three analyses the legal and political c onditions
of the relations of production, since in the Soviet Union such
economic relations are operative primarily between state agencies,
or collective agencies whose relations to the state agencies are
legally and politically regulated by the state. Consequently,
the issue of the 'withering away of the state'! with the decline
of private property is considered, as well as various common
Western conceptions of Soviet politics. Following on from this,
the analysis of pﬁlitics in terms of a series of 'arenas of
struggle' is proposed, and in the light of this approach the
capacities of the main central party and state agencies to
regulate the economy (and hence to determine the relations of
production by implementing effective economic plans) is reviewed.
The conclusion from this review is that there are serious limits
on the capacity of such central party. and state agents to
co-ordinate the division of labour, so that theories of an
all-powerful totalitarian party or elite dominating Soviet
politics and the economy are misguided. Nevertheless, it is
argued that there is sufficient central control of the state
agencies for one to be able to say that various state agencies
do not pursue autonomous objectives. In other words, political
relations between state agencies are not such as to preclude

socialist planning of the overall economy.




(iii)

Chapter Four examines welfare and social policy as a means
of assessing the importance of non-wage forms of income, and
concludes that the overall effect of such forms bf public
expenditure is probably, as intended, to equalise incomes.
This point is taken up again in Chapter Five, where the occupational
structure and wage differentials are examined, prior to an overall
aésessment of the distribution of income, which concludes that a
policy of income equalisation has been pursued fairly successfully
over the past twenty-five years or so. While such a policy may
now be runﬁing into difficulties of various kinds, in so far as
it has been successfully pursued, it has meant that the connection
between the distribution of income and the access of agents to the
means of production has been partially undermined. Hence class
relations have been seriously weakened in the Soviet Union, and
it is concluded that they are non-existent within the state sector
of the economy. However, this does not mean that there is no
class structure in the Soviet Union, since collective farm members
are still in a different class position from state employees.
There may also be capitalist relations in the so-called 'parallel
economy! but their extent must be severely limited by the official
prohibitions on such activities, which means that, if rescurces are
diverted from official purposes, this is largely done on an
individual 'self-employed! basis. It is also argued that the
tintelligentsia! cannotvbe considered as a single, separate stratum
from the state employed 'working class'! or the collective farm
members. Consequently, the official theory of the Soviet class

structure must be considered to be seriously deficient.




Introduction: The Analysis of Relations of Production and

Class Structure

The purpose of this introduction is to indicate what kind
of approach is being used to analyse the Soviet Union in this
thesis. This is necessary because of the continuing prevalence
in sociology of analyses of class structures which fail to
define sufficiently clearly the basis of the categorisation of
classes. In other words, it will be argued that the prevailing
modes of analysis of what is often called 'social inequality'
or 'social stratification' fail to provide sufficiently clear
theoretical grounds for distinguishing different classes, or

for analysing class relations.

This is not to say that there is ready to hand a clear
mode of analysis which is easy to use and which suffers fraom

no problems, but rather that the prevailing approaches scarcely

even ‘attempt to anaiyse the determinants of class relations.
The only exception is provided by analyses in the Marxist
tradition, which at least attempt to theorise the determinants
of class relations, using some conception of 'relations of
production'. However, while such approaches have the merit of
at least posing the problem of the determinants of class
relations, it is not clear how far they have satisfactorily

resolved the issues which they raise.

Perhaps the best way to illustrate the issues involved
would be to make a brief, and by no means comprehensive or
systematic, examination of the history of the concept of class.
Without going in{o too much detail, it is clear that Marx was

correct to acknowledge that he did not 'discover' classes.




The concept was being used by the Physiocrats, if not by earlier
economists, and was related to their theory of the distribution
of income. The concept of class was based on the classification
of the population of, say, eighteenth century France, into
distinct groups, each with their own source of income. What
made the groups distinct in such analyses was their possession
of an asset which gave them that income or revenue. Usually,
there were three such assets.in classical political.economy:
land, lébour and capital, with entrepreneurial or managerial
/skill sométimes forming a fourth asset. The basis on which these
'factors of production' constituted assets for the classes

which owned them was not posed as a problem by these economists
(including those whom Marx called 'vulgar'). That is, the
social conditions, which both made these 'factors of production!
generate revenues and enabled the factors (and hence their
revenues) to be appropriated by certain categories of economic
agents called classes, these conditions were not considered
problematic. Consequently, as we shall see, there was no
theoretical basis for saying there should only be three classes,
and not more: as has just been indicated, sometimes a fourth
factor (or asset) was admitted, which implied a distinction
between profit (entrepreneurial skill) and interest (capital)
as forms of revenue. The analysis of the way in which these
factors generated revenue went little further than an
acknowledgement that such revenues were generated in production
and/or exchanée. The theory was more concerned with the amount
of income distributed to each class and with features affecting
the flow of revenue than with the analysis of the determinants

of such revenues.
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This concern with what Marx called 'relations of distribution!
was the main target of Marx's critique of such theories of class.
It is precisely the kind of problem generated by the 'revenues'
approach to class which Marx is criticising in his famous
unfinished chapter on class at the end of Cagital1. The chapter
on classes comes in a section entitled "Revenues and their
Sources", and follows é chapter on "Distribution Relations and
Production Relations", in which he says (page 882);

"LLet us moreover consider the so-called distribution

relations themselves. The wage presupposes wage-

labour, and profit - capital. These definite forms

of distribution thus presuppose definite social

characteristics of production conditions, and

definite social relations of production agents.

The specific distribution relations are thus

merely the expression of the specific historical

production relations."

After demonstrating this with respect to profit (of enterprise),
interest, and capitalist ground rent, Marx continues (page 883);

"The so-called distribution relations, then,

correspond to and arise from historically

determined specific sociai forms of the process

of production and the mutual relations enfered

into by men (sic) in the reproduction process

of human life. The historical character of

these distribution relations is the historicsl

character of the production relations, of which

they express merely one aspect. Capitalist

distribution differs from those forms of

distribution which arise from other modes of

production, and every form of distribution
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disappears with the specific form of production

from which it is derived and towhich it corresponds."

Thus, when in the chapter on classes Marx criticises the
conception of classes as constituted by the identity of revenues
and sources of revenue, it is already clear to the reader that
he considers that the sources of revenue are determined by the
relations of production, which are social conditions (and
consequently subject to historical change). It is also implicit
that the analysis of revenues (for example, of their amount and
the forms of their distribution) should not be completely
identified with the analysis of the sources of revenue, that is,
with the analysis of the social conditions which constitute them
as revenues. However, distribution relations are one aspect of
production relations, so the analysis of the forms of
distribution of income is a part of the analysis of production

relations, and hence of the class structure.

To reiterate, the 'revenues' approach, which treats class
relations solely in terms of relations of distribution, without
analysing the social conditions of their existence, forms the
object of the critique developed by Marx in the unfinished
chapter on class. If one has no theoretical basis for saying
that these groups (and not others) possess these assets (and
not others) as their source of income, and that the pbssession
of these assets is what constitutes these groups as classes,
then there is no defence against adding other groups to the
class structure. A class then becomes any group constituted
by the possession‘of a socially distinct source of income. In
criticising this position which treats revenue as determining

class, Marx says:
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"However, from this standpoint, physicians and
officials for example would also constitute two
classes, for they belong to two distinct social
groups, the members of each of these groups
receiving their revenue frome one and the same
source. The same would also be true of the
infinite fragmentation of interest and rank into
which the diviéion of social labour splits

labourers as well as capitalists and landlords ..... "

In other words, a 1though classical political economy divided
society up into three great classes (the 'holy trinity!' of
landowners, labourers and capitalists, whose sources of
revenue - land, labour and capital - are as naturally homogeneous
as beetrbot, music and lawyers' fees), it did so on a basis
which allowed for the ‘elaboration of "an infinite fragmentation
of interest and rank" since it lacked an adequate analysis of
the division of labour. It thus opened the way for the analysis
of the class structure in terms of an inadequately theorised
concept of stratification, that is, in terms of a geclogical
metaphor of strata which did not distinguish strata in terms
of some theory of the.sdcial relations operative between the
members of the different strata. This latter approach requires
a principle of stratification, that is a quantitative measure
wﬁich enables one stratum to be placed higher or lower than
another on what is implicitly a qualitatively homogenous scale.
Initially this principle of stratification was the amount of

income.
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As Marx's analysis indicates (contrary to those who treat
the unfinished chapter on classes simply as evidence of the
difficulties of Marx's own position); the tendency to add to
the number of Classes,band to analyse them simply in terms of
the distribution of income, these tendencies result from an
inadequate theorisation of the division of labour. An adequate
analysis of the division of labour would enable one to sustain
a defensible categorisation of econdmic agents into classes.
This categorisation would be defensible on the grounds of the
social relations which the theory stated were in operation

between the different economic agents.

Before turning from Marx's critique of the classical
position to Marx's own position, it is worth indicating that
his critique is also applicable to much sociological thinking
on classes since his death, because of the continuing, if
unacknowledged, influence of classical political economy on the
sociclogical analysis of class. The work of Max Weber provides
an illuminating and influential example of the sociological
elaboration of the 'revenues' approach to class. Weber defines
a class as any group of persons occupying the same class position
(so the most pertinent kind of economic agent is the human
individual). The concept of class position for Weber2 (page 424)
refers to:

"the typical probability that a given state of

(a) provision of goods (b) external conditions of

life and (c) subjective satisfaction or frustration

will be possessed by an individual or a group.

These probabilities define class position in so far

as they are dependent on the kind and extent of
controel or lack of it which the individual has

over goods and services and existing possibilities
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of their exploitation for the attainment of
income and receipts within a given economic
order."

A little later Weber writes:
"The concepts class and class position as such
only designate the fact of identity or similarity
in the'typical situation in which a given
individual and many others find their interests
defined. In principle control over different
combinations of consumer's goods, means of
production, investments, and capital funds
constitute class positions which are different

for each variation and combination."

Ignoring the subjective aspect (satisfaction or frustration)
of this definition of class, which is related to his conception
of economic action, it is clear from the definition of class in
terms of control of goods and services and their exploitation
for incomes and receipts that Weber is using a 'revenues'
conception of class. The result is that class positions are
different for each variation and combination of aésets, thus
producing an "infinite fragmentation of interest and rank", or
in other words, a highly differentiated stratification hierarchy
in terms of class position. Precisely because there is no
theorisation of what constitutes an asset, or possession of an
asset, there is no clear basis for demarcating class positions
from each other. Consequently any lines drawn between the

strata are necessarily arbitrary.

A skill can be an asset, and a high level of skill constitutes
for Weber a 'monopolistic asset' commanding a monopolistic
position, which enables him to treat the working class as a

series of different class positions because of its 'qualitative
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differentiation', that is, the variety of skills within it.
This basic definition of class position (in terms of 'chance in
the market! as determined by the acquisition of assets) is later
added to by Weber: as well as 'acquisition' class, Weber also
introduces the concepts of 'property' class and 'social' class.
A property class is one where the class position of its members
is primarily determined by the differentiation of property holdings.
This produces two difficulties for Wéber's theory. Firstly, it
indirectly subverts the distinction between 'class; and 'status
group',.the latter being defined in terms of 'social honour'.
For example, slaves change from being a negatively privileged
status group to a negatively privileged property class. This
is inconsistent with the original definition of class which
refers to actors in the market. Slaves are not actors in the
market. Secondly, it creates problems as to the definition
of an acquisition class. Weber's concept of property is not
theoretically elaborated - it is simply an enumeration of
such things as human beings, land, mining property, fixed
equipment, ships or money. Consequently it is difficult to
distinguish it from the assets which determine the chance in
the market of an acquisition class. For example, shipowners
appear as both a property and an acquisition class, and many of
those listed as members of acquisition classes might under the
above listing of property be considered as members of property
classes, namely, industrial and agricultural entrgprenaurs,
bankers and financiers. The concept of a 'social' class also
has its problems: it is actually a plurality of class positions
between which an interchange of individuals on a personal basis
or in the course of generations is readily possible or typically
observable. In other words a 'social! class refers to a unity
of various different class positions on the basis of what would

nowadays be conventionally termed 'social interaction' or else
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on the basis of 'social mobility'. An example of a 'social'!
class is the working class as a whole. This is ironic in view
of Weber's criticism of Marxaz
"The unfinished concluding section of Karl Marx's
Kapital was evidently intended to deal with the
problem of class unity of the proletariat, which

he held existed in spite of the high degree of

qualitative differentiation."”

It should be clear that this is a misunderstanding by
Weber, but Weber's use of the concepts of 'property' class
and 'social' class clearly represents an attempt to have one's
cake and eat it. Weber is able (at considerable theoretical
cost) both to maintain a highly differentiated view of the class
structure,and to refer to what to him plausibly appear as

important lines of demarcation within the stratification hierarchy.

The other interesting aspect of Weber's theory is, of course,
the distinction which he makes between class stratification and
stratification in terms of other phenomena which affect 'the
distribution of power', namely, 'status groups' and 'parties'.
This is the major develophent which sociology has added to the
c lass analysis of classical political economy - the supposed
generaliéation of stratification to other non-economic aspects
of social reiations. In the case of Weber this is related to
his attempt to develop thé microeconomic theory of transactions
in the market into a general theory of social action. Each of
these two other aspects of the distribution of power requirés a
principle of stratification analogous to the amount of income
in the class hierarchy. In other words, they each require a
quality or attribute or dimension (call it what you will) which

the strata possess or do not possess to some degree. The
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theoretical basis for the two stratification principles
introduced by Weber is even more opaque than that for level of
income. The two principles are prestige and political power,
and the latter is implicitly distinguished from the more
generalised conception of power to which all three aspects of
stratification are thought to refer. At least the level of
income is measurable by a socially determinate means in a markef
econoﬁy,'namely money. The concepts of prestige and political
power used by both Weber and thé many later studies using a
'three-dimensional! (and sametimeé'multi;dimensional') approach
to stratification require subjective judgement, either by the
researcher, a panel of judges or those being investigated, as
to the distribution of prestige and political power. This
produces the most banal kinds of research, such as correlations
of the degree of 'status consistency' between the rankings on
each dimension or international comparisons of brestige hierarchy
rankings. It is not the process of ranking according to some
quantitative index that is the problem with such research, nor
the use of the word 'stratification!' (which is also used by some
Marxists, usually in the phrase 'class stratification'), but the
failure of such approaches to adequately theorise the determinants

of the stratification with which they are concerned.

Since Marx's critique of classical political economy raised
the problem (not yet resolved in conventional socciological theory)
of the determinants of the class structure, it is appropriate to
examine his own position. As is clear from his critique, the
determinants of class are to be found for Marx in the analysis
of the relations of production, which, in showing +the relations
between various economic agents, amounts to an analysis of the
division of labour. Because most of Capital is concerned with

capitalist relations of production, Marxists frequently tend
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to argue that the whole of Capital is about class analysis, but
this is of 1little help in deciding which are the most salient
features of the relations of production for class analysis.
Fortunately Marx gives some indication in the critique discussed
above which appears at the end of Volume Three: +the reproduction
schemas in Volume Tw05, which indicate how the capitalist mode
of production as a whole reproduces itself, are of considerable
importance, since in reproducing itself, capitalism reproduces
its class structure. To situate the discussion of the
reproduction schemas, one must first discuss the labour theory of
value and the reproduction of the individual capitalist enterprise
(which appear in Volume Dne6 and already constitute a partial

analysis of capitalist relations of production).

While there is some dispute amongst Marxists about whether
the 'law of value' only applies to the production of commodities,
even those who 1limit it to commodity production usually see it
as related to-a more general law of the distribution of labour-time
among different production processes.7 If the latter, more
general law is also referred to as 'the law of value', then the
law of value expresses the proportion of the total labour-time
available to a society (within a given time-period, say a year)
which is devoted to a particular production process. Each of
the products of that production process thus embodies a value
which is a fraction of the proportional labour-time devoted to
t hat productioh process. In other words, if one thousand products
are produced in a year, then each product embodies one thousandth
of the value of that production process. If two thousand products
are produced, then the value of each product is halved. Thus the
value of each product is inversely proportional to the productivity
of the production process associated with it. The value of a
product thus refers to the amount of labour time (as a proportion

of the total socially available labour-time) which is necessary
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to produce it: +the value of a product is the embodiment of the
socially necessary labour-time required to produce it, and the
socially necessary amount of labour-time depends on the productivity
of the particular production process and its economic relation to
other production processes. In the case of commodity production,
according to Marx, where the fact that commodities are exchanged
has an effect on the social distribution of-labour-time between
different production processes, the absolute amount of labour-
time embodied in a product is not measured. Only the relative
amount of labour—timé is measured, and this occurs in the process
of commodity exchange where the relative amount of labou?-time
is expressed by the ratios in which the commodities exchange
for each other. If one pound of sugar regularly exchanges for
ten pounds of potatoes, then for Marx this is because these
physical quantities of the products each take the same amount
of socially necessary labour-time to produce. Whether that
labour-time is one hour or five days cannot be directly measured
by this exchange ratic of one to ten, which only indicates the
relative value of the products. This'exchange value', as Marx
calls it, forms the basis for the price of commodities, once
money becomes an integral part of commodity exchange. According
to Marx, this occurs on the basis of one commodity becoming a
socially acceptable measure in terms of which all the other

exchange ratios are established.

Commodity exchange, then, for Marx, establishes a series of
social relations between economic agents (including monetary
relations) which allow the distribution of labour-time among
different production processes to develop considerably, involving
profound changes in the division of labour. 1In cases where this

leads to the development of capitalist production, which depends

crucially on commodity exchange (and particularly on the social
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appearance of labour-power as a commodity), the economic
reproduction of each capitalist enterprise (with its associated
production processes) depends on commodity exchanges. Marx
thus begins analysing capitalist relations of production by the
analysis of the reproduction of the capitalist enterprise in
terms of the value embodied in each of its elements and the
value created by that enterprise. Schematically, these elements

are designated in the following diagram:

T
\ /
As is well known, in this schema M represents a sum of money
sufficiently large (with the right social conditions) to be used
as capital, that is, to be used to purchase means of production,
M.0.P., and labour-power, L.P., which are necessary for capitalist
production. Labour-power is the capacity to labour (a capacity
which entails both physical and intellectual capacities), and it
is this capacity or ability which is purchased by the capitalist.
However, as with any production process, capitalist production
requires the combination of labour, L, the activity of work, with
the means of production. It is the amount of time spent in
labour, the socially necessary labour-time, which determines the
new value of the product of each production process. However the
total value of the product also includes the value of the means
of production (which are themselves products embodying labour-
time) transferred to the product over a period of time. The
product, P, is treated as a commodity, C, and is sold for money,

M', the superscript indicating that this is usually more than the

original sum of money.
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In other words, Marx is arguing that commodity relations,
conceptualised in terms of the theory of value, establish certain
relations between the elements of the capitalist production
process which enable it to reproduce itself economically. The
value of the product, a commodity, is determined by the value
transferred to it by the means of production and by the value
of the labour-time sﬁent on producing it. For the value of
the product to be greater than the outlay spent on producing
it, Marx argues that the value of the labour expended on it must
be higher than the value of the labour-power which was bought
by the capitalist for the period of the pfoduction process.

This is possible precisely because labour-power (a capacity)

is not the same as labour (an activity), and the very conceptual-
isation of value (as a proportion of the total socially available
labour~-time) means that only labour can create value. The value
of the means of production which is transferred to the products
over a period of time, as the means of production depreciate,
cannot exceed the labour-time embodied in them, unless for some
reason their replacement cost increases. Because labour is for
Marx the source of the extra value of the product, or suiplus
value, Marx calls the capital spent on the purchase of labour-
power 'variable capital'!', whereas the capital spent on the
purchase of the means of production is called 'constant capital'.
The variable capital varies in amount between the beginning and
end of the production process, because it is the source of the

surplus value which appears as profit when the commodity is sold.

To sum up Marx's analysis of the reproduction of the
individual capitalist enterprise, then, it can be said that it
presupposes a certain social distribution of the means of
production such that certain economic agents, capitalists, possess

them while others, agents, wage-labourers, do not, and must
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therefore sell their labour-power to reproduce themselves
economically. Starting from this differential access to the means
of production, the analysis indicates how a process of production
of commodities by means of commodities can reproduce that social
distribution of the means of production, with capitalists able to
purchase them.and wage-labourers unable to purchase them. It thus
provides a partial analysis of how the class structure is

reproduced.

As Marx recognises in Volume Two, an analysis of how capitalist
enterprises reproduce themselves cannot be a full account of how
a capitalist economy reproduces itself. An analysis of the
distribution of labour-time (value analysis) is necessarily
partial if it is not related to an analysis of the physical
distribution of the product: an analysis in terms of 'use-value'
as Marx calls it. The concept of 'use-value' refers to the physical
preperties of the product (as understood by science at a particular
time) and to the demand or 'need'! for the product: if a product
is not wanted, it has no use-value, so it is a waste of labour-
time to prcduce it, and hence has no value either, according to
Marx. The main aspect of the use-value of products with which
Marx is concerned in the reproduction schemas of Volume Two is
whether the products are means of production or means of
consumption. As is already evident from the analysis in Volume
One, the class relations between different categories of economic
agent are concerned with their relation to the means of production
(crudely, possession or non-possession of the means of production),
so an analysis of the distribution of the product which is conducted
in terms of a distinction between means of production and means of
consumption is likely to elucidate the process of the social
distribution of the means of production, and consequently aid the

analysis of the class structure.
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Since Marx is dealing with a wholly capitalist economy,
all production processes are capitalist and hence reproduce
themselves by commodity exchange. In this sense, they are
economically independent of each other in that the continuing
economic activity of each enterprise depends on the success of
its commodity operations. A capitalist enterprise producing
means of consumption will purchase its means of production
from one or more capitalist entérprises producing means of
production. A capitalist enterprise producing means of
production will be staffed by pérsonnel who purchase their
means of consumption from a variety of capitalist enterprises.
Marx thus sees the interdependence of the production of means
of production (Department I) and production of means of
consumption (Department II) as an important aspect of the
division of labour. The reproduction schemas of Volume Two
of Capital are concerned with how the different classes of
economic agents (capitalists and wage-labourers) in the two
Departments derive their revenues from theif differential
access to the means of production. Capitalist and wage-
labourers in Department I buy their means of consumption from
Department II, as do capitalists and wage-workers in
Department II. However, only capitalists buy the means of
production from Department I,‘and this is true whether they
themselves are Department I or Department II capitalists. In
other words, only other capitalist enterprises are customers
for Department I products, whereas both wage-labourers and
capitalists are customers for Department II products. Indeed
it is the social character of the demand for the product,
rather than its physical properties, Which determines whether
it counts as a Department I or Department II product. Coal or
electricity, for example, can be both means of production and

means of consumption.
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Since each capitalist enterprise is attempting to make

a profit, and, if successful, is in Marx's view reproducing
itself according to the value diagram reproduced above, what
the reproduction schemas must do is indicate how this is
possible for a whole economy composed of capitalist enterprises.
This means that the amount of labour-time devoted to producing
Department I products must be such as fo satisfy, broadly
speaking, the requirements of Department II for means of
production (consisting mainly of raw materials, ancillary
materials and iﬁstruments of production). Similarly Department
II must be able to broadly satisfy the demand for its products
from capitalists and wage-labourers in both Departments. 1In
explaining the reproduction of the capitalist economy, then,
the reproduction schemas simultaneously explain several things:
(a) the proportional distribution of labour-time between

different production processes, which must enable

individual enterprises to make a profit.
(b) the physical distribution of the product, so that the

economy is physically capable of continuing with production.
(c) the social distribution of the means of production, which

is effected through the physical distribution of the

product.by means of commodity exchange, at the same time

as the means of consumption is distributed.

The social distribution of the means of production,
however, is the main determinant in this process. It
determines tHe form of the production process (the conditions
under which labour is combined with the means of production),
and consequently which agent disposes of the product. Hence
it determines the kind of revenue (profit, wages) available
to each class of economic agent and the relative amounts of
these revenues. The social distribution of the means of

production thus determines the social distribution of the means
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of consumption. In other words, the reproduction schemas, in

explaining the relations of production, also explain the

relations of distribution and the basic class structure of a

capitalist economy. This is what might be called the 'hidden

secret'! of the reproduction schemas. As already mentioned,

Marx refers to these schemas in Volume Three when mounting

his critique of the view of class maintained by classical

political économy, so it is only 'hidden' from those sociclogists

who tend not to read the apparently technical economic parts of

Marx's work.

Of course, the reproduction schemas are of considerable

potential interest to economists from two points of view:

(a)

in the history of economic thought, they constitute a

link between Quesnay's Tableau Economigque and the

development of both input-output analysis and the Soviet
use of material balances,

the reproduction schemas, in indicating the complex
conditions to be fulfilled, according to Marx, for the
reproduction of the capitalist economy, alsoc indicate

that the potential 'problem areas' are numerous, and are
thus also the starting point of Marx's theory of capitalist
crises. However, the reproduction schemas will not be
appraised from those standpoints here. What is of concern
here are the possible problems with this analysis, and the

extent to which it can be used as a basis for class analysis.

It is evident that the labour theory of value is an

important element in this analysis. In this sense, Lenin's

well-known summaryB of the Marxist position on classes is

quite correct:
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"Classes are large groups of people differing
from each other by the place»they occupy in a
historically determined system of social production,
Ey their relation (in most cases fixed and formulated
in law) to the means of production, by their role
in the social organisation of labour, and,
consequently, by the dimensions of the share of
social wealth of which they dispose and the mode.
of acquiring it. Classes are groups of people
one of which can appropriate the labour of
another owing to the different places they occupy

in a definite system of social economy."

The problem which must be raised in the light of recent
critiques of the labour theory of value9 is its role in the
analysis of class, and if it is to be abandoned, the problem
of possible alternative ways of analysing relations of
production and class structure must also be discussed.

No attempt will be made here to provide a detailed exposition
of the recent critiques of the labour theory of value, or of
criticisms of them1D. Rather a few comments will be made
indicating the limitations of the concepts associated with

the labour theory of value for the analysis of the division

of labour11. This can most readily.be done by examining
various other aspects of the division of labour, since Marx's
analysis of the division of labour is by no means exhausted by
the reproduction schemas. There are clearly present in

Marx's work three aspects of the division of labour, although

he does not designate them by the following terminology:
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The technical division of labour

This refers to the form of organisation of the unit of
production, here called the 'enterprise' for brevity.
Marx refers to this as the 'division of labour in the
factory', which refers to the way in which labour is
combined with the means of production. This entails
determinate forms of co-operation and supervision,

and is related among other things to the technology

being used.

(b) The division of social production

This refers to the division of production into socially
distinct branches, such as steel, aviation or electronics.
It could also be used to refer to the division between
Department I and Department II, although certain parts

of some branches of industry (such as coal, electricity

or water production) could be considered to be in
different Departments. Marx sometimes refers to this

as the 'division of labour in society!'.

The social division of labour

This refers to the division of economic locations such
that the agents occupying them have differential access

to the means of production. These agents need not be
human individuals, for example, a joint stock company
could occupy the position of capitalist. Marx's

analysis of the relations of production is about precisely
this - the social distribution of economic agents in
relation to the social distribution of the means of

production.
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The distinctions which Marx makes by discussing these
aspects of the division of labour constitute a significant
advance over most economic and socioclogical discussions of
the division of labour. Theorists from Smith to Durkheim
have treated the division of labour as in effect emanating
from individual differences in aptitude and hence skill,

Thus they tend to treat all aspects of the division of labour
as arising out of the division of labour in the factory (or

on the hunt). While the other aspects of the division of
labour may be described, fhe fact that they are treated simply
as effects of an apparently primary (or even primordial) cause
means that the articulation of these three aspects is poorly
theorised. In Marx, on the contrary, there are various
indications as to how to theorise their articulation. The
division of social production, for example, clearly affects
the technical division of labour. The development of a new
branch of production, say microprocessors, may well affect

the technical division of labour within enterprises in other
branches of production. This has already happened recently
with the introduction of rudimentary robots into car production,
and is now affecting the technical division of labour in the
enterprises of car component manufacturers, as microprocessors
are introduced as car components to improve economy and

reliability of performance.

However, some of the effects which Marx attributes to the
technical division of labour and the division of social
production create problems for his conception of the 'social
division of labour' if it is defined in terms of the relation of
economic agents to the means of production. For example, the
increase in the scale of production, according to Marx, means

that the scale of production becomes too great for one person
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to supervise. This is related in Marx's analysis to the virtual
disappearance of the 'captain of industry! and the development of
a category of managers. This is just one indication among
several which show that Marx himself argues that various economic
activities which he attributes to capital can become specialised

and differentiated, rather than residing in a single agent.

Réther than the individual capitalist owning his own money
capital and means of production (including his factory and land),
who supervises the production process and sells the product, we
discover a whole series of economic agents at various points in
Capital. Each of these agents has its own source of revenue.
With the increase in the scale of production, the capitalist
may borrow money for investment from bank capital (interest),
while the land may be in the possession of a landowner (capitalist
ground rent). The supervision of the production process involves
a management hierarchy drawing wages (Marx likens it to the ranks
of an army), while commercial capital specialises in wholesale
and retail selling (commercial profit) and employs clerks as
well as manual workers for book-keeping and warehousing purposes
(again, drawing wages). The joint stock company, as already
mentioned, may‘replace the individual capitalist (interest
of various kinds, including share dividends). While Marx
attempts, with varying degrees of success, to reconcile the
explanation of these sources QF income with the labour theory
of value, the concept of value does not reélly explain why such
agents appEar; Consequently, the differentiation of economic
activities attributed to capital threatens to disrupt the
conception of the 'social division of labour' because it is
clear that the relation to the means of production is not the
same for all agents whom Marx treats as capitalist. Whereas

Marx can allow for specialisation amongst labourers as part of
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the development of the technical division of labour, the
specialisation amongst capitalists raises the issue of the
basis of capitalist possession of the means of production. The
distinction between possessors and non-posseésors of capital
seems to be based on the labour theory of value, yet it is not
easy to explain the incomes of some of the 'capitaiist' agents
in terms of the distribution of surplus-value. This can be
briefly indicated by pointing to the problem of capitalist
ground rent and the problem of the distinction Between productive

and unproductive labour.

Both kinds of differential rent (I and II), and absolute
ground rent presuppose the formation of a general rate of
profit under capitalism. They appear as a surplus profit over
and above the general rate, and accrue as a source of revenue
to the landowner (who may also be the capitalist). Rent thus
accrues as an effect of technical (fertility or market location)
determinants in the case of differential rent, or of political
or legal determinants in the case of absolute rent. Furthermore
the social development of a 'class' of landowners is also
apparently a matter which cénnot be explained in terms of the
labour theory of value. Hence a variety of other determinants
are introduced as affecting the division of labour without
recourse to the labour theory of value. Yet they are thought
necessary to explain the distribution of income. A similar
point can be made with unproductive labourers such as managers
and clerks in a manufacturing capitalist enterprise, and clerks
and manual workers engaged in warehouse work in a commercial
capitalisf enterprise., These workers are not thought to produce
surplus value, hence they are unproductive; yet they are
necessary to the processes of capitalist production and commodity

exchange. Here again agents are introduced as determining the
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distribution of surplus value, yet they are explained in terms
of either the technical division of labour or the social divisian

of production.

In other words, the labour theory of value on its own does
not enable one to decide where to demarcate the boundaries
between classes. Do any of the agents just mentioned constitute
classes in their own right or are they fractions of a larger
class? On what basis does one decide? Clearly any such
decision must be made on the basis of the social relations
which the theory postulates as operative between the different
categories of economic agent, but the problem here is that both
the production (or non-production) of surplus value and other
determinants are introduced by Marx to explain the social
relations operating between the variocus agents (the relations
of production, and relations of distribution which are an
aspect of production relations). The introduction of the
other determinants is an implicit recognition of the
inadequacy of the labour theory of value on its own for
explaining class relations, yet the other determinants create
difficulties for the labour theory of value, as the continuing
debates on ground rent and unproductive labour bear witness.

The introduction of determinants of the division of labour

which are not derived from the labour theory of vaiue also

opens the door for other such determinants, for example, what

may be loosely referred to as ideological determinants. It
would, for instance, be possible to construct an argument that
the economic activities of various religious bodies (maintaining
priests and buildings and so on) also affect the relations of
distribution. If one treats all those who are not manual
wage-labourers in the primary and secondary 'sectors! of the
economy as unproductive, in an attempt to reconcile the diversity

of economic agents with the theory of value, then one would find
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oneself arguing that the majority of the population were
exploiters. Any attempt to widen the category of the exploited
by introducing other agents into it would involve the recognition
of the pertinence of some determinants of the division of labour,
but not others. It is extremely difficult on the basis of the
labour theory of value to see on what grounds the choice could
be made to recognise only some of these determinants, particularly
since it is clear that Marx's position allows for a constantly

changing division of labour.

If the labour theory of valﬁe cannot explain why some
agents should be counted as possessors of the means of production
(with their income deriving from this possession thereby counting
as surplus-value), and if other determinants of the division of
labour are to be recognised for the purpose of demarcating class
boundaries, then a variety of problems have to be faced. (Indeed
some of these problems have to be dealt with even if one does
accept the labour theory of value, but wishes to allow for
additional determinants of the class structure). If a variety
of determinants are to be admitted as relevant to the definition
of classes, there is a danger of a collapse into the 'infinite
fragmentation' position which I have criticised in Weber and
the other 'revenues' theorists of class. This is because the
'intersection' of a variety of determinants of the division of
labour may well produce a whole series of demarcation lines
between groups of economic agents. There is no need for all
such Cleavageé to demarcate the same groups of agents. In other
words, the effects of some determinants may be to cross-cut or
else to sub-divide the groupings of agents generated by the
effects of other determinants. One possible way round this
problem is to treat some determinants as relevant for the

purposes of class definition, and others as not relevant. This
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is what the labour theory of value in effect attempts to do.
However, in my view it fails because, in realising that theoretical
priority cannot be given to the physical act of labour and thus
in emphasising the social conditions of labour, the labour theory
of value 'allows back in' other determinants of the division of
labour without a clear specification of their relevance. In so
doing, it not only allows a differentiation of the labourers,
but a differentiation of the non-labourers who possess the means
of production, namely the_caﬁitalists. The acceptance of the
differentiation of capitalists threatens Marx's concept of
effective possession of the means of production (whether this is
defined as legal ownership or de facto control), since each of
the different kinds of capitalist specified by Marx controls
same of the conditions of production, and consequently secures
a revenue. Yet none of these capitalists could be said to
possess the means of production in the sense of controlling them
to the exclusion of other kinds of capitalist. It is only in |
relation to the labourers that the capitalists might be said to
collectively possess the means of production. Yet even this
remark does not resolve the problem of the unproductive labourers
whose work is a condition of the specialisation of the different
kinds of capital. Can one say that unproductive labourers such
as managers do not also control some of the conditions of

production?

What is needed, then, are grounds for treating some
determinants 5? the division of labour as relevant for the
definition of classes, and others as not relevant. However,
even if one succeeds in defending such grounds, the very
admission of a variety of determinants of the division of labour
still poses a problem for any theory of class. This problem is

that there is no reason to suppose that different determinants

(whether legal, political, technological or whatever) will be
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equivalent in their mode of operation or effect. Even if only
some of the determinants affect the class structure, the other
determinants are still operative. Hence even in a classless
society, the social organisation of production involves various
different demarcations between ecocnomic agents. Why then does
class matter? Without denying the importance of other lines of
demarcation between economic agents which are not usually
considered as class boundaries (for example, gender or race)
one can say that the class structure matters because an
economic agent's location in relation to the means of production
can be a significant condition of action of that agent. This
may seem a rather bland justification for the study of class
relations, compared to the claims made by both Marxism and
Weberian sociology that the class structure forms the basis for
identifying significant or potentially significant collective
actors. Yet this argument has something in common with such
claims, for to say that the relation to the means of production
can be a significant condition of action of an economic agent
is to imply that such an agent may potentially act with other
agents who héve the same or a similar relation to the means of

production.

In the Weberian tradition, parties are organisations aiming
to affect the policy of the rulers, and may be formed on various
bases, including status groups or (less likely in Weber's view)
class position. The sort of class most likely to act 'communally'
in Weber's viéw was a social class, which was defined in terms
of the social interaction among its members. The classical
Marxist use of class to identify potentially significant
collective actors rests on the claim that the economy either
directly or 'in the last instance' determines the superstructure,

so that politics is primarily a matter of class struggle. In
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my view this claim has been cogently criticised as reductionist,12
but it is still possible to say that economic agents may be
politically engaged in‘struggle along class lines (in the
enterprise and elsewhere over other conditions of production)
without reducing politics to class action. The problem of
reductionism is that it attempts to reduce one lBVBi (or domain
or instance) which is supposed to have effects in .its own right,
to another level. The logical problem is how to:reconcile the
cléimrthat a level has effects of its own with the claim that it
is determined from outside, from another level with which it is
somehow structurally connected but not merged. This is the
problem of 'relative autonomy' of a superstructure determined
'in the last instance! by the economy, the problem being crudely
that either politics is wholly determined by the economy, in
which case it is difficult to treat them as distinct levels,
or else the effects of the economy on the separate domain of
politics are theoretically indeterminate, in which case the

claim of 'determination in the last instance! cannot be

sustained.

Yet it is possible to argue that class structure is
potentially relevant to political struggle if politics is not
treated as a structurally separate domain, but as a process of
struggle (including negotiation) between socially defined agents.
If some agents are in a position to control the conditions of
production, and hence to permit access to the means of production
by other agenfs on conditions which they, rather than the other
agents, largely determine, then potentially the relation to the
means of production could either become an issue over which
struggle takes place or a demarcation line along which agents
engaged in some other struggle form into contending forces.

However, although the class structure could be considered a
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basis for identifying potential collective actors, whether
political struggle takes place along class lines is less important
than the way the relation to the means of production opens up or
reduces the capacity for action of the various economic agents.
To put it another way, the class structure matters not because
political struggle primarily or potentially takes place along
‘class lines, but because the relation to the means of production
gives greater freedom of action to some agents and restricts the
capacity for action of other agents in a fairly systematic way.
If this cannot be demonstrated, then the concept of class cannot
be considered an important tool for analysing forms of social
organisation, no matter what grounds one offers for drawing

class boundaries.

Why should the social organisation of production give rise
to fairly systematic variations in the capacities of economic
agents because of their relation to the means of production?

As we have seen, the classical Marxist answer has been because
the relation to the means of production determines the sources
of revenue and the associated levels of income and consumption.
This could perhaps be criticised on the grounds that production
and consumption are interrelated, so that there are no grounds
for giving priority to the relation to the means of production
as the defining characteristic of classes. It is certainly true
that if oﬁe abandons the labour theory of value, one cannot claim
any ontological privilege for the production process per se,

and in an ecohomy with an advanced division of labour other
economic activities increase in importance as conditions of
production, and cannot be treated as passive effects of the
production process. However, since production is a necessary
part of any economy, and since other economic activities can be

considered as conditions of production, the use of a concept of
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relation to the means of production as a tool for analysing the
division of labour as a class structure does not preclude
reference to other economic relations. Rather it is a way of

dealing with the interconnections of economic relationships,

since treating them as conditions of production relates other
economic activities to production (which must be a feature of

any economy so the concept of relation to the means of production
has a general applicability) without giving production a privileged
position as the main or ultimate cause of the structure of the

economy.

To some extent Marx was approaching such a position in his
discussions of the differentiation of capitalist activities,
many of which (such as banking) are not directly associated with
production, but which do form important conditions of production.
It is because for Marx they formed such important conditions of
capitalist production that he was able to treat them as providing
access to the means of production which was basically the same
kind of access as that of the industrial capitalist; in other
words, Marx argued in effect that controcl of such conditions as
finance capital and commercial capital provided access on the
various capitalists'! 'own! terms, by and large, whereas the
access of the labourers to the means of production was for Marx
largely on the terms of the capitalists. The problem with Marx's
position lay not in his treatment of the clasé structure in terms
of relation to the means of production, but his attempt to
specify posséssion and non-possession of the means of production
in terms of the labour theory of value. The specialisation of
capitalists meant that possession could no longer be adequately
conceived in terms of the legal analogy of a single agent with
complete rights of use and disposal of the possessed object,

since the control of the social conditions of use and disposal

of that possession gave other agents effective access to the
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benefits of that possession (the means of production). Consequently
the distinction between a class of agents possessing the means of
production and a class which did not possess them was threatened,
and the idea of a single line of demarcation between the classes
based on the labour theory of value ran into serious (and in my
view, fatal) difficulties. However, as already indicated, if
one does not have a single line of demarcation between agents,
and if one admits of a variety of determinants of the relation
to the means of produption (and hence a variety of agents whose
relation to the means of production differs in important
respects) then there is a danger of falling into an 'infinite

fragmentation' position, or denying that class matters.

Paradoxically, the solution to this is probably to concede
that the traditional concept of possession or control of the
means of production is problematic. If it is conceded that
possession can never be totally exclusive to one agent, or even
to a class of agents, because the capacity to use and dispose
of a possession is always dependent on social conditions and
hence on the relative capacities of other agents, then one is
forced to specify what the relative capacities of the various
agents are and to analyse how far these capacities determine
and are determined by access to the means of production. In
other words, since the social organisation of production always
involves relations between economic agents (the relations of
production), all economic agents have some access to the means
of production; since they condition the access of those agents
most directly concerned with production. Relations between
economic agents become class relations when certain agents are
able to establish a predominance over the conditions of access
to the means of production; that is, when certain agents are

able to establish a relatively exclusive control over the means
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and conditions of production. When this occurs, other agents
are only able to gain access on terms which are significantly
determined by the 'possessing' agents, and thus the capacity
to act of these other agents is significantly restricted. If
one argues that there are various agents with differential
access to the means of production, then the only way to avoid
falling into the 'infinite fragmentation' approach is to argue
that the relations between some of those agents are such that
collectively those agents effectively establish relatively
exclusive access to the means of production; that is, other
agents' access is largely determined by the relations between
the first group of agents. Thus one is not talking of legal
ownership or control by a particular kind of agent as the
criterion for class relations, but rather of the relations
between various different kinds of agents being such that these
somewhat different kinds of agents!'! relations with each other
establish a set of conditions which restrict the access to the

means of production by most other economic agents.

If such a boundary demarcating fairly systema%ic differences
in the capacity for action of various economic agents can be
shown to be a feature of the social organisation of production,
then a class structure is a significant aspect of the social
fﬁrmation in question. This is not to deny that economic agents
on different sides of this boundary are differentiated by other
determinants which also affect their Capacity for action; nor
is it to deny‘that such other determinants may be more important
than relation to the means of production, even in affecting the
way an economy is organised. It is simply to affirm that the
class structure is a theoretically significant feature of a
social formation wherever relations of production generate a

series of social locations, the conditions of which give the
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agents occupying them differential access to the means of
production in a manner which fairly systematically enhances
or diminishes their capacity for action. Since the conditions
of production are always changing in response to the struggles
between agents, the enhancement or diminution of the capacity
for action of agents consequent upon their differential access
to the means of production can never be a static affair. That
is why it is difficult to be more specific about the extent or
forms of access which determine such fairly systematic differences
in the various agents' capacity for action, when making such
general remarks about the class structure. What can be said
in general is that differential access to the means of production
not only enables all agents to act in the division of labour,
since it provides their conditions for action; differential
access to the means of production alsoc enables some agents to
act more effectively on the division of labour. That is, their
relation to the means of production alsoc enables some agents to
co-ordinate the diverse economic activities of Dther’égents,
thus partially determining the conditions for their own actions.
It is for ‘this reason that the relation to the means of production
can be considered a potentially important demarcation line
between economic agents, because it can enhance the capacity
of some agents to act upon their own conditions of existence,

while restricting the capacities of others to do so.

In the case of capitalist relations of production, the
restrictions ﬁn the access to the means of production are
effected through thé '‘control! by some agents of the conditions
of commodity exchange. The accumulation or concentration of
substantial amounts of money as capital enables the agents in a
position to decide how that capital is to be used to become

predominant in determining the social distribution of the means
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of production and the distribution of income, while the capacity
of other agents to determine such outcomes is seriously reduced.
The maintenance of such systematic differences in the capacity
for action must be in part an effect (even if unintended) of
the policies of those agents with access to the means of production
on favourable terms. Otherwise in circumstances where DtHer
agents were struggling to improve their access to the means of
production there would be little to stop those other agents
from eventually altering the conditions of prdduction in their
own favour, since the very fact of the diviéion of labour means
that all economic agents have some impact, however minimal, on
the conditions of production. Consequently, both the maintenance
and the transformation of relations to the means of production

involve policy decisions on the part of various economic agents.

In the case of state socialist societies, one of the issues
for analysis is the extent to which access to the means of production
is open, that is, the extent to which class relations have been
abolished. Certainly this is the main criterion by which such
societies judge themselves and justify their policies, and it
forms one of the main issues for debate in commentaries on such
societies. How would one decide whether or not there was fairly
exclusive access to the means of production? In other words,
what pattern of differential access to the means of production
would prevent some agents from predominating in a fashion which
seriously diminished the capacities of other agents? To claim
that a situation arises where no set of agents predominates in
determining the conditions of access comes close to claiming that
the division of labour does not produce differential capacities
in economic agents; in other words, that the division of labour
does not produce important effects, and does not really matter.
This would amount to saying that the conditions of action of

economic agents either did not affect economic agents, or
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affected them all equally. In that case it would make no sense
to talk of a division of labour. However, if a set of agents
does predominate in determining the conditions of access to the
means of production, this does not necessarily mean that they
are able to determine access on terms which systematically
favour themselves. The co-ordination of the diverse activities
of various economic agents is almost bound to place the,.
co-ordinating agents in.a position where they predominate in
determining the terms of access to the means of production,
and hence the distribution of incohe. Yet such agents do not
form a class if they are unable to use their predominant
position to secure for themselves a disproportionate share in
the distribution of income, or otherwise substantially enhance
their capacity for action at the expense of other agents. 1In
other words, a set of agents may predominate in determining
access to the means of production in a way which prevents other
agents from 'dictating the terms! of access, yet those predominant
agents might themselves be unable to use their position to
'dictate their own terms'. In such a case, the predominant
agents cannot be considered a-class. The centralrplanning
agencies in state socialist societies could in principle be
considered as such a set of agents, provided it could be
demonstrated empirically that they were only 'holding the ring!,
in the sense of following policies which prevented all agents,
including themselves, from secﬁring the disproportionate
benefits which can result from privileged access to the means
of production. This would imply that non-~class societies would
have a very egalitarian policy with respect to the distribution
of income and that this policy was being fairly effectively

pursued,
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To sum up the discussion so far, then, it could be said
that various determinants of the division of labour only produce
relations of production which can be called class relations when
they generate conditions of access to the means of production
which permit substantially greater scope for some economic
agents to act in and on the division of labour, taking on
functions of co-ordination of the diverse kinds of economic
activity engaged in by various economic agents, and when the
conditions for this predﬁminant access to the means of
production permit the predominant group of agents to secure for
themselves substantial benefits, particularly in the form of
diverting to themselves a disproportionate share of the total
real income of the social formation in question. Consequently,
while it is difficult to envisage a division of labour in which
no agents have a predominant access to the means of production,
the conditions under which in certain social formations some
agents do predominate may be such that agents with a lesser
capacity for action are able to establish sufficient access to
the means of production to prevent any agent or group of agents
from using their predominance to substantially affect the
distribution of income in their own favour. This would imply
'multiple' access to the means of production, that is a series

of overlapping forms of access,

It follows from this argument that the concept of 'social
ownership of the means of production' which has traditionally
been used by élassical Marxism to describe socialist or communist
relations of production must be reconsidered. If any division of
labour entails agents with different capacities, some of which
are determined by their different relations to the means of
production (differential access), then non-class relations of

production cannot be conceived of as referring to the ownership
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or control of the means of production by society as a whole.
That would be to deny that the division of labour does indeed
differentiate economic agents. Nor could the means of production
be considered to be under the control of an agency which somehow
represents society as a whole, since any such agency would
necessarily be composed of sub-agents who could be considered
to have privileged access to the means of production, particularly
if .a serious criticism could be mounted of the claim by that
agency to represent the whole of an internally differentiated
social formation. Hence any concept of social ownership of the
means of production (that is, of classless relations of
production) must take account of the véry complexity of an
advanced division of labour, which implies a multiplicity of
relations between economic agents. That very multiplicity or
complexity of relations may well provide the conditions in
which agents who would otherwise be less powerful could gain
sufficient access to the means of production to prevent the
predominant agents from Lsing théir social location largely for
their own benefit. Thus any concept of 'social ownership! or
'communai possession? cannot refer to a series of undifferentiated
agents, each of which has access to the means of production on
the same terms, but rather to a set of conditions where the form
of access of one set of agents does not seriously preclude the
access of other agents. This would imply a situation of
continuoué negotiation and struggle between agents to prevent
unacceptable restrictions on their own capacity for action
deriving from their differential relations to the means of
production. Since the outcome of such a continucus struggle
could not be guaranteed, classless relations of production

cannot be conceived of as a 'point of stasis!, a state of

affairs which could be thought of as necessarily reproducing
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itself. Thus a classless society cannot be considered as the end
point of a process. In particular, it cannot be considered as
the 'goal of history'! and social formations cannot be assessed
by 'measuring their distance!'! from such a goal. State socialist
societies are often considered as 'transitional social formations!?.
However, this is not because they are at a certain staging point
down the road of progress to an ideal state of affairs, but
rather because it présumably can be demonstrated that class
relations have been seriously weakened. Since the continuous
process of struggle between agents means that there is ﬁo state
of affairs in which the process of restoration of class relations
cannot begin, it is probably better to avoid the phrase
'transitional social formation'!, or else to restrict its use
to designating social formations where major transformations of
the relations of production are taking place. The 'state of
play! of the relations of production, with regard to whether
these involve a class structure, and if so what the conditions
and effects of this are, this 'state of play' can only be
decided after a fairly detailed examination of various possible

determinants of the division of labour.

The position whith will be adopted in this thesis, therefore,
will be to concentrate on analysing relations of production and
class structure without attempting to reconcile this analysis
with the labour theory of value. Instead, the decisions as to
the demarcation of different positions within the class structure
will have to be made in the light of historically specific
analyses of the division of labour in a particular socciety,
the Soviet Union, without attempting an a priori delimitation
of the determinants of the division of labour. This implies
having recourse to empirical analysis (probably the most

difficult kind of theoretical work to do well), but it is



39.
hoped that this thesis will avoid the pitfalls of the more common

approaches to empirical work on class.

The main pitfall has already been indicated with reference
to Weber and approaches influenced by him, namely that the
absence of a clear theorisation of the social relations
operative between different agents has meant that the class
structure has usually been treated as qualitatively homogenous
(classes having more or less of some quality, attfibute or
possession). Where the stratification hierarchy has not been
treated as qualitatively homogenous, as in certain
'multidimensional' approaches, the strata or classes have been
conceived as defined by the concatenation of various dimensions,
which are themselves poorly theorised, and whose interaction in
structuring the strata is also unclear. Thus the avoidance of
treating stratification as entailing a homogenous hierarchy is
achieved after a fashion, but the benefits are dubious. However,
this has still resulted in theoretically arbitrary dividing lines
being drawn between the classes (or class positions) leading to
the adoption of an empiricist approach to research.13 A good
example of an approach influenced by Weber can be found in the
well-known article by Goldthorpe 'Social Stratification in
Industrial 50ciety'.14 This article establishes a distinction
between market stratification which is, so to speak, unconscious
or unintended, and political stratification, which is deliberate.
Yet there is no real attempt to specify the kinds of social
relations betWeen the strata which are produced by these
different stratifying mechanisms, the market and the political
structure. Consequently there is no real basis for empirical
analysis based on conclusions drawn from this distinction,

since the nature of the different kinds of strata is opaque.
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The analysis of the class structure, then, requires a
theoretical specification of the causal mechanisms generating a
variety of economic locations and of the possibly distinct
mechanisms distributing agents to the different locations, as
a basis for categorising agents into classes. It has been
argued here that a concept of relations of production which
admits of a variety of determinants of the division of labour
would be the best way to.approach this specification, and that
this causal specification must be historically specific.
However, as should be clear from the above discussion of the
problems involved, only those determinants which affect the
access of agents to the means of production, and consequently
their capacity for action in and on the division of labour, can
be considered as relevant for the analysis of class. 0On the
basis of this theoretical specification of class relations,
it is possible to appraise empirical indices of the class
structure in terms of their pertinence to the theoretical
concerns of the analysis. A technically competent piece of
empirical work may well be irrelevant to the concerns of the
analysis, but often the researéher is in a position of being
able to use empirical material compiled by others whose theoretical
concerns were different from those of the researcher. They
may nevertheless be in a form that renders them open to
reworking, that is, to recalculation which transforms them
into indices, albeit imperfect ﬁpes, of the theoretically
specified mechanisms in which the researcher is interested.15
This was precisely the problem confronted by Lenin in his

use of zemstve statistics in The Development of Capitalism in

Russia16, and by agricultural researchers in the Soviet Union
in the 1920s, as will be seen in Chapter One. It implies that

empirical work where one is using already existing sources (and

one is thus not in control of the research design) must be
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conducted on the basis of both a theoretical critique of the
conceptual basis of the research and where necessary what might
be termed a technical critique of the process by which the
empirical results were compiled. Clearly, the more details
recorded about the process of collecting, sorting and performing
the original calculations on the material the better, since
they are then more amenable to reworking in terms of the critique.
This means that even where a decision is made to use certain
indices of the class st:uéture, their pertinence to the analysis
being conducted will vary. The relative merits of the various
sources is thus a worthy matter for discussion in each case.
What should be evident, however, is that the use of such indices
by themselves doces not entail the use of theoretically arbitrary
demarcation lines between the different class positions. It
does not, in other words, entail a collapse intoc empiricism,
precisely because it is related to a theory of the social
relations operating between the various agents. It must be said,
however, that adoption of certain Marxist concepts does not create
a talisman which guarantees immunity from adopting an empiricist
approach to research.17 Consequently, the relationship between
the theoretical basis of the empirical material being used and
the analysis being conducted must be kept under constant review.

It is hoped that this thesis succeeds in doing so.

In the light of all these considerations, the structure of
the thesis can now be outlined, together with the rationale for
this structure. Chapter One is concerned with the rural class
structure in the 1920s, because this formed the main set of
conditions which had to be taken into account in the formulation
of a strategy of industrialisation and socialisation of the
means of production in the Soviet Union. As such the rural class
structure formed a major starting point of the process of social

transformation which led to the modern Soviet Union. The extent
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to which capitalist relations of production were developing, and
how far such developments acted as a constraint on kind of
socialist strategy which was possible, are issues which often
appear in debates on the contemporary Soviet Union. It is
hoped that an examination of such issues will illuminate the
current social structure of the Soviet Union, if only by
indicating the extent to which it has been able to transform
the conditions which posed such acute dilemmas for a socialist

strategy in the 1920s.

Chapter Two is an examination of the Soviet economy of
the 1960s and 1970s, paying particular attention to relations
between various economic agents, such as the central planning
agencies, state enterprises, collective farms and retailing
outlets, as well as various individual human agents, such as
enterprise managers. The main concern of this Chapter is with
the conditions of action of such agents, as determined not only
by their relation to other agents, but alsoc by their internal

forms of organisation and modes of calculation.

Chaptér Three is concerned with the law, the stateiand
politics, in so far as these are determinants of the d;vision
of labour and affect access to the means of production. In
particular, the treatment of politics as a process of struggle,
which continuocusly changes the conditions of éctiéﬁ of various
agents, inciuding economic agents, is elaborated, The
implications of this treatment of politics for theories of
socialist democracy are considered, and in the process of
relating this view of politics to the Soviet Union, various

other approaches to Soviet politics are criticised. However,

the main concern of this Chapter is to analyse the legal and

political determinants of the relations of production.
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Chapter Four follows on from this analysis by examining
the policy outcomes of such political struggles in so far as
they affect the distribution of income. Hence it investigates
the various agencies most directly concerned with distributing
non-wage forms of income such as housing, health care and
assorted welfare benefits. It is thus concerned with social
consumption and the extent to which an effectively egalitarian

policy on the distribution of income is being' pursued,

Chapter Five attempts to build on the work of Chapters
Two to Four, which are concerned with major determinants of the
division of labour, to examine the mechanisms differentiating
economic locations, the mechanisms distributing agents to those
locations and the consequent distribution of income to determine
whether the relations of production in the Soviet Union can be

said to involve class relatiaons.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SOVIET RURAL CLASS STRUCTURE

IN THE 1920S

Introduction

Né analysis of the contemporary Soviet Union can safely ignore
its history. Yet this history is complex and has already been exten-
sively studied., Despite this, the developments of the 1920s have been
the object of renewed interest in recent years, largely because various
historical options were still open at that time and because of the high
standard of debates in various arenas on how .the Sowiet Union should
develop. Sihce the concern of this thesis is the analysis of the class
structure of the Soviet Union, the period of the New Economic Policy
(NEP) from 1921 to 1928 is of particular interest. NEP represented
an attempt to construct a non-coercive socialist policy towards a
peasantry which was not conceived of as a class or as a unified social
force. The historically anti-democratic effects on the Soviet Union
(and on world politics) of the failure of this attempt are extremely
well known, at least in broad outline. There is a lot to be gained
from the analysis of the reasons for this failure, both in terms of
understanding the contemporary Soviet Union and in terms of the
pertinence of the problems faced under the New Economic Policy to
the contemporary problems of developing countries., This acknowledge-
. ment of the importance of the 1920s provides the justification for
many of the studies of that period, yet precisely because of the

complexity of these developments, the richness of the empirical
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sources and the high.standards of the various debates, the contempo-
rary debates in the West about the 19205 are still contimjting. This
chapter can hardly ldy claim to being a definitive analysis of the
class structure in the 1920s, but it does attempt to investigate some
relatively neglected aspects of that intellectual area, in the light of
the growing view in some quarters that the policy of forced collectivisa-
tion of the peasantry was not only economically and politically unnecessary,
but actually impeded the implementation of the first Five Year Plan.
The prevailing view among many shades of political opinion has
tended to accept the terms of the Soviet industrialisation debate . within
the Bolshevik leadership a; an adequate definition of the problems
which the country then faced. A good example of this approach is the
essay by Professor Nove entitled 'Was Stalin Really Necessary?' in the
book of the same name containing a collection of his cssays.l The
argument there accepts that the period of restoration of the economy
from the ravagss of civil war had passed by the latter 19205, and that
the reconstruction of the economy was reaching the point where further
investment would have to be on a much greater scale than before if
production was to continue growing at the same pace and if the country
was to be industrialised. Since the majority of the population were
engaged in agriculture, thc. investment funds would have to come from
agriculture, Thus basically the investment would have to take place at
the cost of a relative or even absolute decline in the incomes of the

peasantry, with the 'surplus' being pumped into industry. Industrialisa-

tion under the direction of the Bolshevik Party thus almost necessitated
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forced collectivisation as a means of controlling the peasantry while

the surplus was pumped out .of agriculture. In this sense, if the
Bolshevik party chre' to retain power, Stalin probably was necessary,
according to this line of reasoning. The main alternative view has
tended to be that collectivisation was necessary in order to increase
agricultuml productivity beyond the limits set by small-scale peasaht
production, but that forc.ed collectivisation, rather than voluntary'
collectivisation, was not only very costly in lives and highly detri-
mental to the whole political structure, but reduced the scale of the
surplus that might othcfwise have been extracted from the peasantry.
The latter kind of argument has been common, for example, among
Marxists of various persuasions. Briefly, then, most analyses have
accepted that collectivisation was a precondition for socialist industriali-
sation because of the limitations of small-scale peasant agriculture., It
has often been part of such arguments that without collectivisation any
agricultural surplus would be under the control of small-scale rural
capitalists or 'kulaks' who would thus be in an economic position to
challenge the Bolshevik control over the pattern of industrialisation.
The main challenge in English to this latter i)oint came (at least until
the mid-1970s) from writeré such as Chayano.v2 or Shanin3, who argued

that the peasantry was not undergoing a process of substantial class

differentiation along capitalist lines,

However, the terms of the debate were somewhat changed, even

for those who might have been reluctant to acaept arguments along the

lines of Chayanoy or Shanin, by the work of Barsoy appearing in the
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Soviet Union itself which apparently demonstrated that the first
Five Year Plan was carried through without the extraction of an
agricultural 'surplus'. Not only had the real incomes of gollcctive
farm workers (kolkhozniki) declined, but agricultural deliveries to
the towns and industry had also declined. Collectivisation had proved
irrelevant to the process of industrialisation, in the sense that it did
not deliver any agricultural 'surplus' for investment. Thc.implications
of this were already beginning to be registered in the well-known debate
between J. Karcz and R.W. Davies on the 'grain problem' of the late
19205.4 and were further discussed in Harrison (1978), Hussain and
Tribe (1981), and in Srr;ith (1979)5. The last two publications have
criticised the conception of agricultural surplus involved in the previous-
ly prevailing terms of the debate, and have stressed the possibility of
generating investment funds within the industrial sector itself by
various means, including organisational improvements both in the plann-
ing process and in terms of the technical division labour. The conclu-
sion is that such changes must have been the main source of investment
funds, since agriculture did not provide them. Such a conclusion has
many implications, but the main one which will be pursued here is that
it changes the terms in which developments in the class structure in
the 1920s ‘should be appraised. It also changes the terms of appraisal
of state policy towards the rural class structure of the time,

Whatever changes in the class structure may have been registered

by zesearch or official statistics, one need no longer analyse them

primarily in terms of their impact on the delivery of an agricultural
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surplus to provide the basis for an industrialisation programme.
This is not to deny that the division of social production meant that
agriculture supplied both raw materials to industry and consumer
goods to the town. It simply means that the appraisal of the role
of agriculture need not be conducted in the same terms of those used
- by the leadership and Left Opposition of the Bolshe{/ik Party. In
particular the ‘development of capitalism yvithin agriculture,with the
supposed capacity of capitalists to control the delivery of the surplus
by controlling its production, did not necessarily threaten to subvert

the industrialisation programme, as most of the Bolshevik leader-

.
!

ship increasingly came to believe.

The conceptualisation of industrialisation as requiring the extraction
of an agriéultural surplus (as a source of rapid accumulation) was
prevalent in the 1920s, and its influence among later commentaries ig
evident. Yet the rejection of such a line of reasoning does not imply
an indifference to the rural class structure of the 1920s, nor does it
entail a denial of the view that collectivisation could have eased and
speeded the process of industrialisation by providing additional sources
of investment and consumption goods. It simply means that these issues
were not as critical for the development of socialism as the Bolshevik
leadership came to believe, even though some form of industrialisation
was acondition for the survival and development of socialism in the Sowiet
Union.

The conclusion that collectivisation was not a critical precondition
for industrialisation can also be established on the basis of the analysis
of the NEP itself by Grosskopf (1976)6. A major conclusion to be drawn
from her superb study is that the difficulties of the NEP at the end of

the 1920s were due primarily to policy failure in implementing
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the NEP, so that the NEP itself did not constitute a major obstacle

to the industrialisation progfamme, Grosskopf's work has been cited
by Hussain and Tribé and by Smith7, but it also forms a major influence
on the somewhat different work on the 19 20s by Bettelheim (‘1978)8.

The reliance by Bettelheim on Grosskopf means that Part Two of
Volume Two of his work is probably the best known indiéation so far
available in English’ of Grosskopf's arguments, but the positions of
Gresskopf and Bettelheim should not be equated. Grosskopf's work
does lend support to the analysis of the peasantry developed by Lenin
towards the end of his life, but it is convincing because of its extensive
use of primary empirical ’sourcesg. On the basis of an extremely
detailed analysis of developments during the period of NEP, Grosskopf
demonstrates that the 'Smychka', that is the union or linking between
the peasantry and the proletariat, was by no means economically
moribund after the crisis of 1925-1926 and that the later crisis of the
NEP in 1927-1928 was primarily due to the failure to 'learn the lessons'
of the earlier crisis. This occurred despite the comparatively clear
analysis of the problems by Dzerzhinsky prior to his death in 1926,

so the failure was not an analytical one but a political one. A more
rigourous pursuit of certain neglected aspects of the NEP, particularly
of the supplying of means of production to the poor peasantry, would
have substantially increased agricultural output, making industrialisa-
tion that much easier. Thus her analysis shows that the supposed
*limits' of small scale production could be considerably extended by an
appropriate policy of state support for the poor peasantry. More to the

point, such support for the poor peasantry would have provided the

economic conditions for voluntary forms of cooperation and collectivisa-



54.

tion, that is it would have facilitated the undercutting of capitalist
relations of production and the development of socialist relations,

It is from this standpoint, rather than a concern with a surplus for
industrialisation, that the class structure of the 1920s will be examined
in this chapter,

‘However, despite the considerable importance of Grésskopg‘s
work, it must be said that she devotes comparatively little space to
the direct analysis of the processes of class differentiation of the
peasantry. She concentrates instead on the appraisal of state policy
towards the peasantry, on economic relations between agriculture and
industry and on the economi‘c effects of these on the production and
distribution of agricultural produce, particularly grain. These do
constitute the main social conditions of the processes of class differen-
tiation (or lack of differentiation) among the peasantry, and Grosskopf
does refer to the main sources of research in her estimate of the extent
of class differentiation, including Khryashcheva,Gaister, Strumilin, and
Kritsman. Nevertheless, there is scope for a more detailed discussion
of these processes within the context of the analysis provided by
Grosskopf. There is still to-day a considerable amonnt of controversy
over the mechanisms and extent of such class differentiation, as the
works of Chayanov and Shanin already mentioned indicate. In addition,
any critique of the state policy towards the countryside which is
concerned with its effectiveness (or Iack of it) in fostering socialist

relations of production must include an analysis of the mechanisms

and extent of development of capitalist relations of production .
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Kritsman's Work

To elucidate the processes of development of
capitalist relations of production and a capitalist class structure, a
substantial part of this chapter will be devoted to a discussion of the

work of Kritsman, particularly of his 1926 work Class Stratification of

11
the Soviet Countryside ., Kritsman's work has recently been the

~object of renewed attention. For example, Shanin (1972). discusses

his work as follows (pages 60 and 61):

"The main group of party scholars, led by
Kritsman, developed research whose direction was
governed by ideological commitment to detect a
rising tide of polarisation, The hiring-out of horses
and equipment was seen as the main new form of
class-exploitation. . It was predicted that socialism in
the countryside would come as a result of state inter-
vention and a rise in urban wages and productivity,
which would rob richer farmers of their wage-labour
and make their influence crumble. Few only defended
the purity of the.Marxist definition by which capitalist
class-differentiation could be measured only qualitatively,
ie. in terms of the predominance of wage-labour - which
would have put it, in this period, next to nil,

Later, in discussing the methodological problems involved in the

use of quantitative indices of wealth to analyse stratification, Shanin

remarks (pages 132 and 133):

"The stratification by land sowmn was bitterly
denounced by Kritsman and his lieutenants in the
agrarian section of the Communist Academy. They
claimed that this index was suitable only for the pre-
capitalist period and that it helped to conceal real
differentiation - processes because of the levelling
of land-holdings which had taken place during the
revolutionary period. Stratification of peasant
households by capital and income was proposed as
an alternative and put into operation in a Ts. S.U.
(Central Statistical Administration - G.1..) handbook
and in a study by Gaister, both published in 1928.
This method revealed some new methodological
weaknesses, however, The amount of land held was
not taken into account, since it was not considered
part of capital - a limitation which made estimates
of actual production factors in terms of 'capital'
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doubtful. Moreover, any estimates of capital
and income for peasant households in a type
of economy producing a great part of its own
needs were extremely dubious. In fact, the
advantages of using indices of wealth and income

in money terms were quite offset by the difficul-
ties of correctly estimating them."

13
However, despite various criticisms of Shanin's own position,
interest in Kritsman's work as providing a possible alternative mode
of analysis did not-appear in Western publications until the work of
14 . . .
Solomon (1977) °, A comparatively favourable review by Harrison
15
(1978)"7, however, suggests that Solomon is somewhat influenced by
the multifactorial approach of Shanin., For this reason the more recent
16
work by Cox (1979a, 1979b) is of considerable interest, as is the
17
1979 article by Harrison . Cox in (1979 3, 'Awkward Class or
Awkward Classes?', contrasts the positions of Shanin and Kritsman,
and concludes his article by saying:
", ... furthermore, the Soviet research of
the 1920s shows that Marxists have been able to
deal with problems in' the analysis of peasant
society in a more flexible way which offers real
insights into the complexities and peculiarities of

the peasantry which neither Shanin nor the type of
Marxism he attacks have been able to reveal." 18

In his (1979b> paper, 'Class Analysis', Cox further develop his remarks
on Kritsman and his colleagues, pointing to difflerences in interpreta-
tion among them, indicating the originality of Kritsman's-own approach
and defending him from some of Solomon's criticisms. Harrison, on
the other hand, is somewhat more critical of the 'Agrarian Marxists’,
including Kritsman, but primarily on the grounds that they failed to
transform their critique of the Chayanov school into a practical theory

forming the basis of the construction of an alternative, socialist mode
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of rural interventionlg. In this way they constituted an early
example of what Harrison calis 'subordinate Marxism', which tends
to be restricted to an academic critique, rather than the presentation
and practice of an alternative strategy2 .

Yet it is not clear to me that Kritsman had no strategy for the
- socialist transformation of agriculture. He certainly had fairly well-
developed ideas on cooperatives as a potenfial path to socialism, as
well as of the conditions under which cooperatives could foster capitalist
relations, For example, in a November 1927 article entitled 'Ten
Years on the Agrarian Front of the Proletarian Revolution' in Kritsman
(1929), he argued that rural cooperation was a field of fierce struggle
between capitalist and socialist tendencies of development. Both forms
of transformation of the i)etty—bourgeois economy depended on the self-
activity of the small farms, and where capitalist elements did not pre-
dominate, this self-activity (collective, not individual) was a product
of the interlocking of the petty-bourgeois economy and the state economy
of the proletariat, This interlocking opened a way for the petty-bourgeds
economy which was a non-capitalist road to the predominance of the
petty economy, but not on the basis of its dcs.truction, but of its_f)rganic
development. Consequently, Kritsman was critical of the 1925 abolition
of the direct formal prohibition (sustained for four years after the
transition to the NEP) of capitalism in agriculture. This de jure
recognition of what was already to a significant degree recognised
de facto led among other things to the downfall of the hopes of the poor
as a social stratum. to retain the means of raising up their own indivi-
dual farm, because they did not dispose of enough of their own means

of production to conduct their own farms. (Elsewhere Kritsman argued
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that the proletarian state should not create proletarians in the
countryside), In other words, Kritsman‘s. view of a socialist strategy
in the countryside was to provide the poor peasants with enough

means of production to engage in petty farming in their own right,

and to encourage various forms of cooperation: a conclusion
remarkably similar to that of Grosskopf. In addition, as a means

of combatting Soviet bureaucratism, Kritsman advocated in this

article the raising of the cultural level of wide strata, both

ruling and ruled, above all of the mass of the peasantry, and the
attraction of large masses into social work and work of direction, to
create the preconditions‘ for the gradual liquidation of this 'survival

of the past'., Superficially, at least, such a position is rather similar
to that of Lenin and Bukharin as described by HarrisonZI. Kritsman's
analysis of the mechanisms of class differentiation of the peasantry

is thus related to a strategy for socialist development which was
influenced by Lenin but is also based on extensive knowledge of the
research conducted nd only by the Chayanov ('Organisation and Production')
School but also the research conducted by his colleagues in the Agrarian
Section of the Communist Academy. Itis precisely because his appraisal
of the empirical material is related to a conception of forms of development
of socialist relations of production that his work is so intéresting.

Shanin is correct that part of Kritsman's strategy of socialist
development involved the development of urban wage-labour to absorb
rural unemployment (a change in the division of social production which
would alter the social division of labour), but as already indicated, he
was more concerned with preventing the generation of th;lt rural
unemployment by developing socialist forms of organisation in the country-

side, and by providing the means of production to poor peasants to sustain
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their farms until such times as they could enter or establish
collective farms. Kritsman had reservations about the development
of urban labour (at least in the short term) to absorb rural
unemployment, because although urban employment was expanding, so
was urban unemployment.22 Thus for Kritsman the mode of state
intervention to encourage socialist relations could take a variety

. of forms, including the organisation of rural wage-labourers (batraki).

This approach to agrarian problems forms the background to
Kritsman's investigations of the extent and forhs of development
of capitalist relations of production in the Soviet countryside
of the 1920s. While such developments were important for a
socialist strategy of trénsformation of the relations of production
(one has togknow the problem in order to solve it), Kritsman was
careful not to overest}mate the strength of rural capitalist
development and to point to the social bases of socialst transformation
(including the small but growing proportion of collective farms and

state ownership of the commanding heights of the economy). This is

particularly clear from Class Stratification of the Soviet

Countryside, which is discussed at length in the Appendix.23

I have devoted a considerable amount of space to an extended
exposition of one of Kritsman's works fo£ a variety of reasons.
Firstly, it is not widely available and provides an excellent account
of the first half of the 1920s. Readers can readily decide fo¥
themselves how adequate my commentary is on Kritsman, but it seems
fairly clear that a process of capitalist.class differentiation was
taking place, although it was in its early stages, as Kritsman

emphasised. Given the debate still surrounding Kritsman's approach,
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)

the presentation of a detailed exposition seemed the best way to

avoid misunderstandings as to the nature of his analysis. Secondly,

Kritsman's work C.Jlass Stratification of the Soviet Countryside is
exemplary in its painstaking attention to detail and its methoaological
sophistication. It is hardly a dogmatic approach; for example, he
refused to argue by anaiogy (in the two industrial volosti with
insufficient daté.) that class stratification must be taking place. His
grasp of the complexities of the changing division of labour and of
fegional diversity meant that he was unlikely to favour the use ot
any single index of class d:-';‘fferentiation,‘ and this probably formed
one of the bases of his critiques even of members of his own 'school'.
Such critiques were not purely negative; they were clearly made in
order to irr;prove latt‘ar research - hence the preliminary nature of
his conclusions based on the empirical material | presented,
Thirdly, Kritsman's work was related to both a historical analysis
of the period and a strategy which was similar to that of Lenin
or Dzerzhinsky, and in some respects to that of Bukharin. As Cox
24

points out, o Kritsman had a conception of structures

within the Soviet social formation that was influenced by Lenin's

analysis in The Tax in Kind, but Kritsman considered that Feudalism

as a structure could be added to the 5 structures mentioned by Lenin,
. . 45 . .

especially for some parts of Central Asia, This conception of

coexisting structures which interpenetrated each other was related

to Kritsman's view of the predominant role of the state sector in

structuring the economy. He argued that coopera-

tion was a way of integrating the commodity peasant farms into the
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general system of the Soviet national economy.

For this reason Kritsman placed great emphasis on the plann-
ing of agriculture.’ This was surely the reason for his devastating
critique of the Five Year plan produced by Kondrat'ev and Oganovskii

for the Narkomzem, the People's Kommissariat of Agriculture.26

This is briefly disbcussed by Jasny (1972),in my view without
indicating how penetrating Kritsman's critique was, 27 Part of the
reason for his interest in the minutiae of the collection of agricultural
statistics was because of their potential for plan constryction and
policy formation, a potential that was very real because of the
extensive apparatus for.collecting statistics developed after the
Revolution. The relation between the collection of statistics and
planning is ‘described' in Grosskopf (1976, Preamble and Chapter One,
Section III). Grosskopf describes the lack of relation between the
éollection of statistics and plan construction between 1917 and 1921,
and it is evident from Kritsman's critique of the above 1924 Five
Year plan of the Narkomzem that these problems had not been
fully overcome,

Similarly, he placed emphasis on particular policy measures
which would help foster the socialist development of the peasantry,.

For example, he drew attention to the burden of taxation on
the poor peasants, and noted that it had been lifted. However,
as Grosskopf points out, in the absence of other policy measures,
this adversely affected the marketing of grain. Yet these 'absent'
policy measures were of the kind also advocated by Kritsman, or

at kast implied by his analysis: (a) a credit policy favouring the

poor peasantry, which would enable them to buy means of produc-
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tion and thus secure their independence of the prosperous peasantry
(as well as providing the. preconditions for cooperative work, since
there would be a basis for joint purchase and use of such means

of production). (b) a pricing policy on means of production so

that they were cheap for the poor peasantry. (Adequate indices

for the identification of poor peasants would have pe'rhaps even
made a differential pricing. policy possible which fa'voured the poor.)
As VGrOSSkOpf points out, a policy of supplying implements at

prices the poor could afford would have encouraged them to deliver
grain to market even in the absence of tax pressure. Grosskopf,
and following her Bettelheim, draws attention to the economic
conditions of such a policy of supplying cheap means of production
to the poor peasantr}‘r. It required the development of Department I
industry, and not only in the form of heavy industry or only in the
towns. This implied a diversion of resources away from what |
might be considered luxury consumer goods for the towns, but it
would have rapidly and cheaply led to increased agriculturél produc-
tion, including production of industrial crops as raw material for
various industries, especially textiles. 'I:his was precisely what
Lenin intended by his advocacy of an alliance between heavy industry
(metal for agricultural implements) and the peasantry. It was a
precondition for developing cooperatives and collective farms on a
voluntary basis, with the incentive of rising living standards for the
poor and middle peasantry. (c) finally, Kritsman's analysis of
trading capital and his criticisms of the practices of trading coop-

eratives and mutual aid committees implied a policy of much more
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attention to these non-state forms of potentially socialist organisa-
tion. On this issue his views were similar to those expressed by
Lenin in 'On CooP.eration' 28, but Kritsman was not simply follow-
ing an official party line (which was in any case increasingly
ignored): his views were clearly founded as much on the empirical
matgrial as on Lenin's remarks.

As Grosskopf demonstraies, the developing crisis of NEP,
which finally came to be mistakenly considered in the party
leadership as a 'grain stbrike' by the kulaks, was closely relateci to
the failure to pursue su:ch plolicies properly.  Bettelheim in Class

.

Struggles in the U.S5.5.R, Volume Two, provides additional grounds

for adhering to such a view. Yet it is clear from lKritsrnar/l‘s analysis
that the kulaks were' ofteh not a direct political danger - they were
often in the party and were beneficiaries of .its policies in many
unintended wéys. Neither were theyaserious economic danger, given
the strength of the state sector, even if they were economically
powerful in their own. localities, Furfhermore, the process of
capitalist stratification had only just begun and could have been read-
ily undercut by the sort of policies indicaéed above., One wonders
how much attention was paid by the party leadership to these studies,
despite Kritsman's prominénce. & It is doubtful if Stalin read the
material (compiled by Central Committee members) presented

on the Urals and Siberia before embarking on his 'Urals- Siberia'

methods,
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This is not to say that Stalin was unaware of the activities
of Kritsman and the school‘of Agrarian-Marxists, According to
Solomon's account,30 the first attack on Kritsman's analysis which
both came from a Marxist and was coupled with a call for "the
congruence of research findings and Party dicta" had come from
S.M. Dubrovskii.31 By April 1929 the Agrarian Marxists were
.being accused of holding positions that conflicted with party
policy in the countryside-.32 By November 1929, the campaign to
start immediate colleﬁtivisation of the peasantry had begun, and
in December a Politburo commission was established to devise
methods of implementing collectivisation. It was preparing to
submit its proposals to the Politburo, just around the time when
rural scholars were assembling in Moscow on December 20th 1929, for
the start of the First All-Union Conference of Agrarian-Marxists.33
While the Conference was to some extent remote from the political
developments at the time, it is clear that the proceedings of the
conference were being noted. For some reason, members of the
Agrarian-Marxist group launched an attack on Dubrovskii.
Dubrovskii's reply centred on what he claimed was Kritsman's
insensitivity to the heightening of class conflict in the period
of transition to socialism.34 Solomon does not stress the point,
but this was a departure from the lines of Dubrovskii's earlier
attack on the Kritsman approach, where he had claimed that there
were toq many capitalists and poor peasants and too few middle
peasants.35 The December 1929 reply by Dubrovskii thus appears

to have been a volte-face, falling in line with Stalin's theoretical

innovation of the time, the supposed exacerbation of class
contradictions prior to their eradication with the completion of
the transition to socialism.36 It is therefore not completely

surprising, with hindsight (although from Solomon's account, it

electrified the Conference at the time), to discover that it was
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after Dubrovskii's defeat by Kritsman (on 27th December, 1929)
that Stalin appeared to address the delegates, and made his
famous announcement that the kulaks were to be liquidated as a
class.37 The most immediate effect of this historic intervention
was to neutralise the victory of the Kritsman school over
Dubrovskii, and to prevent the development of what might be called
an 'Agrarian-Marxist establishment' whose views did not fit in
with the now-predominant line on the countryside. Within months,
the Agrarian-Marxist school was being forced to leave the field

of rural inquiry, a process which was completed early in 1932,

The End of NEP

Perhaps more than any other single event, Stalin's intervention
in the Agrarian-Marxist Conference signalled the end of the New
Economic Policy, although for some time after it was claimed in
some quarters\that NEP‘was still being implemented. As indicated
earlier, there is still debate today over whether NEP was compatible
with a programme of industrialisation; this is usually taken to
mean that NEP implied a policy of concessions to the kulaks, forced
on the Soviet state by the reaction of the peasantry to the forced
requisitions of War Commission. Such a view of NEP is common in
Western histiography, as Grosskopf points’out,38 but she argues
convincingly against the view that the Soviet regime had a tragic
destiny to coerce the peasantry into a socialist orientation. Such
an approach, she argues, is heavily influenced by the 1925 ideology,
associated with Bukharin, which was a response to the fact that the
government had practically neglected the poor peasantry during the

years 1923 to 1925,37

This neglect of the poor peasantry was exacerbated by the
'"Provisional Ordinances' promulgated in the spring of 1925, which
decisively accelerated the differentiation of the peasantry;d'D

In the spring of 1925 there was a grave shortage of agricultural
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implements, since there had been virtually no process of replacement
of implements since the beginning of the First World War, and they
had worn out. The 'Provisional Ordinances' were designed to reduce
the great disproporﬁion between the extent of land and the few
instruments of production possessed by the majority of the peasants,
which was retarding the optimal development of agricultural
_prbductivity. However, this was attempted by repealing the
agrarian code of 1922, whose objective had been to protect the
disadvantaged peasants against exploitation from the kulaks.
(It will be remembered that Kritsman protested against this
precisely because of its effect on poor peasants). According to
the source cited by Grosgkopf, this removed restrictions on the
employment of poor peasants as wage labourers. It was above all
the large individual farms of the most important cereal regions
(North Caucausus, Urals, Siberia, the Crimea) which profited from
this possibility. Rabkrin (The Workers' and Peasants! Inspection)
showed in 1927 that in these areas, 75 per cent of wage-labourers
were working on average 13 hours per day. Thus the 'Provisional
Ordinances! reinforced the dependence of poor peasants on the
kulaks, a development which is sometimes treated as the enlargement

41

of NEP (or 'neo-NEP'). This policy amounted to a provisional

abandoning of the passage to a socialist agriculture, as the party
leaders of both right and left acknowledged.42 It was precisely

in 1925 that the terms of credit for the poor peasants deteriorated,
so that implements were not delivered to them until too late, aftef
the autumn. The result was the situation which Lenin had warned
against in 1920: it became difficult to supply the towns with

food. The failure of the Soviet government to provide the
qualitative social conditions to assure commodity production by

agriculture led to the grain crisis of 1925, It was above all

the poor peasantry which refused to sell its harvest (the fiscal
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pressure‘to do so had also been relaxed).

Far from this being a kulak grain strike, as Kamenev supposed,
it was a policy failure by the Soviet government. Instead of the
government making its planned 70 per cent of all its grain purchases
by 1st January 1926, it had scarcely more than half the grain it
needed by then. The figures on which Kamenev based his view of a
"'kulak grain strike! (a theﬁe later taken over by Stalin) were
challenged by a government'commission.43 The decisive mistake,
however, had been that Kamenev had confused the indications of the
Central Statistical Administration on the distribution of grain
surplus with those on the distribution of marketed grain. Even
peasants with little or n'o surplus in fact sold part of their
harvest, although they had later to buy back, at a greater price,
the grain necessary to feed themselves. Thus, although Grosskopf
does not put it this wéy, Kamenev's confusion is related to a
form of agricultural planning which was mistakenly restricted to
working on net surpluses from agriculture. Because of this,
calculations tended to be based on an overall balance of supplies
between agriculture and industry, which ignored the conditions of
existence of different types of peasant enterprise and hence class
relations. (This mistake is also evident in the 1924 Narkomzem
plan, judging by Kritsman's comments.) The result of this mistake
in Kamenev's case was the illusion that only the kulak supplied
produce to feed towns or raw material for industry; The poor
peasants had few means of getting the money to pay the former tax
in kind (which had been changed in 1924 to a money tax). In the
most important grain regions, the possibility of getting money
from non-agricultural pursuits was greatly reduced.44 Yet the
poor peasants normally bore the brunt of the agricultural tax.

The poor and middle peasants also bought the majority of urban
manufactured products,‘rather than the rich peasants, as Kamenev

claimed.
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Kamenev claimed in 1925 not only that the rich peasants were
most involved in commodity.exchange, but that the co-operatives
mostly helped the rich peasants.45 Certainly Kritsman's work
provides some evidence that this was so, but he also pointed to
the genuinely co-operative use of the means of production, a point
which is further reinforced by Grosskopf. Grosskopf argues that
. the willingneés of the poor peasants to engage in the supryaga
(collective use of means of production, and even in her view;
of credits) and other forms of spontaneous mutual aid was responsible
for an increase in the proportion of middle peasants by 1926-27,
compared to 1924-25. The result of this was to lead to a specific
feature of rural class differentiation in the later 1920s. The
growth in the numbers of the rural proletariat was not at the
expense of the middle peasantry, but as a result of the decomposition
of the class of poor peéasants: while one part of the poor peasants
completely lost its economic independence, because of the difficulties
just described, and enlarged the ranks of the rural proletariat,
another part succeeded in integrating with the class of middle
peasants, the number of which continued to increase throughout
N.E.P. According to Grosskopf, this evidence confirmed certain
party claims on the pattern of rural class differentiation.46
This development suggests very strongly tﬁat while capitalist
relations were developing fairly rapidly in the countryside,
particularly after the 'Provisional Ordinances?! of 1925, the option
of undercutting this development by a policy of support for the
poor peasantry still remained. Such a policy would have generated

a much greater marketing of agricultural produce than the kulaks
could manage on their own.
However, such a policy was more difficult to pursue after

1925, because agricultural productivity went down after 1925 as

the price policy of the Soviet government from then on meant that
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the poor peasants lost hope of escaping from their misery by their
own efforts, and as the price policy confirmed their dependence on
kulaks as normal. This reduction in productivity took place
despite the fact tha% at this point agricultural technical
equipment began again to be made available., When the Soviet
leadership provisionally renounced the pursuit of the road to
.socialism in the rural sector, they deprived themselves of an
important meané of increasing cereal production, according to
Grosskopf‘.47 This corroborates the view expressed by Kritsman,
and while there is undoubtedly some truth in it (fhe political
conditions of econﬁmic performance are often neglected), the
reduction in productivity, may have been partly due to the weather
and to remaining equipment wearing out even faster than it was

replaced.

' \
The effects of this approach to agriculture became evident

by the winter of 1927-28. Despite the fact that when the 1927-28
plan was definitively fixed in August 1927, it was.estimated that
the grain harvest would be 2.5 per cent down on the previous year,
the plan envisaged an increase in grain deliveries of 11 per cent
(and an increase in the agriculture surplus of 14.1 per cent) over
the previous year. The months October to.December were essential
to the campaign of collecting grain, since at that time both the
demand by the national economy and thé supply of grain were at
their maximum. The cereal crisis of 1925-26 had shown that the
factors determining the supply of grain from October to December
were mostly éubject to Soviet power and could be methodically
regulated., The policy on grain collection during 1926-27 showed
that the government had accepted this: +the agricultural tax had
been reimposed, a lot of industrial commodities had arrived in
the grain surplus regions from October to December 1926 and the

costs of collecting grain had been reduced considerably (making it

48
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possible to reduce the gap between state and private prices, and
between autumn and spring prices, at least outside the villages).
Consequently, marketed grain reached a new record.49 This made
the state policy du?ing 1927-1928 all the more remarkable.,
Sufficient grain stocks were not built up during the summer of
1927. Manufactured goods which could have been sold in grain
_surplus regions were diVBitad to urban markets, because of the
so-called 'goods famine' again, which resulted from increased
wages in state industry in the summer of 1927.5D On top of this,
to.celebrate the tenth anniversary of the Revolution, the poor
peasantry had received a dispensation from the payment of almost
all the agricultural tax, and the taxes on the other sections of
the peasantry had not been raised., With a reduction in taxes and
the absence of a stock of commodities to exchange against cereals,
the mistake of the autumn of 1925 had been repeated. Rich peasants
had sold significantly during the summer of 1927, prior to the
anticipated price reduction in October, but from October to
December, the supply of grain had greatly diminished. Far from
being a kulak grain strike, this was a 'strike' by the poor and
middle peasants, exacerbated by the passive attitude of the
state and co-operative collecting organs.51 This passive attitude
was partly the result of poox preparation‘and contradictory orders
from the state, which wished to prevent competition between
purchasing agencies from gndermining the state price policy,
although the control figures of Gosplan indicated that no such
competition was likely and Gosplan was insisting that the buyers

pursue an active policy of encouraging peasants to market their

products.

Yet the grain collection results were not particularly bad
after the end of December 1927. They only appeared bad in the
light of the annual economic plan mentioned above, and in relation

to the XV Party Congress held in December 1927 which discussed
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the implementation of the first Five Year Plan. In
1925-26 the Soviet government had been able: (after the autumn
crisis) to considerably improve grain purchases, so that
eventually the growth in the agricultural marketed surplus
for that year surpassed the increase in gross production.
At least one of the devices used earlier was still available
in January 1928: an increase in agricultural prices was
rightly‘rejected because it would have, as before, led to
grain speculation the following year. However, an increase
in prices in certain regions, coupled with an increase in
deliveries of commodities would have been economically
and politically effective. This was because what were
usually grain surplus areas had a relatively poor harvest
in 1927, whereas areas in the industrial centre, for example,
had a more successful hérvest. On top of this, state purchase
prices, which had been 27 per cent above cost prices in 1925-26,
were only 1 per cent above cost prices in 1926-27, and 0.4
per cent above in 1927-28. An increase in price, coupled
with a greater supply of commodities, in the relatively
successful areas would almost certainly have yielded bigger
state purchases. Instead, from January po July 1928 (with a
short break in April) 'extraordinary measures' were taken, under
the direction of Stalin, who toured the regions normally
considered as grain surplus areas, plus Siberia.52 | (Hence
the 'extraordinary measures' were sometimes referred to as the
'Urals-Siberia' methods, before the rest of the party came to
appretiate the significance of the phrase).

The result was that in the spring of 1928, peasants in
the normally grain surplus areas unexpectedly repurchased grain,
on the open market (as opposed to the intra-village market).

For all regions, the open market purchases by peasants exceeded
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those of the previous year by 40 per cent. This caused unexpected
difficulties for the distribution of the grain surplus, with the
overall result that, far from increasing by 14.1l per cent over the
previous year, as en&isaged in the plan, it diminished by 18.5
per cent. Thus the pace of industrialisation seemed threatened,
both in terms of grain exports and supplies to the towns. Thus
thé cereal crisis of the summer of 1928 was the»result, not of

a kulak grain strike, but of the 'extraordinary measures'
themselves. As Grosskopf puts it, 53 it became clear at this
point, precisely because of the exigencies of a methodical and
accelerated industrialisation, that the rules of NEP had to be
strictly followed. Thesg rules were, firstly, that agriculture
should not supply its products beyond its own capacity, or
peasant repurchases would increase further, and secondly, that
the Soviet state should not suppress private commerce before

it was able to replace it. Grosskopf follows this with a
critique of Stalin's famous article "On the Grain Front",

which used Nemchinov's data to claim that small scale peasant
production was incapable of supporting industrialisation.
Grosskopf argued that thanks to the technical alliance between
industry and agriculture, and the social alliance between the
working class and the poor and middle peaéantry, such a strategy
would have been possible. However, the technical alliance
advocated by Lenin had not been implemented: in 1926-27 the
instruments of production in agriculture had reached at most

60 per cent of their 1913 level (andthis, rather than peasant
consumption, as claimed by Stalin, was the main cause of the
restriction of agricultural deliveries to the town). Similarly,
the 1925-26 crisis had shown how fragile the social alliance was.
Nor had co-operatives been seriously promoted by 1926-27. Thus
the principal tasks of NEP as outlined by Lenin had scarcely been

undertaken by 1926-27.
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As is well known, the grain crisis of 1928 (prompted by
the 'extraordinary measures' which contradicted the party line
established at the XV Party Congress and which were conducted
wit hout the knowledge of much of the party leadership) produced
a wider crisis in NEP. The reaction of the peasants to these
measures was the same as to the graiﬁ requisition of the Civil
War - to sow less. This then appeared to justify to a wider
section of the party the use of 'extréordinary measures' and
to gain support for the idea of a sharpening of class conflict
in the transition to socialism, as well as for the idea of
rapid collectivisation of the peasantry. The -use of 'extra-
ordinary measures' was repeated on a larger scale in 1929, and,
as was mentioned in the discussion of Kritsman, by December 1929
a Politburo Commission was established to devise methods of
implementing céllectivfsation. These developments were
tragic, but also ironic in view of the fact that the technical,
political and organisational preconditions of collectivisation
had been virtually neglected during NEP. The technical
conditions were the supplying by industry of the instruments of
production to raise the level of equinment above the 1913 level.
The political conditions were to ensure that this equipment was
distributed to the poor and middle peasants, and the
organisational conditions were the encouragement of cooperatives
as a means of achieving the transition to a socialised agriculture.
Grosskopf's evidence indicates that in the later 1920s such
developments were happening to some extent anyway, despite the
neglect of most of the party leadership, and that where they
occurred, they were having the expected effect of encouraging
both the marketing of grain and the development of collective forms
of agriculture. Furthermore, contrary to Stalin's suggestion that

peasant consumption was a potential threat to industrialisation,
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Grosskopf shows that urban consumption was a greater threat
since it adversely affected exports by 1927 in comparison with
1913.5)+

place during the 1920s, particularly in oil-seed and vegetable

While the intensification of agriculture had taken

crops, rather than grain, it was still the case that in 1928-29,
between 25 and 30 per cent of the 1913 sown area in the former
‘granary' area was still fallow. Grain production was stili
lO\per cent less per capita than before the First World War,
although production of other foodstuffs such as milk and meat
had surpassed the 1913 1evel.55 Tﬁus the grain figures were
misleading if one took them on their own, ignoring the changing
structure of agricultural production. Nevertheless, there

was still a great potential to increase grain production in

the fallow areas by supplying more means of production. The
effect of the "extraordinary measures' was to reduce the amount
of livestock, which meant less meat and milk, and greater
difficulty in ploughing. While Stalin was in a sense correct
that grain was marketed less than before the First World War,
this was offset by the production and marketing of other agricultural
products which were important for the national economy. The
growth in urban consumption between 1926 and 1927 was entirely
at the expense of exports.

On the evidence provided by Grosskopf, it is clear that
Western (and to some extent, as she says, Sovietsé) historiography
was wrong to take its analysis of the 'need! for collectivisation
from Stalin's analysis of small-scale peasant consumptionist
farming being incapable of supplying the raw material for industry
and the food for the towns and for export. Far from the NEP
policy being played out economically, it had in important respects
not been given a proper chance in agriculture. A policy of

supplying further means of production, quite apart from aiding
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a further intensification of agricultural production, would
have facilitated a growth of grain production by recultivating

the fallow land in the pre-War 'granary' area.

Conclusion

One must conclude that the demise of NEP was largely
a result of its faulty implementation. The dangers of an
incorrect method of implementing NEP were signalled as early
as the 'Scissors Crisis' of 1923, but they should have been
clear enough by the time of the cereal crisis of 1925, when the
restoration of industry to pre-war levels was virtually complete,
while the restoration of ggriculture was only just beginning.

As Grosskopf points out, Dzerzhinsky clearly analysed the general
lines NEP should take prior to his death in 1926, During
1926-27, the Soviet gowernment implemented its agrarian policy

in a manner which suggested it had learned the lessons of the
previous year. The change of course in the following year

seems primarily to be related to the struggle going on in the
party leadership at the time. The XV Party Congress had not
been a clear victory for Stalin, and this appears to be related
to his clandestine use of 'extraordinary measures'! against the
peasantry, mobilising the support of that section of the party
which had always seen NEP as a retreat and who were only too ready
to believe that Kamenev's mythical 'kulak grain strike' was again
a reality in the autumn of 1927.

Clearly in this situation, the emphasis of the Agrarian
Marxists, and particularly of Kritsman, on the careful evaluation
of the mechanisms of class differentiation, its extent and its
implications for the construction of economic plans, this emphasis
was completely vindicated. While the Kritsman school were

not the only ones to supply important evidence on the state of
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agrarian class relations in the 1920s, and to attempt to relate
it to economic policy, they were just reaching the point of
sufficient pre-eminence in the field to have a real potential

for influencing party. policy in favour of continuing NEP as a means

of industrialising the economy and collectivising the peésantry,
when Stalin intervened so dramatically to neutralise them

as a potential political force. It will never be known how the
Agrarian Marxist school would have deveioped, but their careful
definition of class indices meant that they were aware in

1927-28 that the middle peasant was not disappearing. On the
evidence of Grosskopf, this was due to mutual aid, rather than

the effects of periodic repartition of farms. The work of the
Agrarian Marxist school clearly has implications for current policy
in some developing countries. They were interested in the
agrarian class structure not just as a matter of academic curiosity,
but as a vitall& import;nt component of a rural (and urban)
development strategy. Precisely because the class structure

affects the capacities of various economic agents, it has a

considerable impact on the effectiveness of state policy.
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adulation of Lenin. There may be some force to such a
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of the French edition of C, Bettelheim's first volume of
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While Miliband's remarks on 'Economism' and the 'State
Bourgeoisie' are quite acceptable, the review.deteriorates in

the section entitled 'From Leninism to Stalinism!'. While the



10.

11,

12,

13.

first volume of Class Strugges does concentrate too much

on Lenin, it does treat Lenin's changes of position seriously,
and more .importantly, contrary to what Miliband suggests,

it does not treat the development from Leninism to Stalinism
as a single evolving process rather than clearly marking the
break between the two. It is difficult to see how the first .
volume could be read in such a way, and the appearahce of
the second volume even more clearly undermines such an
interpretation of Bettelheim's position. The second volume
is clearly concerned with analysing the break between

Leninism and Stalinism.

Feudal or pastoral nomadic relations will only receive passing
treatment here, since their impact on the development of
socialist relations was of secondary importance during the

1920s.,

L. Kritsman (1926) Klassove: Rassloenie Sovetskoi Derevni,

Communist Academy, Moscow

reprinted in Proletarskaya Revolyutsia i Derevnya, 1929,

State Publication, Moscow-Leningrad, The latter publication,
some 578 pages long, contains other work by Kritsman to
which reference will be made. The whole volume will be

referred as Kritsman (1929).

T. Shanin (1972) The Awkward Class, op.cit

In addition to the reference to Kritsman quoted here, there
is a quotation of Kritsman on page 211, in which he refers

to the peasantry as a ''petit bourgeois mass.,"

See, for example, G. Littlejohn (1973a) 'The Peasantry and

the Russian Revolution' in Economy and Society, Volume 2,

Number 1, February 1973, pages 112-125, and the ensuing
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(1973)
debate - T. Shanin 'Gary Littlejohn's review of T, Shanin,

The Awkward Class' in Economy and Society, Volume 2,

Number 2,, May 1973, and G. Littlejohn (1973b) 'The Russian

Peasantry: a reply to Tendor Shanin' in Economy and Society,

Volume 2, Number 3, August 1973, See also M. Harmrson
(1977) 'Resource Allocation and Agrarian Class Formation' in

The Journal of Peasant Studies, Volume 4, No, 2.

S.G. Solomon (1977) The Soviet Agrarian

Debate : A Controversy in Social

Science, 1923-1929, Boulder,

Colorado

.

M. Harrison (1978) untitled review of Solomon in The Journal

of Peasant Studies, Volume 6, No. 1, October 1978, pages 104-105
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T. Cox (1979a) 'Awkward Class or Awkward Classes? Class
Relations in the Russian Peasantry before Collectivisation' in

The Journal of Peasant Studies, Volume 7, No. 1, October 1979.

(This will be referred to as 'Awkward Class or Awkward Classes?')
T. Cox (1979b) 'Class Analysis of the Russian Peasantry: the Work

of Kritsman and his School', unpublished paper given to the
'"Peasants Seminar', Centre of International and Area Studies,
University of London, 12th October 1979. (This will be referred

to as 'Class Analysis')

M. Harrison (1979) 'Chayanov and the Marxists' in Journal
of Peasant Studies, Volume 7, No. 1, October 1979

T. Cox (1979a) op. cit. page 84. It should be stressed at this
point that my position on these issues is very similar to that
of Cox, and that any disagreements with the analysis of Cox

registered here are only of secondary importance with respect
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to the main issues under discussion. Two of the sources
by Kritsman to which Cox refers are also available in

Proletarskaya Revolyutsia i Derevnya, op.cit., namely

'O staticheskom izuchenii rassloenii sovremennoi derevni'
and 'Klassovye gruppirovki krest' yanskikh khozyaistv.'
The other article cited by Cox in(1979a)is 'K voprosu o
klassovom rassloenii sovremennoie derevni', 1925, and is

not available to me. Cox also cites Proletarskaya

Revolyutsia i Derevnya in (1979b), op.cit., but as indicated,

this contains a large collection of Kritsman's work and Cox

makes no specific mention of 'Klassovoe Rassloenii Sovetskoi

Derevni, which contains analysis of a variety of empirical
sources. In some respects, then, the discussion of Kritsman
here could be considered complementary to that of Cox.

Shanin cites Klassovoe Rassloenii v Sovetskoi Derevni and

three other sources not mentioned by Cox. The title was

slightly changed when it was included in Kritsman (1929)

M. Harrison (1979), op.cit., page 95

Harrison argues that later critiques of Chayanov or of other
general conceptions of 'Peasant Economy' suffer from similar
limitations. He specifically refers to three articles appear-

ing in 1977, two of them in The Journal of Peasant Studies,

July 1977, namely M, Harrison 'The Peasant Mode of Produc-

tion in the Work of A,V, Chaynov' and J.Ennew, P, Hirst
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and K. Tribe '""Peasantry" as an Economic Category.'

The third article is G. Littlejohn (1977) 'Peasant Economy

and Society' in B. Hindess (ed) Sociological Theories of the
Economy, . Macmillan, London. Certainly at the time of
writing my critique of Chayanov I was in no position to
suggest socialist modes of intervention among the peasantry,
and I was well aware of the fact. It had already been made
painfully cléar to me, even at the time of writing my earlier
critique of Shanin, that I could not even successfully grow

a dozen lettuces. However, Harrison is correct in attempting
to analyse the problems of the lacuna of any 'negative'
theoretical critique: it does indeed provide no strategic or
tactical political guide, and this is a serious limitation,

M. Harrison (1979), op.cit., page 96. While I accept that
Bukharin was attempting to defend and elaborate the ideas
which Lenin 'developed towards the end of his life, I have
pointed to certain theoretical and political weaknesses in
Bukharin's position in G. Littlejohn (1979) 'State, Plan and
Market in the Transition to Socialism: the legacy of Bukharin'

in Economy and Society, Volume 8, Number 2, May 1979.

See also K. Smith, (1979), op.cit.

It is also clear from the already cited remarks by Grosskopf
on Dzerzhinsky that Bukharin was not alone in his attempt

to defend the line advocated by L;anin, and Kritsman shows a
considerable degree of familiarity with Lenin at various points
in his work. There is also evidence that this was publicly
recognised, since the second paper in Kritsman (1929) is
'Lenin and the Road to Socialism' delivered to the Communist

Academy on the first anniversary of Lenin's death,



22.

23.

Jiy,

25.

83.

See 'The Union of the Proletariat and the Majority
of the Peasantry in the U.S.S.R. after the Victory
of the Revolution', January 1925, especially pages
42 - 43, iﬂ Kritsman (1929).

See particularly the beginning of Class Stratification,

where Kritsman counselled against both complacency
and panic in dealing with the question of the extent
of capitalist relations. Such advice could not have
been more well-placed, yet it was effectively ignored,
with complacency the order of the day until about
1925 (particularly on the part of Bukharin), and panic
in at least a section of the Bolshevik leadership
with the developing crisis in the NEP from the winter
of 1927 - 1928. While Kritsman's work did show that
capitalist relations were becoming stronger, he

finished Class Stratification by reminding the reader

of processes in the contryside favourable to a socialist

strategy: see the end of the Appendix.
T. Cox (1979b), op cit., page 8.

It is also possible to add 'pastoral' relations of
production with reference to the Buryat Mongois in
the Soviet Union, although the impact of both the
Romanov state, and in Mongolia itself the impact of
the Manchu dynasty, was to make the relations of
production feudal in certain respects. See Caroline

Humphrey 'Inside a Mongolian Tent! in New Society,

31lst October 1974, 'Pastoral Nomadism in Mongolia:
The Role of Herdsman's Cooperatives in the National

Economy! in Development and Change, Sage, London and

Beverly Hills, Volum 9 (1978) pages 133 - 160,
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and 'The Uses of Genealogy: A Historial Study

of the Nomadic and Sedentarised Buryat' in

Pastoral Production and Society, C.N.R.S. and
Cambridge University Press (1979). The complexity
of such relations of production raises questions as
to the usefulness of conceptualising the articulation
of these relations as an articulation of structures,
as Cox does, the danger being that one may fall

into implying that the essences of each structure are
co-present in the social formation. Cox appears

to argue this by saying that the structures in a pure
form would each‘have their own laws of motion.
Preobrazhensky, whom Cox mentions, seems to me to
fall‘into th;é position: See G. Littlejohn (1979)
'State Plan and Market in the Transition to Socialism:

the legacy of Bukharin' in Economy - and Society, Volume 8,

No. 2, May 1979. For Lenin's The Tax in Kind, see

Collected Works Vol. 32, Lawrence and Wishart,
London 1973.

The plan was called 'Osnovy Perspektivnogo Plana Razvitia
Sel'skogo i Lesnogo Khozyaistva;, published in 1924, and
edited by Teodorovich. Kritsman's critique, which appears
in Kritsman (1929) was given to the Praesidium of Gosplan
in 1925, and is called 'Plan Sel'skogo Khozyaistva 1

Industrializatsia'.

N. Jasny (1972) Soviet Economists of the Twenties: Names to

be Remembered, Cambridge University Press, pages 167-172.

S. G. Solomon (1977), op. cit., page 19, briefly discusses
the Narkomzem plan, pointing out that Kritsman, "the

Marxist historian who would become the leader of the
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Agrarian-Marxist group", was in 19295 a lone voice

who challenged the planners! view that agriculture
would continue to be conducted by a large decentralised
mass of individual farms. He was apparently silenced
with the assertion that socioceconomic change in the
countryside was out of tune with the Party line in the
rural sector. Solomon also points out that this

plan has not received much attention from Western
historians, apart from E. H. Carr. For this reason,

it is perhaps worth giving a brief account of Kritsman's
criticisms of this plan. Kritsman argued that the
principles of the plan were either commonplace or wrong.
(Plan Sel'skogo Khozyaistva i1 Industrializatsia', 1925,
reprinted in pages 67 - 78 of Kritsman, 1929). It

was a platituae for an economic plan to envisage the
development of the productive forces. The other

principle of the plan was either a general phrase or

wrong, namely, a two-sided agrarian-industrial development,

similar to the United States. Kritsman argued against
the idea of an undefined 'Narodnik-mystical' harmony
of agriculture and industry, it he was also against
industrialisation at the expense of agriculture. The
facts showed that the Soviet Union was not developing
agriculture in proportion to industry. In the last
two years, agriculture had been growing at 4 per cent
per annum, as against 30 - 40 per cent for industry, so
that agriculture after the famine was at the same level
as in 1920.

Kritsman then distinguished between 'projection!
plans and plans of 'current' production, arguing in

1925 that it was only possible at that time to plan
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'current' production for one year ahead. (He added

in a 1929 footnote that in the changed situation one
could plan further ahead). The use of an extrapolation
or ‘projection' type of plan showed that agriculture
could not be much influenced at that time from the
outside, but if that were accepted, then Kritsman

argued that one should go in for short-term extrapolation.

A 5 year extrapolation was unfulfillable; a 5 year plan
was only possible when one could regulate what was
planned. He showed that even within a year, the
differences between the plan and the actual figure were
huge. The ext?apolations had been poor; they were
mostly too pessimistic, and this may have undermined

the confidence of the agricultural section of Gosplan.
The perspective plan had failed brilliantly (that is
because it was so overfulfilled, with various branches
achieving between 50 and 90 per cent of the 5 year
target in one year). This did not occur accidentally.
One should not approach the charting of a perspective
plan for agriculture by individual branches, as this
plan sought to do. For such an approach to be realistic,
it was necessary to narrow the limits of the plan (to one
year). Otherwise the plan had to be constructed in another
way. A detailed calculation of the market, of the
possibilities of selling, and of the possibilities bf
production, was necessary. This meant one had to take
~account of the class structure of the peasantry, or at
least recognise that it was difficult to plan where

class differentiation was not what was assumed in the
plan. Kritsman argued that such a calculation was not

taken into account in the plan. The plan talked of the
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peasantry in general, not of its division into groups,

and then mentioned as a general phrase: "The process

of socioeconomic differentiation of the countryside ....
in its turn is a factor ... the significance of which must
be taken into account".

Yet Kritsman did not overstress this differentiation,
arguing that it was less in the countryside than in the
towns. He argued that in each branch of agriculture
it was necessary to separate the commodity side from the
consumption side. To do so, it was necessary to take
account of the interesting data on how the batrak (rural
wage labourer) Qﬁs paid wages. This varied in different
regions. There were not enough data on this, but
withogt an aonrtionment of the commodity producing
groups of the peasantry in market areas, it was easy
to arrive at erroneous conclusions. Consequently,
it was necessary first, to classify branches (of
agriculture) into market and non-market areas, and,
secdnd, in the market areas themselves to separate
commodity and non-commodity farms. Related to the
latter were the (in essence) proletarian part of the
peasantry, on the one hand, which worked a certain plot
of land with alien means of production, and on the
othef hand, partly related to this were some groups
of peasants who were indépendently running their own
farm; in so far as they did not produce for the market.
Without such an analysis (which was fraught with
difficulty, of course) the serious elaboration of a
perSpectiVé plan for agriculture was impossible.

It was also insufficient to give definite figures

for an agricultural (as for an industrial) plan: one ought
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to give plan variants and say how it would work

in relation to otﬁer plans. Not only was this plan
unsatisfactory from the point of view of the resolution
of the problems posed (which among other thingé was
showed by a comparison of the plan and its realisation),
it was also distinguished by its quite exqeptional
slovenliness, and by the rather strange (to say no

more) character of the work, which it was extremely
rare to encounter. Desnite the published criticisms

of various faults, the Narkomzem did not try to correct

the plan. It had fallen to Kritsman to show the
various statistical and arithmetical errors, primarily
in the work of Professor Oganovskii. A special
commission had been set up in Narkomzem, which confirmed
everything shown by Kritsman, but was limited to these
pdints. Thien: Professor Kondrat'ev appeared in print
with the observation that Kritsman's charges against

him were unsubstantiated. Kritsman had then showed
that his charges in relation to Kondrat'ev were more
than sufficiently substantiated. Following this a list
of printers' errors were published. Kritsman then
pointed out various other problems with the plan, such
as its claim that between 1921 and 1923 the number of
working horses had increased by 5.1 per cent, whereas

in a footnote Professor Lositskii said that the number
of working horses went down by 6 per cent in 1922,
giving an overall reduction in the number of horses

by 1923. Such inconsistencies were even acknowledged
in the maih text of the plan. Kritsman took the view

that a plan completed in this manner could not serve as

a basis for judgement. The plan could not calculate
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the resources of the peasantry, nor the resources of
the state, since its compilers were mistaken on both
counts.

The plan had only been fulfilled in a bureaucratic
sense. The calculation of Professor Makarov showed
that the plan was not implementéd; the conclusions
of the agricultural section (of Gosplan) on each point
showed that the plan was not implemented. It could
not be implemented. By the whole of its construction,
the perspective plan for the development of agriculture
presented a strange combination of a Marxist and non-
Marxist approachh to the matter. The latter approach
had been correctly characterised in the journal
Bolshevik as a 'turn of the century' approach, and
it was visiblé in many parts of the works of Zewplan.
This was evident in their treatment of the Soviet Union
as an example of stéte capitalism, which was like private
capitalism, only regulated by state power, an approach
which contrasted with Lenin's. Furthermore, the growth
of the national population was taken as one of the bases
for the construction of the plan. Kritsman argued that
this amounted to the theory of rural overpopulation as
the basis for the growth in productive possibitlities, due
to the quantity of working hands, quite contrary to the
views of Marx on the relative dec’ine of the agricultural
population. The attempt to base agricultural development
on population growth meant in practice a huge army of
unemployed, the basic solution to which was the growth
in industry. On the supply side, there was no need in
current conditions to fear a lack of workers. If one

approached the matter of population growth from the
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demand side, then the growth in population played
a different role for the two main parts of agriculture:
for that part of agriculture which supplied the means of
production (that is, raw materials for industry) and for
that part which supplied the means of consumption (that
is, food products). If one proceeded from the point of
view of the market for food products, then of course the
growth of population played a colossal role. But it
would be laughable on the basis of changes in the
population of the U.S.S;R. to seek to form the extent
of the market for foodstuffs. This would require an
examination of the dependence of foreign markets on
foodstuffs produced in the U. S. S. R.

In conclusion it was necessary to say that the
perspective plan bore a quite strange character,
combining an ;ttempt at a communist, Marxist approach
with an approach of a quite different sort which appeared
in many places, in conclusions and in the posing of
questions. It was right to return this work
to the Narkomzem and to propose that it be reworked in
a radical manner, both in its principles and its execution.
Here as in other cases, it was necessary to say what was
the state of affairs, and thus to achieve the correction
of what was done badly.

It shduld be clear from the brief account of Kritsman's
criticisms of this plan that he was not so much advocating
'socioceconomic change' as Solomon puts it (although he
definitely favoured the growth of cooperatives as a way
of transforming agriculture) but was criticising the
theoretical assumptions of the plan, as well as the shoddy
workmanship which was evident in its construction. It

should also be clear that his interest in the various



28.

29.

91.

processes of differentiation of the peasantry was related
to his interest in plan construction: adequate plans

for both developing agricultural production and developing
socialist relations in the countryside (and town) had to
take account of the changing class relations, including
the development of commodity production, and their impact

on the markets for agricultural products.

V. I. Lenin (1966) 'On Cooperation', in Collected Works,

Volume 33, Lawrence and Wishart, London.

See M. Lewin (1968), Chapter 3, pages 71 - 78 for a
discussion of t?e controversy over the definition of

the kulak, including the views of Kritsman and his
colleagues. Only in June 1929 did the Sovnarkom accept
the hiring ouf of equipment as a‘criterion for including
a farm in the kulak category (ibid., page 74). Lewin
also describes the controversy over stratification and
the reception of Kritsman's work in Chapter 2 (ibid),
especially page L47. However, although he is right

that the significance of‘the indices of stratification
varied, by not explicitly setting these variations in

the context of an analysis of the division of labour

(and of geographical variations in it) Lewin seems to
undervalue the usefulness of Kritsman's work. Lewin was
right to argue (page M9):A "For the moment, the difficulties
of studying the stratification of the peasantry proved
insurmountable, and in the end no valid and authoritative
survey of this intractable problem was ever produced."
However, it is surely evident from Lewin's account that

this was partly because of the political debate which

forced some of Kritsman's colleagues, such as Gaister,
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to retract their results. The studies were not
authoritative in the sense of being accepted, but despite
their problems they were surely authoritative in terms

of their 1e§el of analysis. Gaister was appafently
forced to retract his results because they were being

used by the Left Opposition to support its own arguments.
S. G. Solomon (1977), op. cit., Chapter 9.

ibid. page 1h49. Solomon hada the chance to interview
Dubrovskii on a bi-weekly basis in 1969 (ibid, page 188).
This attack in January 1928 had little effect at the time.

ibid., page 162. There is no suggestion that Dubrovskii

made: this .charge at this point.
ibid., page 163.
ibid., page 165.
ibid., page 148.

As Harrison points out in his 1978 (op. cit.) review

of Solomon, she provides no account of Stalinism, which
Harrison rightly argues should not be treated as
impacting on academic 1ife from outside. The

attack on Kritsman by Dubrovskii can surely only be
understood as giving voice within the academic agrarian
debate to the views of the ascendant Stalinist sections
of the party. However, such a conclusion is based
purely on the theoretical similarities between
Dubrovskii's remarks and the ascendant Stalinist line
on the countryside. Solomon does not draw attention
to these similarities, which seems to corroborate a

remark made by Cox (1979b, op.cit): "The problem

with her interpretation, both on this specific question
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and on the work of the Agrarian Marxists in general,

is that in attempting to locate the research in its

social and political context she tends to lose sight

of the theoretical basis of the research which provides the

logic of the categories chosen'". Paradoxically, in the

- case of the December 1929 attack on Kritsman by Dubrovskii,

losing sight of the apparent theoretical basis of the
remarks makes it somewhat more difficult to locate them
in their political context. The similarities of
Dubrovskii's remarks and the position of the Stalinist
sections of the party are fairly evident, and this suggests
that there may have been some substance to Kritsman's
charge, in reply, that Dubrovskii was an opportunist,
(Solomon, op.cit., page 167). In my view Solomon is
completely misleading in treating Kritsman and Dubrovskii
as showing an almost equal lack of intellectual honesty
and restraint. Dubrovskii had indeed taken Kritsman out

of context, as the latter claimed.

Stalin began this speech with a denunciation of five
'bourgeois' prejudices which he claimed were rampant in
current rural enquiry, including those of the Chayanov
school. In my critique of Chayanov (Littlejohn, 1977, op.cit)
I give the impression in a footnote that Chayanov was the
main opponent of the Marxist avproach to the peasantry,

and that this was why Stalin attacked him. It is clear
from Solomon's account, which despite certain disagreements
I found very interesting and informative, that the
criticisms of 'bourgeois' prejudices were merely a prelude
to the core of the speech. Chayanov's school had in many

respects already lost the argument to the Agrarian-Marxists,
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and the speech, particularly its famous announcement
on the liquidation of the kulaks as a class, rendered

the entire Agrarian Marxist Conference irrelevant.

S. Grosskopf (1976), op.cit., pages 283-284, .She

draws particular attention to Lewin's exposition of

such a position: see M. Lewin (1968), op.cit., pages 133-135.

However,'on page 317 she does not forget to point out
the similarities in the work of E. H. Carr (1970),

Socialism in One Country, pages 259-303, Volume 1,

Harmondsworth,
S. Grosskopf, op.cit., page 286.

ibidi., pages 316-319, entitled 'L'importance sociale de

la crise des cereales de 1925¢'.
ibid., page 317.

ibid., page 317, where Grosskopf quotes both Rykov and
Trotsky to this effect. Thus it is not only Western
historeography which has shared the view that

agricultural investment required concessions to the kulaks;
in effect, the entire party leadership took this view.

Its corollary is of course that the kulaks were an

obstacle to industrial investmeﬁt.

ibid., page 140. It was a Rabkrin commission, directed
by Yakovlev, Tsyl'ko, Rybnikov and Chelintsev, and its
members included Paskovskii, Lositskii, Lifshits,
Vishnyevskii, Groman and Strumlin. The definition of

the social categories of peasants in the evidence available
to Kamenev was on the basis of sown area, which the

commission criticised. (Thus Kritsman was by no means
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alone in his scepticism about the use of sown area
as an index of class relations). The results of
this survey were published in extracts in Pravda in
December 1925 and republished in a 100 page brochure
in 1926, It is difficult to see how the party

leadership could have been unaware of this.
ibid., page 1u42.
ibid., page 169.

ibid., page 311. In a footnote, she argues that this
contradicts the supposilion of Lewin (op.cit., pages

56-57) that such a pattern of class differentiation

only existed in.the proclamations of the party. It seems
to me that Grosskopf's evidence should not simnly be taken
at face value, however. Kritsman's emphasis on the
diversity of forms of cooperation, and the diversity of
effects of this in terms of class relations, is probably
correct. While Groéskopf's evidence is more systematic
and apparently convincing than that of Lewin, Kritsman's
remarks on what could be reported as 'supryaga' makes

one a little wary of the evidence supplied by Grosskopf.
The same is true of her evidence on page 312 of the
growth of 'simple' production cooperatives during NEP.
Yet it must not be forgotten that in the late 1920s
Kritsman was also emphasising the growing spontaneous
movement into cooperatives and collectives. Furthermore,
Grosskopf's case against Lewin on this point is supported
by two further points which she makes elsewhere in her
book. Firstly, on page “396, she refutes the suggestion

of Carr and Davies (1969, page 117) that during NEP the
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process of redivision of farms was extended to the

middle and poor peasants. This refutation is on the

basis of evidence provided by Khryashcheva. Many of

the redistributions were fictional to avoid tax on large-scale
enterprises. If this is the case, then one of the

grounds disappears for Lewin's doubts about the

supposedly 'special nature of differentiation' at this

time. Lewin claims (op.cit., page 57) that if the

numbers of serednyaks (middle peasants) were not

decreasing, it was because they were being reinforced

by frequent divisions of households, whose members, while
formally continuing to be classified as seredynaks, were
becoming poorer as a result of these divisions.

Grosskopf argues that repartitions were only about

2 to 3 per cent of all farms, and that these were more
numerous among the prosperous than the middle peasants.
This argument, if accepted, certainly undercuts the
grounds for Lewin's doubts about the 'special nature of
differentiation'. The second point which Grosskopf
makes which strengthens her case on the role of
cooperatives in supporting some Qf the poor peasantry

is the evidence and argument on pages 415-419 which shows
the growth in cooperatives for soil improvement, use of
agricultural machinery, improvement of seeds and livestock
breeding and rearing. None of this was reported under
the heading of 'supryaga' so the doubts raised by Kritsman
about some forms of fsupryaga' do not apply to these cooperat-
ives. In any case, according to Solomon, op.cit., Chapter 6,
the Agrarian Marxists themselves found that the middle

peasant refused to disappear.

S. Grosskopf, op.cit., page 319.
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ibid., page 327. A few months later it became clear
that the harvest was in fact 6 per cent less than the

previous year.

ibid., page 329.

C. Bettelheim in Class Struggles in the U.S.S.R., Volume 2,

op. cit., dwells on this point at length: see Part III,
on the contradictions and class struggles in the industrial

and urban sectors. N. Lampert (1979) The Technical

Intelligentsia and the Soviet State, Macmillan, London,

Chapter 2, also provides evidence on some of the tensiocons
within the industrial sector in the 1920s, which suggests
that attempts wére made to bolster up the authority of
the technical intelligentsia in order to help restore
Soviet industry. It is possible that wage increases

to tﬁe worker; were an attempt to contain the resentment
generated by this strengthening of managerial authority.
Whatever the causes of the wage increases, they fostered
the diversion of manufactured goods away from the

countryside, which did not help the 'Smychka' between

workers and peasants.

S. Grosskopf, op.cit., page 333.
ibid., pages 334-336.

ibid., page 343.

ibid., page 351.

ibid., page 349.
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See, for example, Part I, Chapter 1 of Yu. V., Arutyunian

(1971). Sotsial'navya Struktura Sel'skogo Naseleniva

§§§3},Mvsl', Moscow. There one can find arguments

that in the 1920s peasant commodity production was not
sufficiently mobilised for the needs of industrialisation,
because of the poor price relations for the peasantry,

called forth by the backwardness of light industry

(pages 23 - 24, my emphasis). On page 28 we find the
claim that the peasantry applied its means of production
irrationally, and on page"31 we find a discussion of
agrarian overpopulation. A1l of these arguments ignore
the basic lack of means of production of the peasantry,
and in effect bléme the peasantry for the failure of NEP.
The remark on the irrational use of means of production
is reminiscent of Stalin's claim to Churchill that the
peasantry were reluctant to use tractors and other
machinery. Grosskopf shows that this was not the case

in the 1920s: op.cit., pages 248-250,
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CHAPTER TWO

ECONOMIC UNITS AND ECONOMIC CALCULATION

Introduction

The purpose of this Chapter is to explore the
relative capacities of various economic agents. It was
argued in the overall Introduction to this work that
a theory of the class structure could only demarcate the
boundaries between economic agents on the basis of specifying
important. differences in their capacities for action, deriving
from their relation to the means of production. Thus the
relations of production, that is the relations operating
between economic agents derivingfrom their differential
access to the means of production, must be examined in some
detail if one is to have adequate grounds for either claiming
or denying that class relations exist. The relations between
the agents concerned need not be exclusively interpersonal
relations: 1indeed they cannot be exclusively interpersonal
if some of the economic agents are collective agents. If
a monastic order can be a feudal landowner, or a joint stock
company ean be a capitalist, then a theory of the relations
of production which restricts itself to relations between
humar agents runs the risk of missing vital aspects of the
social formation in question.

However, if it is accepted that non-human agents are
potentially important in the relations of production, then
the conditions of such agents must be analysed. If one is
to avoid treating them in a rationalist manner, as a collective

subject capable both of recognising the appropriate means to
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realise its ends énd of acting on those means (for example,
in the manner of Parsons' collectivities), then the following
features of collective agents are pertinent to the formation
of their objectives and their capacity to conduct a course
of action in pursuit of those objectives. Firstly, the
internal form of their organisation. Collective agents
cannot be treated as unitary entities, and sub-agents
within them may be crucial in affecting the relations of
the collective agent with other agents. Secondly, their
means of calculation. Concepts which may be widely available
in the social formation, or specially developed for the
collective agent in question (or some admixture of the two)
are necessary if the agent is to monitor its own internal
state and to calculate courses of action with respect to
other agents (for gxample, struggle over access to the means
of production). Unless the means of calculation are treated
as having some effects of their own, then the collective
agent will in effect be analysed as if its objectives were
the result of its 'consciousness', and as if the means of
realising its ends were somehow directly observéble in the
real. Thirdly, the resources at its disposal. These
resources may be 'internal' (that is, directly at its
disposal) or may be accessible because of the economic
location of the agent.

In addition to these considerations which seem to be
implicit in accepting that collective agents are pertinent
to the relations of production, the examination of the
relations of production in a planned economy carries other

implications. Not only must one pay particular attention
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in such an economy to relations between non-human agents,
examining their respective capacities, but one must consider
whether class relations‘might operate directly between such
collective agents, or between collective and individual
agents, or finally between individﬁal agents as a result of
the relations between collective agents. Furthermore, in
any economy with an advanced division of labour, one must |
assess the relations between units of production in agriculture
and in industry, as well as retail distribution units, and
units of social consumption (the latter is é category which
includes families, as well as hospitals, schools, and, in the
case of the Soviet Union, cultural and.holiday centres).
However, as well as tﬁese kinds of collective agents, in the
case of the Soviet Union, one must also examine the capacities
of the var;ous statg agencies involved in plan construction,
and the regulation of plan implementation. This is because
Soviet national economic planning involves the attempt to
coordinate the division of labour at the level of the
ovérall social formation. If it is at all effective, it must
have a majér impact on the relations of production, either
exacerbating or mitigating class relations. The means
of economic calculation within all these vafious kinds of
agencies involved in the construction and implementation
of the overall economic plans will thus be a concern of this
chapter, although units of consumption will be more the concern
of Chapter Four.

The concern with the means of economic calculation
in this Chapter is not simnly because it is relevant to the

organisational forms of collective agents, but also because
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it is important for the analysis of policy formation and
hence to the analysis of struggles between agencies.,
Ultimately, it is such struggles which determine the relative
capacities of agents, so without neglecting both resources
and organisational forms as determinants of the capacities

of agents, a particular concern of this chapter will be

with forms of economic calculation. This is bécause differeﬁt
economic units (agents) use different means of calculation,
and these cannot be totally unified (otherwise the distinct
economic functions of different units would be nullified,
that is, there would be no division of labour).

This Chapter is divided into two main sections, agriculture
and industry. This is primarily because conditions in Soviet
agriculture have historically 'lagged behind' those in
industry, largely a's a consequence of the policy of forced
collectivisation of the peasantry at the beginning of the
1930s. Consequently the organisational forms and the
capacities of agricultural economic units are different from
those in industry. It is also important to examine agriculture
carefully to be in a position to evaluate the official Soviet
theory of the class structure, according to which collective
farmers are in a different class fromvstate employees. Because
some agricultural units, the private plots and the collective
farms, have a particular relation to urban consumption, the
discussion of retailing units at the end of the section on
agriculture is used as a device to lead into the section on
industry, where the main units discussed are the state
enterprises, production associations, Ministries and the

central planning agencies.,
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Agriculture

The condition of agriculture in the Soviet Union is
still a serious Eause for concern, some half a century after
the forced collectivisation of the peasantry. Partly this
is due to the difficulties of making good the ngglect of a
generation, a pfocess which reélly only started around 1965.
Partly it is due to the positive damage doné, not 6nly by
the forced collectivisation itself, but also by the 1941-1945
war ('The Great Patriotic War') and later by Khrushchev's
voluntarist attempts at a sudden improvement in agriculture.
The inadequate performance of agriculture is also partly
because of current policies, forms of planning and economic
organisation, even though these have been improved since
the fall of Khrushchev. Since this is not a thesis on Soviet
agriculture, the developments before the 1960s will only be
mentioned in passing, even though their impact on contehporary

agriculture is still evident.

The main changeé in agriculture under Khrushcﬁev were
the abolition of the Machigﬁnjractor Stations (M.T.5.) in
1958 and the conversion of/@oflhozy into sovkhozy, mostly
between 1955 and 1962. The other related change was the
increase in the size of the kolhozy, often produced by
amalgamating them intb a single large one. However; as
S'tuart2 points out, structural change in agriculture has
been going on since 1950. In addition to the amalgamation
of small kolkhozy to form larger units, there have been two

forms of conversion of kolkhozy into sovkhozy (either

attachment of kolkhoz to an existing sovkhoz, or combination

of kdlkhozy to form a new soVkhoz) and land has been taken




'USSR State and Collective Farms: Organizational Adjustments, 1950-1968

19532 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 19627 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968

1. Kolkhozy . . , }
(decline) 30,200 8,200 6,486 8,854 14245 9,455 3,487 761 1,156 1,106 1,340 224 313 587
2. Sovkhozy
 (increase) (-131) 241 807 97 494 879 906 289 606 902 1,603 508 594 615
3, Kolkhozy®
(newly orp) 109 30 26 0 7 7 4 . ...
4, Kolkhozy ’ .
(dismantled) ces e 1,031 368 101 163 504 317 343
5. Kolkhozy .
(amalgamated) - vee 1,866 8,010 12,271 4,550 1,092 683 1,037 - v e ver
6. Kolkhozy ‘
(converted) e oo 5730 1,256 2,074 5,068 2,906 402 271

Sources: Data for the years 1957 through 1963 from V.G. Venzher, Ispolzovanie zakona stoimosti v kolkhoznom proizvodstve (2nd ed. rev.;
Moskva: Nauka, 1965), p. 113, Remaining data from selected volumes ofNarkhoz SSSR.

2Changes are between column years, the base year bcmg 1950. For the years 1953, 1956 and 1966, the number of kolkhozy are to be the ‘nearest
hundred and, accordingly, year to year changes are approx_\mate

bData on amalgamation and conversion should be considered as approximate due to possible double countmg. For example, in any given year,
several kolkhozy may be newly formed but later amalgamated or even converted,

Source: R.C. Stuart; ibid., page 48
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On a somewhat longer time-scale, Lavigne (1979) gives
the following picture of structural changes in agriculture:4
Table 2,

Number of enterprises and agricultural exploitations

11927 1940 1950 1977 1979

Kolkhozy (in thousands) 14.8 236.9 123.7 27.1
Sovkhozy (in thousands) 1.4 4,2 5.0 20.1
Enterprises, organisations,

unions associating kolkhozy

and sovkhozy (in thousands) - - - 7.7
Individual farms of poor and

middle peasants (in millions) 23.7 3.6 0.7 -
Farms of kulaks (in millions) 1.1 - - -

The sovkhozy in'1977 had an average area of 5,600
hectares each, whereas the average for kolkhozy was 3,800
hectares, so although there were fewer sovkhozy in 1977,
they forméd 52.6 é;r cent of the area, with the kolkhozy
farming 46.2 per cent and the remaining 1.2 per cent being
constituted by the 'personal plots'5 of kolkhozniki, workers
and employees. As in the 1920s, sown area is only of limited

use as an indication of economic relations, not only because
the personal plots produce just over 25 per cent of all
agricultural output, specialising in vegetables, meat, milk
and eggs, but also because an adequate analysis of Soviet
agriculture must confront the issue of the interrelation of'
these three forms of property, as well as their relation to
other agencies such as the planning and supply agencies,

the kolkhoz market and so on.

26.4
20.8

9.3
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The Kolkhozy Lue., B -

To start with the kolkhozy, the changes in size of the
kolkhozy and the conversion of some of them into sovkhozy
have been related to other practices which have changed the
internal structure of the kolkhoz as an economic unit.
Stuart produces the following figure (in addition to figures

showing regional differences in the same indices).

Fiqure 1

180 number of
sovkhozy

1601

140+

kolkhoz capital
investment

120

100

kolkhoz sown area

kolkhoz labor force

number of kolkhozy

number of brigades (kolkhoz)

801

601

40

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

Structural Change in Soviet Agriculture: Selected Indica-
tors, 1959-1965 (1959 = 100). Source: Narkhoz, selected volumes.

The figure indicates that for the U.5.5.R. as a whole
from 1959 to 1965 the number of kolkhozy went down, but
that the sown area and labour force went down less, while

'kolkhoz capital investment! (Stuart's phrase) went up.

The number of brigades went down more than the number 0%
kolkhozy, which indicates that the brigadé increased in size
(and, as we shall see, in importance in some respects). There
afe various kinds of brigades (which.are the main sub-unit
of the kolkhoz). For the period between 1953 and 1957 Stuart
distinguishes befween them in terms of (a) time and (b) task:
(a) +temporary, seasonal and constant briéades

(b) speciaiised and combined brigades
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To the extent that a temporary brigade performed a
single task, such as repair or land ieclamation, it was
also a specialised brigade, but Stuart uses the latter term
to refer to a brigade with a particular regular production
task. After 1957, and particularly after the abolifion of
the M.T.S5. in 1958 (which both laid the financial burden on
the kolkhozy of purchasing tractors and made them responsible
for handling mechanisation), brigades were classified |
according to the structure of output and the method of
handling mechanisation: |

1. The complex brigade (crop and animal production)

2. The branch brigade (field brigades, tractor-field
brigades, potgto brigades and so on)

3. The specialised brigade (single product)

4. The tractor-complex brigade (after 1958)

The‘complex énd tractor-complex brigades grew from just
over 14 per cent of all brigades in 1957 to 34 per cent in
1862 and remained about that proportion until at least the
late 19608.6 This form of brigade is used where production
is not highly specialised, and where both field crop and
animal breeding sectors are relatively highly developed.
Despite talk of agricultural special;sation, many Soviet
writers seem to see the complex brigade as the most appropriate
form of organisation within the kolkhoz, and in certain areas,
even though it does not differ from other complex brigades,
it may be called a department (otdelenie) which is the

1 In

pattern of organisation prevailing on the sovkhoz.
essence, a department is a complete farm as a sub-unit of
the kolkhoz. It closely resémbles an entire collective farm
of the late 1940s. It may well be the most appropriate

organisational form, but that lack of specialisation in turn

may be related to the inadequate distribution network (poor
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roéds, poor quality vehicles, inadequate storage facilities

and an insufficient number of retail distribution points).

Not all kolkhozy have the same organisational structure,
even over time. Stuart gives three examples of orgénisational
structure, one for a farm in the 1940s, one in the 1950s and
one in the 1960s. The latter farm seems to have the most
sophisticatéd technical division of labour, and this cannot
simply be attributed to tﬁe fact that it was one which
Stuart had visited and therefore knew more about: farms
clearly became more complex internally as they grew in size,
but there is still regional variation in their internal
structure. Both‘the~brigade and the kolkhoz are nowadays
sufficiently large that product specialisation can be handled
by sub-units within the brigade. It is not at all clear how
far this gpeciali;ation within a multi-product brigade has
helped to raise productivity. Stuart attributes to the
Soviet leadership a tendency towardsvthe prqmotion of
"agricultural gigantomania", yet he does seem to consider
that there are benefits to it. 'In a large multi-product
unit, the problem of the seasonal employment of labour may
be reduced by the broadening of the output structure. It is
difficult to know to what extent labour is transferable
between animal breeding (non-seasonal) and field crop growing
(seasonal) tasks. It may be that less specialised workers
are shifted according to seasonal needs, and that specialised
workers are fully employed in large units. Yet if this is
so, it is not clear why complex brigades did not take over
to some extent from the various kinds of branch and specialised
brigades during the 1960s, instead of remaining at roughly

one-third of all brigades.
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It may well‘be that to transfer more brigades to the
complex brigade system would have required a greater
expenditure on equipmént and on the education of personnel.
This in itself would perhaps explain why this favoured system
is not more widely spread, since {he kolkhozy themselves
would have difficulty in obtaining the equipment,and although
there is a system of in-service education for kolkhoz
personnela, it is not clear how successful it is. Certainly
formal edﬁcational qualifications are very low at brigade
or ferma levels, although they are higher among kolkhoz
chairmen.9 Thus the conditions for the spread of the complex

brigade may not be present.

The relatively poor education may be more of a bottle-
neck hindering the improvement of agricultural performance
than it appears at first sight. For example, the evidence
already cited from Stuart indicated that kolkhoz investment
increased in the early 1960s, even after the purchase of
machinery from the abolished M.T.S. Much of this investment
would be on machinery (since the state takes responsibility
for major infra~-structural works such as roads), yet it was
not apparently very productive investment. A rough indication
of this can be seen from the figures cited by Lavigne1D on
the growth of agricultural production: from 1950-1954 it
grew by 22 per cent, from 1955-1959 by 49 per cent, but from
1960-1965 it only grew by 14 per cent. This latter period
was precisely when the relative investment in kolkhozy was
increasing, according to Stuart, Naturally this is only a
very rough indication of the efficiency of investment:
kolkhozy were already a declining proportion of agricultural
enterprises, there was still considerable net emigration from

rural areas &at this time which the investment may have partly
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offset, and the high percentages of growth in the early

1950s were partly because the starting point was so low.
Nevertheless, there were (and still are) reports of machinery
lying idle not simply because of lack of spare parts, but
 because of inadequate maintenance; In this sense, the level
of skills of kolkhoz personnel may be an important aspect of
their relative inefficiency in some areas of agricultural

activity.

Furthermore, the relatively low level of skills may well
be one of the reasons for the complex internal organisation
of the kolkhoz as a whole, with complex brigades, field
brigades, the ferma (concerned with livestock rearing, and
headed by a zoBtechnician) construction brigades and so on.
The organisational diversity means that, apart from the
complex brigades, ® specialist (often with higher formal
educational qualifications than the chairman) can oversee
‘the work of unskilled workers within a relatively narrowly
specialised 'span of control'. The organisational rigidity
produced by the proliferation of relatively narrow specialisations
among heads of different kolkhoz sub-units may well account
for both the limiting of the spread of complex brigades and
for the apparently continuing high cdst of certain aspects of
farming, such as livestock rearing, which creates the economic
opening for the 'personal plots' (the 'private sector').
For this reason, Stuart's conclusion (page 76) on the
development of the internal strﬁcture of the kolkhoz is
somewhat misleading: "Increasingly, the brigade (or department)
is a large multi~product permanent unit, typically with its
own mechanisation and encompassing both the production of
field crops and animal products. From an organisational
point of view, the typical kolkhoz has come to resemble the

sovkhoz. More important, though, the brigade of the present

i
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day differs very little from the pre-amalgamation collective
and, indeed, has come to be a farm in its own right." While
other authors also point to the increasing organisational
similarity between kolkhozy and sovkhozy, a point which will
be taken up later, it is clear from Stuart's own eVidence

(page 64) that the picture of the multi-product brigade

only refers to arcund one-third of all brigades, even in

the late 1960s,with the other brigades being more,specialised.
While he argues (page 73) that the various types of branch
and specialised brigades remainbin wide, though declining,
usage, the evidence which he presents for the decline in

their usage only goes up to 1961.

This picture of comparative stagnation in terms of the
'formal organisational blueprint'! within the kolkhoz since
the early 1960s would also be more consistent with Stuaxrt's
suggestion (page 195) that the 'good' kolkhoz may be less a
function of the organisational form as such and more a function
of other factors, for example, natural conditions and state
credits. The lack of development of the apparently more
flexible complex brigade system, in so far as it is an
effect of organisational rigidity (as opposed to, say, being
ecologically unsuitable, which could be tiue for certain
parts of the U.5.5.R.), would then be related to other
organisational features which are difficult to change and
which are in part responsible fﬁr the poor performance of

Soviet agriculture.

This organisational rigidity, rather than sheer size
alone, or the combination of size and product diversity as
Nove11 seems to argue, would appear to be one of the reasons
for the poor system of economic incentives. This incentive
system, even after the abolition of the trudoden’ (labour-day

unit) in 1966 makes it difficult for the kolkhozniki to
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calculate the relation between effort and reward and subjects
the kolkhozniki to very detailed supervision. The detailed
supervision is in part the effect of the fact that the
"rewards of higher level managerial personnel depend directly
upon the performance of lower level managers" as Stuart puts
it. The usual success indicator problem exists on the kolkhoz,
as in other economic units, where a multiple system of
(perhaps mutually inconsistent) indicators are related to a
bdnus system which may not be used in many cases due to its
complexity: there is a severe shortage of personnel trained
in economics and available to collective farms, according to

Stuart.

In addition to the difficulties which face personnel
working within the kolkhoz in calculating appropriate courses
of action, the sys%em of decision-making (forms and conditions
of calculation) pertaining to the kolkhoz as a whole is also
fraught with difficulties. As both Nove and Stuart point
out, although the juridical status of the kolkhoz as a
co-operative has given it a formal autonomy, this has been
limited in practice by constant outside intervention. The
autonomy in fact has often had the effect, as Stuart points
out (page 107), that kolkhoz chairmen "were not integrated
into the important information flows of the planning system,
did not participate broadly in the important decisions of
production and distribution of the product, and were not
sufficiently well trained to perform a significant managerial
role." Since the ending of the trudoden’system in 1966, it
has been possible for the first time to calculate costs, gross
output, gross revenue and net revenue, and the basic indicator
of plan fulfillment is the volume of state procurements.

Even more than in industry, agricultural capacity is difficult

to define, which makes the planning of state procurementé
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difficult, and has led to a tendency to informally continue
planning inputs, particularly in terms of crop rotation
patterns. This, combined with the organisational rigidity
(and poor transport facilities within the kolkhoz) which
restricts the flexibility of labour supply12, means that
administrative pressure to increase agricultural production
produces an acute 'labour shortage! which can only be
overcome by investment. According to Nove(1977, pages
131-132) agricultural investment rose from an average df
under 3 milliard roubles a year in 1951-55 to 7.27 milliaxrds
in 1961 and then to 23.7 milliards in 1973 - over 24 per
cent of total investment in that year.13 Nove provides an
excellent analysis (pages 132-137) of why 'unbalanced planning!
of inputs makeSmuch of this investment inefficient, and the
figures from Lavigne (1979) cited above suggest that much

of the inVestment‘may indeed be inefficient. However, the
point which I am emphasising.here is that in addition to the
problems mentioned by Nove, the very internal structure of
the kolkhoz itself causes problems, both in creating a
'labour shortage', which may be generating an additional
demand for investment, and in making it difficult for the
kolkhoz to calculate its own investmgnt priorities, which
would enable it to relieVe‘GDsplan and the Ministry of

Agriculture of some of their planning burdens.

Nove is well aware that there are no easy answers to
the problem of the relation of economic units (including
state enterprises and Ministries) to the central planning
organs, so that one cannot simply advocate 'decentralisation!'.
The difficulties of the kolkhoz in calculating its costs
and investmentApriorities appear to be even greater than for

industrial state enterprises because of the connection between

the 'personal plots' and the kolkhozy (and sovkhozy). In
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addition, even such scope as exists for autonomy in investment
decisions seems to be poorly utilised: Stuart, following
James R. Millar, points out (page 133) that the finance
policy of the kolkhoz sector is on balance very conservative.
Alfhough it has access to credit, it has for the most part
utilised funds obtained from increased prices and has tended
to pursue a policy where income must precede outlays,

To be fair, this autoﬁomy
due to access tﬁ'credit may be more apparent than real, since
kolkhozy are probably given very low priority in the case of
conflicting demands on the State Bank for credit. Certainly
Stuart points out (page 195) that it is more difficult to
channel state assistance into kolkhozy than into sovkhozy,
and this must be related to their juridical status as
co~operatives, which, while not really protecting them from
a tendency by the state to plan inputs, does not help them
in the political struggle over investment. One of the
major probiems of planning investment at the level of the
kolkhoz is thatAmachinery and equipment tends to be held at
brigade level, and this is where its purchase and utilisation
will be planned, according to Stuart. Yet the planning of
investment is évan at this level related to technical norms
which must tend to ossify the planning of investment even if
deliveries of machinery are planned }from above'! and thus do
not fit in completely with brigade plans. Stuart describes
the calculation and resulting adjudication of competing
claims as follows (page 133):

"The utilisation of equipment will be a function

of the targets facing the brigade and the technical
norms translating these targets inte specific
fulfillmeht tasks. This translation is typically
accomplished with the use of a technological map
(tekhnologicheskaia karta). If additional

equipment is needed, the brigadier forwards a
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request to kolkhoz management which in turn is

forwarded to the raiispolkom. If the request

is for a deficit commodity, the decision as to
who will in fact receive the equipment is
apparently made at the raion level. The
equipment is recorded at the - brigade level

as an asset and depreciated according to
standard norms (usually over a ten year period).
Capital repairs are planned in advance and based
upon anticipated usage. The costs of these
repairs are recorded at brigade level although

the brigade does not make payment."

Stuart's description is now out of date, since

Sel'khoztekhnika, not the raion, is now the supply agency

for agriculture. However, one can still conclude that it

is difficult to make the calculation that the brigade could
meet its targets by organisational improvements or practices
raising tﬁe produétivity of existing equipment, or by
re-organising relations (and the distribution of equipment)
between brigades; The planning of investment at this level
thus tends to perpetuate the existing internal structure of

the kolkhoz, generate a certain amount of otherwise unnecessary
demand for investment (by precluding certain kinds of economies)
and restrict the ability of the kolkhoz as a whole to

manoeuvre vis-a-vis the planning of deliveries of equipment.
The rural tolkach can look foward to a long existence in

these circumstances, particularly when the problem of lack

of spare parts (a problem throughout the Soviet economy) is
taken into account. Despite the shortage of equipment,

Stuart cites a Soviet source for 1965 showing that 15 per cent
of tractors stand idle every year due to technical

inoperability.
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If there are problems about the farm calculating its own
costs and investment needs, the difficulties of calculating
the costs of the kolkhaz faced by the central planning agencies
are also formidable, even with the introduction of wage-payments
in 1966. This becomes clear when the accounting practices
are examined more closely: the costs of the kolkhoz are
'monetised! by the attribution of a rouble cost to physically
determined inputs. Thus the technological map will have a
regionally defined scale‘setting forth the rouble cost of a
specified kind of tractor operating on a particular kind of
land for a specified time-period. But the interpretation of
whether the land falls into that category will be left to
that kolkhoz. Even if farms within a region give a similar
interpretation to such a technological norm, inter-regional
comparisons of costs are more difficult, and it is these
which are likely to be of most interest to the central
planners. In addition there is the problem, familiar to
students of Soviet industry, of the slow rate of change of
such technical norms, despite constantly changing conditions.
Such problems of costing methodology are the subject of -
continued discussioh, and like the issues of land rent charges
and 'capital' charges, must be resolved if a satisfactory
form of measuring agricultural costs is to be developed.
Without a form of measuring costs in a manner that does not
perpetuate existing practices, but rather helps indicate how
costs could be reduced, the poor performance of agriculture
is likely to continue, and agricultural investment is likely

to remain a high proportion of total investment.
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The Convergence of Kolkhozy and Sovkhozy

Many of these problems apply also to the sovkhozy, since
the administrative and operational differences between the
two kinds of farm have diminished over the years, as both
Nove and Stuart indicate. This raises the issue of .the
extent to which they can be conceived of as distinct forms
of property. Nove (1977, page 122) argues that the following

are .the significant differences between kolkhozy and sovkhozy:

"Firstly, the juridical fact of co-operative as
against state ownership. Secondly , the formally
elective nature of the kolkhoz chairman and
management committee, as against the appointed
sovkhoz director. Thirdly, the degree of
autonomy, legal and to some extent real, of a
kolkhoz is grea%er, in that a sovkhoz is
directly subordinated to a territorial sovkhoz
administration ........., whereas the nominally
co-operative nature of the kolkhozy gives them
greater leeway. Fourthly, the kolkhozy finance
the bulk of their investments out of revenue,
while sovkhozy receive more grants from the
state, though with the spread of 'full
khozraschet'! among the sovkhozy ......... this
element of difference 1is diminishing. Finally,
despite the changes introduced in 1966 there is
a greater dependence of incomes in the kolkhozy
on the financial results of that kolkhoz. That
is to say, subject to a mimumum, there is a greater
variation in payment to labour than in sovkhozy.
There is at present a clear trend towards 'bringing
closer together' the two types of property, as a
number of party pronouncements bear witness,
above all by involving them in joint enterprises

and other activities."

Some of the differences are more important than others.
The juridical position of the kolkhoz (apart from the 1977
Constitution and other statutes)is set out in the 1969

Model Kolkhoz Charter, which replaced the 1935 Standard

Charter, both of which are reproduced as appendices in Stuart.
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The greater dependence of kolkhoz incomes on financial
performance, and the poorer pension rights, poorer state

aid for investment, and so on, are only juridicamlly possible
on the basis of ?he distinction between co-operative ownership
and state ownership. Yet as Stuart makes clear, the kolkhoz
chairman is not really elected, and the autonomy of the
kolkhoz is limited within the planned economy, even though,
as Stuart puts it (page 45) "the mechanisms utilised to
integrate the kolkhoz into the planned économy have differed
from those utilised for other organisational forms in the
Soviet economy". This may be a reference to the Territorial
Production Administrations, established in 1962, although
Stuart points out that these have faded into the raion
administrations as organs of local control over agriculture.
Although Stuart seems to consider, like Nove, that the kolkhozy
do have greater aufonomy than the sovkhozy, one could take a
jaundiced view and argue that the autonomy exists when it
comes to looking after themselves and their members, but

does not exist when it comes to fitting in with state
economic plans. Although Nove argues that the greater
autonomy of the kolkhoz is to some extent real, he does

point to examples of detailed operational supervision by the
party (however, it also applies to sovkhoz directors) and
Stuart suggests that at least in some areas the party in the
late 1950s was extending its membership and improving its
organisation within the kolkhozy. Whatever the extent of
kolkhoz autonomy (and in the absence of developed forms of
calculation extended autonomy would only be of limited use to
its members anyway), the development of joint enterprises
linking kolkhozy and sovkhozy, together with the increasing

power of Sel'khoztekhnika over maintenance, repairs and certain




services, may well have reduced kolkhoz autonomy as part

of the process of assimilating the two forms of property.

The development of these organisational links between
kolkhozy and sovkhoZy is one of a series of measures taken to
improve agriculture since 1965, andrthe/, impact of these is
perhaps best described by Lavigne (1979). She divides the pre-
1965 period up into a period before 1958, characterised by a
" policy of constraint and the period 1958-1965, éharacterised by
a policy of liberalisation. Yet despite the changes after 1958,
the policy of intensification of a:griculfure was not well conducted
since (among other things) the kolkhozy did not have enough
resources to buy machinery or to develop the use of fertilisers,
The 1965 reforms improved the situation much more noticeably.
This was when sales, rather than total production, became the

)
main plan target. Yet beginning in 1975, because of the mediocre
results of agriculture (the targets of the 1971-75 five-year plan not
having been reached) a tendency developed towards the return to
voluntarist planning. The margin between the anticipated volume
of production and the plan .of sales fixed for the kolkhoz narrowed.
For example, in 1976-80, for cereals,tqtal production was to
increase by 19 per cent, but sales were to increase by 33 per
cent; for meat the percentages were 9 and 13 respectively.
(Admittedly, despite the implicatién of Lavigne's argument, produc-
tion could rise faster than sales, if, for example, the on-farm
use of cereals remained relatively stable, but, realistically, to
sustain increased production, a greater proportion would presumably

be have to be used for seeds, and as fodder.) The part of sales in
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addition to the plan was thus expected to decrease (this being
compensated by an increase in price payed to the kolkhozy), but
in addition purchases over and above the plan became o'bligatory
to the collecting organisations, for a certain number of prodﬁcts
(potatoes, cotton, beetroot, sunflower seeds - some of these, in
my view, being crops where the 'personalplots' have had a better
record than the kolkhozy and sovkhozy). It was no surprise when
from 1976 the sales plan was not realised for a whole series of
products.

A decree effectlve from the beginning of 1968 set up a system
of contracts between the collecting organisations and the kolkhozy,
based on the detail‘ed sales plan. As in industry, this system
began to be abused by the modification of the contracts by the
collecting organisations, with the latter sometimes forcing kolkhoz
chairmen to sign blank contracts. As in industry, in other words,
there was a return to directive planning, since the experiments
in managing direct relations with the kolkhoz customers, such as
food-processing enterprises or shops, were not always crowned
with success.

Despite this, the position of the kolkhozy improved in several
respects. Base prices of cereals were raised after 1965, and above-
plan sales were priced at an extra 50 or 100 per cent (depending
on the products), In 1970, base prices were raised for livestock
products, potatoes, vegetables and fruits,. and supplements were

introduced for above-plan sales. The same procedure was introduced
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in 1972 for sugar beet, in 1975 for flax and in 1979 for milk, wool,
mutton and astrakhan fur. These measures influenced the
'profitability’ ofl the kolkhoz, which increased from 20-41 per cent
between 1964 and 1966, then returned to 25 per cent in 1975, This
high rate of proﬁtabiiity was necessary to finance investment
(apart from large infra-structural projects). High purchase prices
from agriculture combined with low reta_il prices have meant a
heavy burden of subsidies on the state budget., The effect of the
1979 price rises alone has been estimated by Brezhnev at 3,2
milliard roubles of subsidy. Relating this to the figures cited
above by Nove on agricﬁltural investment, this is more than the
total annual agricultural investment for the years 1951-55,

Frc‘>m 1965 t}‘le tax burden on kolkhozy was lightened, and
‘given the exemption for kolkhozy with a rate of 'profitability' of
over 15 per cent, most kolkhozy these days will escape the tax,
although members earning a wage over the minimum guaranteed
wage for industry will be taxed at a rate of 8 per cent, In addition
debts prior to 1965 were annulled, and they gained access to both
long and short term credit (though according to Stuart they seem
to make little use of it, as mentioned above). Finally kolkhozy were
encouraged to develop their non-agricultural activities, particularly
by means of the inter- kolkhoz organisations, grouping several
kolkhozy: for the construction of small electricity stations, irriga-
tion schemes, building construction; for the construction and use

of enterprises for the transformation and treatment of agricultural

products; for the use of centres of artificial inSfemination, incubation



and so on. In addition,‘ a 1967 decree encouraged the development
of auxiliary enterprises or handicraft workshops within the kolkhoz
to encourage the. use of seasonally u.ne‘mployed labour-power.

The intention of the authorities is clear, particularly in view
of the large investment programme. Despite the voiuntarist
tendencies of plan imi)lementation, tbe kolkhoz sector is not
perceived as a sector to be ''pressured'! but an element of the
economy to be developed by means related to ité material interest.
The aim is to produce a convergence between agriculture and
industry. Between 1967 and 1975, state farms were reformed on
the basis of 'full khozraschet' and run like state industrial enter-
prises, Similarly a series of measures have been taken which

. w
appear to be aimed at reducing differences between kolkhozy and
at running them more like sovkhozy. Following a kolkhoz congress
in 1966, a series of kolkhoz councils were set up at federal,,
republican and regional levels. While according to Nove (page 143)
it does not appear that the councils have either executive authority
or an effective representative function, they may well serve to
standardise certain kolkhoz practices with a view to improving
overall standards. FEor example, the federal council of kolkhozy
met for the first time in 1970 and decided thét the management
of the kolkhoz social insurance funds (created in 1964) be run by the
trade union system under the overall charge of the federal council

of kolkhozy. At the centre, the regulations on the constitution and

use of the social insurance funds are décreed jointly by the federal
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council of kolkhozy and the central federal council of trade unions,
This form of standardisation of practice seems to have paved the
way for the 1976 recommendation of the XXV Party Congress that
kolkhozniki could enter an agricultural trade union, on a strictly
voluntary basis. In 1977 a regulation was issued adapting to the
kolkhoz committee the 1971 statute on trade union committees at
workshop, factory and local levels, These méasures,ha;re brought
the state and collective sectors closer together.

Clearly bringing the two main sectors of agriculture closer
together will ease the‘'task of bringing agriculture as a whole closer
to industry. According to Lavigne, the aim seems to be continue
to industrialise agriculture, by mechanisation, use of chemicals,

‘ )
electrification (still not fully achieved all these years after Lenin's
famous slogan and the Goelro plan), and also by developing the
means of transport, by techniques of preservation and transforma-
tion of agricultural products. Despite all this, Lavigne quotes
Brezhnev's speech tothe Party Central Committee in July 1978 to

show that all the old defects in the above aspects of agriculture

are still present, The other way of bringing agriculture '‘and
industry closer together, started in 1965‘and formally confirmed

in 1976, is to concentrate agricultural enterprises, not by the
former methods of ammlgamation into larger kolkhozy and conversion
into sovkhozy, but by the already mentioned method of forming of
associations or unions between sovkhozy and kolkhozy, and by the

creation of 'agrb-industrial complexes', integrating industrial and
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agricultural activities., In 1978 there existed 8,000 enterprises
of this type, associating 90 per cent of the kolkhozy and 60
per cent of the‘ sovkhozy, many of them participating in several
enterprises. These enterprises eﬁployed 1.6 million workers
in 1978, lavigne says that the Republic of Moldavia has served
as the Aﬁeld of experimentation for this (organisatéional) formula
since the 1960s, "and in 1978 almost two-fifths o.f agricultural
production came from these entities. This is interesting because
according to Nove, Moldavia is also the place where the kolkhoz
council carries out a}dministrative functions, unlike the rest of
the U.S.S.R. He argues (1977, page 143): '"This may be an
interesting experiment. But such a trend runs counter to the
policy of joining k‘o]_khozy and sovkhozy together.! Yet Moldavia
appears to manage to do both, which suggests that the distir'}ction
between state and collective property is already becoming quite
blurred in Moldavian economic practice, if not in Soviet juridical
discourse. |

The development of agro-industrial complexes is according
to Lavigne the first step towards a profound transformation of
rural life, the urbanisation of the countryside. In other words,
the final aim is to unify as much as possible the living conditions
of town and country dwellers, offering them an equivalent set of
services. At the moment the level of schools, hospitals, cultural
and commercial establishments is less dense in the countryside.

The introduction of pensions in 1965 slowed down the rural exodus,
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but did not keep the young in the village. The introduction of

the work-permit for kolkhozniki, from 1977, meant that a member
leaving the kollr;hoz did not lose hexf or his pension righfs, which
 favoured labour mobility. The idea of the agrogorod (agro-town)
seems to have been resurrected, -although in a different form

from that advocated by Khrushchev in 1950 (and later). This could
have adverse effects, as Wadekin has pointed out, on the 'personal
plots’ which is one of the reasons why, as Lavigne remarks,
kolk.hozniki seem 'to be attached to their individual houses. Indeed
many of these ambitious hopes for agriculture could well imply

a transformation (or even eventual abolition) of the 'personal plots'.
Consequently, this third form of agricultural property must now

!

be examined.
Personal Plots

As Wadekin (1973) @akes clear, 'personal plots' do not
simply belong to kolhozniki, but also to workers and employees.
The latter are often thought to be employed in sovkhozy, but as
both Nove and Wadekin make clear, they also consist of state-
employed persons working in suburban or urban areas. The
distinction between those plots on kolkhoz land, and those of
sovkhoz land is of very little significance, except that sovkhoz
ploté are usually smaller, which is rvelated to higher wages of
sovkhoz workers., In contrast to earlier times, the income of
kolkhozniki from 'personal plots' is now only a secondary income,
It might well be possible to argue now that the most significant

difference among 'personal plots' is that between sovkhozy and



126.

kolkhozy on the one hand, and the agricultural activities of urban
workers and employees on the other. However, the scanty empirical
material available makes such an argument difficult to sustain.
In urban areas, 'personal plots' are granted by municipal soviets,
but not directly to households, whereas they are granted by the
kolkhozy or sovkhozy directly to households i;l‘l rural al;eas. ' Thus
the juridical _conditions of existence of these plots are the legal
designation Aof households, and the legal powers of the political
or economic agencies concerned, which are empowered to grant
the plots. This is why the extent of the plots can be legally
limited and changed in certain circumstances.

The urban 'service' plots (those at some distance from the

'

house) are usually allotted for a limited period only (Wg.dekin,
page 34), and they are reygistered in the name of the enterprise,
local authority, organisation or institution which has issued them
to the individual. Yet even.these plots appear to be retained
year after year, and in the case of retirement or invalidity are
normally retained for life. Tenure in all other plots is for an
unlimited time and free of charge. In contrast to a simple dis-
tinction between town and country plots, Wadekin (page 35)
classifies plots as belonging to the households of: (a) workers and
employees in rural areas engaged in agricultural or connected
occupations (b) workers and employees in rural areas not engaged
in occupations connec}ted with agriculture (c) workers and employees

in urban areas. Like the kolkhozniki, the workers and employees



127.

in rural éreas are given no legal confirmation of their tenure: the

right is merely delegated to them by the kolkhoz or sovkhoz. So

rural plots are certainly not legally private property, although the

means of production used on them (including livestock) and the

products themselves are legally private property. Sorné urban

plots surrounding private houses are indistinguishable from private

property even though all land is nationalised. However, apart

from such urban and suburban plots (whose economic importance

is hard to assess but which seems to be considerable from Wadekin's

description of the enormous extent of informal suburban development

round some large cities), the main impression given by Wadekin's
)

painstaking work to glean evidence from a large variety of sources

is of the interdependence of kolkhoz (or sovkhoz) and 'personal plot'

sectors.

This interdependence applies to mutual aid (not all of it legal)
between the kolkhoz and 'personal plot' in terms of inputs, and
what is effectively a division of 1abour‘between them in terms of
products, with the 'personal plots' concentrating on what the
kolkhozy do badly - potatoes, vegetables, eggs, fruit, meat and
dairy produce., This division of labour has become more evident
with rising living standards, so that the private plots did not just
produce means of consumption for the kolkhozniki, but began to
cater for developing urban markets for the above products rather

than for the staple foods based on grains. To some extent
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this interdependence mitigates the tension mentioned by Nove
arising out of division of work time between 'private' and collec.tive
(or state) work., Wadekin's argumept implies that some Soviet
" writers on this issue are mistaken in emphasising the tension
over allocation of time between collective and plot work., He
argues that most work on the plots is spare time as fér as the
kolkhoz is concerned. Nove himself points out that much of the
work on plots is doné by middle aged women, and Stuart's
evidence (admittedly for an earlier period) suggests that very
few fail to do the minimum work required of them, although
Wadekin suggests it is different with overtime. Since there 1s a
'labour shortage' owrtimeé could be important for plan fulfilment,
‘
which lends support to Nove's view of the situation.

The interdependence between kolkhoz and personal plot both
helps to explain why the latter appears so productive (for example,
it receives feed grazing and young animalb for its livestock rearing)
and why plots continue to exist. They compensate (or have in the
past) for the underinvestment in agriculture by producing output for
very little investment. Furthermore, in adapting to the market,
they have provided the kind of flexibility which has been precluded,
it seems, by thev organ‘isational rigidity of kolkhozy, but which is
required in the face of varying harvests, often voluntaristic
approaches to agriculture and, more recently, the changing demand
for agricultural products., However, the role of the 'persyonal plots'

appears to be declining: in 1950, they amounted to 5.1 per cent of
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of total sown area in the USSR, by 1959 they were 3.7 per cent
any by 1969, they were 3.2 per cent (Wadekin, page 45). In the
last. decade, the decline has Continged: thus according to
- Lavigne (as already méntioned) in 1979 .they were only 2.7 per
cent pf total sown area. 15 This is somewhat puzzling, since
both Noye and Wg.delgin cite Soviet sources which either make favourable
comments on the 'household plots', or point to the counterproductive
of :
effects,(restricting the activities associated with this sector, or
else. which argue that the unsatisfactory productive performance
of the soc#alised sector precludes the ending of the reliance on the
plots. In the light of such arguments, which in view of Wadekin's
analysis I accept, the plots, even if they are considered as ‘'private
property', are scarcely an 'alien cancer' undermining the socialised
sector., However, it may be that the Soviet authorities wish to
check the tendencies towards the development of large areas of
what seem to be effectively suburban private market gardens. This
is probably why some sovkhozy have been set up close to cities,
However, overall the official policy towards the plots has been
favourable since the mid-1960s. The decline in the private plot
may be in part simply a demographic effect, as old people in
kolkhozy and scvkhozy die, thle the household rights to their plots
are not transferred to a new households because younger people
have been moving out of the countryside. If this is so, it may in
itself be the cause of a slight deterioration (or stagmnation) in

overall agricultural performance in the Soviet Union, because of
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the economic support which the private plots give to kolkhozy
and sovkhozy.

Yet this decline in sown area devoted to 'personal plots'
has not been matched by a proportionate decline in output. It
still produced in 1979 25.5 per cent of total agricultural produc-
tion (and sustained 21 per cent of the livestock), according to
Lavigne. She rightly stresses the dependence ot the plots on
the kolkhozy, but if Wadekin is right »tha‘t the plots also help the
kolkhozy in certain respects, the reduction in the number of
private plots, as just indicated, may be slightly detrimental to
kolkhozy performance and thus to overall agricultural performance,.
The non-kolkhoz plots (which do not benefit from interdependence
with the kolkhozy and may thus with perhaps more justice be called
'private'j seem to‘have been expanding at the expense of the
kolkhoz plots. According to Wadekin (page 345) even by 1968
the output of the nonkolkhoz population>amounted to 44 per cent
of total private agricultural output, and by 1971 may have risen
to one half., If this trend has continued (the reasons being the
decline in the ‘ko]_khoz population and the 'growth in demand for
fruit and vegetables) then the 'personal plots' producing directly
for urban markets ére probably much more important nhow than
has generally been realiéed. This would help explain why their
proportion of total output has remained around 25 per cent,
while at the same time their positive contribution to the

socialised sector has gone down, resulting in a disappointing

overall agricultural performance, This raises the issue of the

- kolkhoz markets, and retail trade, since the urban private plots
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are particularly geared to these.
Retail Trade '

Nove says that turnover statistics show that retail sales in

rural areas have been rising steadily, but argues that judging from
criticisms, there is ample scope for improvement in marketing,
particularly by the rural consumer cooperatives. He mentions

the most press;ing physical problems - poor roads, inadequate
transport, a serious lack of packaging materials and of storage
space. Quite apart from these problems,. retailing enterprises

are reluctant to take perishable goods, since spoilage adversely
affects profitability. . Wadekin also emphasises the scope for
cooperatives, and mentions their reluctance to take perishable
gc;ods'. Despite high level official support for the kolkhoz markets,

' of
Wadekin reports continual instances/kolkhoz and sovkhoz chairmen

forbidding kolkhozniki and sovkhoz workers to sell products» on

the kolkhoz market. Price limits, it seems, were still being
illegitimately being fixed in the late _19603, and raion authorities
still at times forbade people to sell in neighbouring towns, so
that they had to sell to local procurem'ent agencies at the lower
state prices. Construction plans for kolkhoz markets were still
not being fulfilled almost everywhere. These comments refer to
the period up to 1970, It is not clear how far the raising of state
prices during the 1970s has reduced the incentive to interfere with
the kolkhoz market in order to meet state procurement plans.

Not too much stress should be laid on the kolkhoz market,

however. 1In 1977, according to Lavigne, state commerce and
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retailing cooperative commerce were responsible for 69.6 per cent and
28 per cent respectively. of all retail turnover, both food and non-food.
Hence the kolkhpz market in 1977 accounted for 2.4 per cent of all
retail turnover. This figure compareé with 2.8 per cent in 1969

and 2.6 per cent in 1979. So while the share of the kolkhoz market

in all retail turnover has not really fallen during the 1970s, it is

still not a very high proportion of all retail trade. Nevertheless,
the kolkhoz market is somewhat more important if one concentrates

on fvood retailing alone, which is what they specialise in. (They
should not be confused with retailing cooperatives which deal in
various kinds of goods$. The kolkhoz markets provide a retail outlet
for the output of producers' cooperatives, the kolkhozy, which is not
taken up in the sta t‘e procurement plan. In addition, they provide a
retail outlet for some of the produce from the private plots). If

one restricts oneself to food retailing, then according to Wa dekin
(page 133), the kolkhoz markets accounted for 8.7 per cent of turnover
- of 'comparable products' in 1969 not in volume, but according to the
effective prices of these sales, which would be higher in the kolkhoz
commerce than the socialised (state anjd retail cooperative) commerce.
In 1979, this percentage was 9 .4,. according to Lavigne (private
communication). However, the reference to 'comparable products'

is somewhat misleading if one is attempting to assess the share of

the kolkhoz markets in the retail turnover of all food products. The
phrase 'comparable products' refers to the range of products which are
sold both in socialised commerce and in the kolkhoz markets. However,
the socialised commerce sector also sells an additional range of food

products, mostly processed foods, which are not available in the
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kolkhoz markets. If one takes kolkhoz market sales as a
percentage of all food sales, then the share of the kolkhoz market was
4,5 per cent in 1969, 4.3 per cent in 1977, and 4.7 per cent in 1979,

Consequently, after a period of relative decline in the 195(s and 1960s,
the kolkhoz retail markets have stabilised their share of the food markets
in the 1970s. The rise in the share of the state and cooperative
retailing sector, even in food, up to the late 1960s may have‘been
partly due to the retail cooperatives purchasing directly from the kolkhoz
and urban private plots, and selling these products both in their own
shops and on the premises of the kolkhoz markets. This practice
has certainly been advocated for some years, but it is not clear to
what extent it has actually occurred. It could equally be the case
that state and cooperative sector 'middle management' opposition to

'

kolkhoz markets is effectively restricting their development. This
may be responsible for the apparent move into the 'informal sector'
of the black market, the grey market and so on, which seems to have
grown considerably in recent years.

The defects of the current system of retail trade are well-known
and are adeptly summarised by Lavigne: these remarks also
apply to the retail distribution of industrial goods. Despite a 1969
regulation, direct enterprise~shop contracts remain the exception.
The system does not function as an intermediary between production
and consumption: it does not transmit demand to the enterprises,
and does not inform the consumer. The methods of planning production
do not adapt supply to the consumer's needs, so that

enterprises are slow to adapt to the changing structure of demand,

and to plan for complementarities (for example, ski-boots as well
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as skis). There are absolute shortages which are related to the
privileging of heavy industry, which are 'dealt with' by decrees,
such as the 197.6 decree which said that consumption goods would
increase by 70 per cent between 1976-1980, when the five year

plan for the same years only envisaged an increase of 32 per cent
and investment had already been fixed on that basis. (The priority
given to heavy industry meant that it had the means to make up
for soﬁe of defects of light industry, for example, by making
regrigeratoré. In 1965, 19 per cent of consumption goods came
from heavy industry,. and this rose to 28 per cent in 1976). The
functioning of retail trade leaves a lot to be desired, with very
poor stock management, too few sales points, especially in new
redidential areas, \and irregular supplies. These features lead

to Qieues even where there is not an absolute shortage of goods.
The shortage of rural retail outlets brings rural customers into
towns. There is inadequate priority given to services, -and these
are even worse than commerce in goods. The reform of commerce
started in 1970 did not do much good, and the 1979 decree, with
its centralising emphasis, made the Ministry of Commerce
responsible for satisfying demand, withprovisionsfor long-term
contracts between commerce and industry, and a planned increase
in shops selling a particular trade-mark., Lavigne rightly doubts
the virtues of such centralisation in this part of the economy, but then

she doubts whether the distribution system could function in a

still worse manner.
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Overview of Agriculture

It is now possib1¢ to try to discuss agriculture as a
whole, Clearly the distinctions between kolkhozy and sovkhozy
are diminishing; a task which requires a massive allocation of
resources to agriculture both to invest and to subsidise agricultural
prices. As Ncve points out, the geographical and climatic features
of the Soviet Union mean that for a particular volurr;e of output
it will probably always require greater investment than, say, the
United States. Nevertheless, a lot of the resources devoted to
agriculture must be wasted both because of forms of planning,
and because of the organisational forms of the 'socialised sedpr'
and their inadequate means of calculation. As Lavigne puts it,
it is astonishing and disturbing that the Soviet Union cannot cover
its needs for agric\ultural products, nutritional produce and raw
materials when 22 per cent of its population is engaged in agricul-
ture and such a high proportion of total investment is devoted to it.
Yet even in October 1980 Brezhnev was still pointing to the
inadequate performance of agriculture. This global underdevelop-
ment leaves the way open for the activities of the 'private sector’
which even if it is selling to consumer cooperatives is still very
prosperous and produces one-quarter of total agricultural output.
Unless and until organisational forms and means of calculation
can be developed which will enable the sovkhozy and kolkhozy to
produce as efficiently as the 'personal plots' on the same products,

agriculture will continue to be a chronic problem, The distribution

of agricultural products (as of industrial ones, as well as services)
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will similarly have to improve if the agricultural organisations
are to have the. means of planning production starting from
calculations as to likely consumption. This may well i-equire
a radical alteration of both priorities and planning techniquies
in the Soviet Union.
Industry

It is not very easy to separate agriculture from industry,
as the preceeding ;iiscussion probably shows. Not only do
agriculture and industry produce means of production for each
other, but they share' common problems in many ways with regard
to retail distribution, and with regard to relations between the units
of production and t‘he ministerial authorities and planning authorities
themselves, However, the greater importance attached to industry
in the U.,S5.5.R., and the organisational differences between industrial
and agricultural economic units, make it easier to discuss them
separately.

State Enterprises
As with agriculture, I propose to start with the units of

production before discussing other economic units, Retail trading
units will only be mentioned in passing in view of the discussion
of them in relation to agriculture., Whereas in the case of agricul-
ture the main works referred to were those of economists, it is
possible to begin by discussing an explicitly sociological account of
enterprises, or at least of the social location of their directors,
16 . .

namely Andrle (1976). The theoretical mode of analysis used

'

by Andrle is role theory and although no attempt is made by him
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to defend his use of role theory, 1 the defects of this mode of
analysis are limited to some extent by a distinction which is made
between theoretical and empirical work. While Andrle argues
(page 158) that '"it is taken to be axiomatic that a theoretical chbice
has consequences for the questions asked and answered in the
subsequent enquiry', - the distinction between theoretical and
empirical work, which even appears explicitly at times in the book
(for ekample, in the conclusion), means that much that appears
in the text is heavily influenced by his reading of primary Soviet
sources, These do not use role theory as a mode of analysis,
Fortunately for those who have little time for role theory, Andrle
has not systematically transmuted the discourses of the Soviet

. .
sources into role theory, which means that much of the empirical
material is of use to those who espouse different theoretical
positions,

Andrle begins his analysis of the position of the manager in
the relations of production (conceived of as primarily interpersonal
relations) by positing two basic types of state intervention in thé
economy - regulative and directive planning, or put another way,
market regulation versus administrative planning. The history of
this conception can be traced back to debates in Germany and
Austria in the late 19th century, thmough Weber (and von Mises)

up ‘o Granick's distinction between the khozraschet and formal

18
models, The problem with administrative or directive planning

is according to Andrle (page 9) '"the Weberian one... of the
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precipice between 'extensively and intensively infinite reality' on
the one hand and the conceptualising activities of the human mind
on the other.'" Thus it is fhe inadequacy of concepts to the real
which requires the supplementation of directive planning by
regulative planning, since the gap between concepts and the real
leads to a proliferation of central checks on managerial activity
which must nevertheless be effective and which hence coexist
with a certain amount of managerial autonomy if the system is to
work. The main arguments which I would raise about this concep-
tion of the !dialectic' fas Andrle calls it) between managerial
initiative and plan discipline are as follows: firstly, that it does
not stem from any gap between the conceptual and the real, but
)

from differences between different discourses; 19 secondly, that
the problems of Soviet planning should not be analysed in terms
of the mutual interaction of two organising principles which define
the range of variation of the structure. Andrle (page 8) quite
explicitly does the latter by positing regulative and directive plann-
ing as two polar opposites defining the 'gravitational field' within
which ‘all proposals to set individual interests in harmony with a
specific notion of 'general interest' would have to fall,

Yet, despite what I consider to be the weaknesses of Andrle's
mode of analysis of planning,he is able to give a reasonable
(if by no means original) account of the basic problems facing

Soviet planning: ''the centralised planning of complex diversified

industrial production is based on inadequate knowledge of the
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minutiae of specific conditions under which decision makers at the
production level have to operate. Centrally formulated prescrip-
tions tend to be(.:ome ambiguous or inconsistent (depending on how
specific they are) by the time they arrive on a factory manager's
desk. From the central planner's point of view, the response of
managers - and by chain reaction of all those affected by managerial
decisions - is insufficiently determinate, with consequences which
may contradict some of the planner's objectives.

Therefore, the administrative structure of directive planning
must be such as to offer the central planner some way of salvaging
at least some of the objectives which appear to be denied in the
process of implementation. In the Soviet Union, the central organs
of the state, with t‘he central organs of the Communist Party play-
ing the crucial coordinative and policy formulating role, fight for
control over the productive process by continuous issue of corrective
directives, multiple checks on their fﬁlﬁlment, and periodical,
large scale campaigns against whichever managerial policies are
brought to the attention of the central authorities as detrimental
to the national goals. The efficiency of these efforts of course
requires that no managerial decision making is protected by
autonomously enforcible legal status, However, as a consequence
of the inadequacy of centralised information, the whole system
would simply grind to a halt if factory managers did not have the
initiative to arbitrate between conflicting directives and cut corners

by officially unblessed practices in their pursuit of the chosen goals."
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Of course, it is not simply factory directors who must have
such initiative - it is ne.cessarily open to agreater or lesser extent
to all economic agents. The closest Andrle gets to saying this is
his remark (page. 10) that "each official is something of a
policy maker in his own right", a position which implies that only
human beings can be economic agents. He also gets close to analysing
the conditions of the partial autonomy of énterprise directors in a brief
discusAsion of what Kaser and Zielinsky call 'state-parametric' planning,
in which enterprise performance parameters are set by the state (not
the market) in such a way as to increase enterprise autonomy as to
the manner in which the success indicators are met. Andrle rightly
points to one of the problems of such 'synthetic' success indicators
(ones which 'cover' & wide range of economic events): "Parametric
planning ‘offers the \central planner better control over the aggregated
results at the expense of surrendering his administrative power of
involvement in the concrete processes of production: in other words
there might be a well-regulated 'production for synthetic criteria',
but a less well regulated 'production for use', a circumstance which
presumably does not escape the attention of these concerned.™
Largely because of this difficulty with the theory of 'state-parametric'
planning Andrle decides to stick to his dichotomy of market
regulative versus directive administrative forms of state
intervention in the economy. The point of the attempt to develop a
concept of 'state-parametric' planning, of course, is to theorise forms

of planning in a way that escapes from such dichotomies as state versus
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market and takes account of the organisational exigencies of
aggregating information to coordinate the activities of a multi-
plicity of agents while at the same time allowing for a necessary
measure of autonomy being available to those agents for dealing
with the inevitable inconsistencies in the plans. The difficulty
which Andrle in effect raises is the well-known one of deciding
on the most appropriate indicators. Whatever the deficiencies of
the ‘state—'parametric’. attempt to theorise these problems, the
problems must be analysed, and this can only be done by analysing
the criteria used to measure plan fulfilment in relation to the ,
organisational exigencies (and means of calculating action with
respect to them) which face enterprises (or other economic agents,
)
as the case may be). The conceptual couple of 'regulative' versus
'administrative' planning, which is supposed to define the terrain
of economic decision-making, actually precludes such an analysis,
as Andrle's text makes clear, by denying the possible effectivity
of
of other modes 'state intervention' which do not conform to the
features of the 'pure ideal types' of the couple. Since the two
parts of the conceptual couple are thoupht of as organising principles
which define the ‘gravitational field' of economic decision making,
forms of planning other than these two cannot be admitted without
undermining the analysis. According to Andrle's mode of analysis,
within this field, decisions will either gravitate towards the

regulative pole (market, catering for self-calculated individual

interest) or the directive pole fadministrative, catering for some
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conception of the general interest). However, he does not rule
out the feasibility of a suceessful compromise, whereas followers
of Granick (such as R.C. Stuart) tend to argue that one or other
'model' will tend to predominate, the 'winner' so far being the
'fundamental model', analogous to Andrle's 'directive planning’.

Andrle then analyses the relations between state enterprises
and the higher organs of state economic planning and management
in terms of the directive and regulative principles of control over
the economy, but his close adherence to the empirical sources
enables him nevertheless to make a series of useful points, The
1965 Enterprise Statute did not provide for the legal enforcement
of enterprise rights vis-a-vis the higher organs, a problem which

)

is exacerbated by the difficulty of distinguishing between a law
and an administrative directive, which means that complaints
against higher authorities' ‘'unlawful decisions' are rare. Reversal
of higher decisions is more likely to be successful on the grounds
that they were made on an 'unscientific basis', that is, without
due regard to, say, the calculated or reported productive capacity
of the enterprise., There is no system of accounting whereby the
damage caused to an enterprise by its higher organ can be assessed.
Despite the pressures to interfere at enterprise level, it is in the
interest of officials of the higher organ that the enterprises under their
jurisdiction appear to work well, Relations with superior organs are
likely to be better if the industry is high on the priority scale and

thus gets scarce supplies, if there is a direct link between the
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enterprise and its ministry, if the primary production of the
enterprise is central to the brief of the ministry, and if the
higher organ has a broad scope and is wealthy. These latter
points, of course, all relate to the problems of supply. Despite
the importance Qf Gossnab (which is of the same order of
importance as Gosplan), some of the Ministries have managed to
organise their own supply offices. External control of the supply
of raw materials and instruments of production is of course an
important limitation on enterprises, but the partial ministerial
control of supplies clearly enhances the Ministz;ies‘ own autonomy
in plan implementation vis-a-vis the central planning agencies such
as Gosplan, With regard to financial autonomy of enterprises,
Andrle ma;kes the irlteresting point that the enterprise accountants
are often better qualified than the Ministry of Finance inspectors.
(This is in sharp coﬁtrast to the position in agriculture). The State
Bank inspectors are probably more effective, and have a wider
range of sanctions, but Andrle makes the same point as Lavigne 20
that extreme financial sanctions against enterprises are exceptional,
Some powerful enterprises even keep State Bank inspectors off the
premises! Finally Andrle makes the important point that ''the
structural circumstances of directive planning based on imperfect
knowledge make mutual trust a scarce and highly valued commodity
which can be obtained through:.the exchange of personal favours

extended at personal . risks (sic), Thus there ‘emerge cliques

whose members use the resources to which they have access through
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office for preferential treatment of each other's interests. Woe

to the director who does not manage to develop personal bonds
across institutional boundaries.' Leaving aside criticisms of the
use of the concepts of 'directive planning' and 'imperfect knowledge’,
Andrle is right to stress the importance of informal inter-personal
relations, but apart from indicating that these are\ related to supply
difficulties and success indicators, his analysis is of little help in
analysing the determinants of the formation of these cliques.

What Andrle does say,as I indicated above, is that factory
managers do not have legal autonomy as regards the discharge of
their managerial function: this is necessary if they are to be at
all resansive to directives and campaigns. Yet managers do
enjoy a good measure of factual autonomy because operative mana-
gement cannot easily be supervised, and because it is recognised
by all interested parties that in the last analysis it is the manager's ;
pragmatic initiative that gives some recognisable results to the
plans., 'Since this autonomy is non-legal, a director has to secure
immunity from law enforcement and party crusades, and conditions
for continuous success, by striking personal bargains with individual
party and ministerial officials. Thus there emerge interlocking

cliques whose members flexibly dispose of their respective buneau-

cratic powers to mutual advantage. It is through these cliques

that plans - and political control over the productive process - are

administered and modified." Now it is not my intention to deny
such

that relations are political. On the contrary I would argue that



not only can enterprises constitute arenas of struggle, but that,
for example, enterprise - mini‘s.try relations can also constitute
such arenas, with alliances being sought and formed. However,
the problem with Andrle's analysis is that the determinants of
such political relations are not really analysed beyond what
has already been indicated: with supply problems and pressure
from
to increase production superiors who cannot supervise detail,
there is scope for informal alliancesrwhich may be illegal,
particularly when the legal autonomy of the enterprise is restricted,
This is reminiscent of the traditional distinction in organisation
theory between the formal organisational blueprint and the
informal organisation which it generates. Yet usually in such
)

analyses there is an attempt to specify the mechanisms by which
the informal organisation is produced in terms of the pressures
or exigencies of the formal organisation, leading in this sort of
analysis to such features as 'goal displacement' or conflicts
between 'bureaucrats' and 'professionals!. Apart from what has
already been indicated, the only such organisational exigencies
analysed by Andrle are those within the enterprise, not those
between enterprises or between enterprises and other agencies.

The effect of this is to make.the formation of alliances to
which Andrle refers a matter of the subjective decision of the
managers themselves: it is a matter of role playing with the

choice as to how to play the role being determined by the 'symbolic

environment' and by membership and reference groups, which help



to create their own symbolic environment or’ sukculture and which
may not fit in with the official or dominant culture. The four
membership or reference groups to which Andrle refers are
the narrow occupational group of plant directors, the wider
occupational group of economic managers, the specialist intelligen-
tsia_and the local power elites, The first two and the fourth
are potential membership groups, while the third is é normative
reference group, according to Andrle. The determinants of the
formation of.such groups are either cultural (such as a common
educational background) or interactional, in this kind of analysis.
These groups are formed as membership groups to the extent
that they are self-conscious: consciousness is their main condition

'
of existence. On the basis of the evidence, Andrle concludes
that plant directors are a self-conscious group, the broader manageri-
al group may or may not be self-conscious, the specialist intelligent-
sia has become an important normative reference group (in forming
the managerial self- image of a rational professional), aﬁd local
power elites do indeed exist, The primacy of self-consciousness
(partly determined by the 'symbolic environment' which may or
may not be reinforced by interpersonal interaction in these groups)
is an important point when it comes to appraising Andrle’s concept
of local power elite. Andrle argues in his 'Conclusion' that the
local power elites are 'concrete social formations which serve to

integrate, and thus transcend, the two incipient structures of

(market) class and (planning) officialdom.' This purports to be an
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improvement on Bauman‘s argument (derived from Weber, which
is why it is so readily compatible with Andrle's own position)

that '"the Soviet social structure is based on two contradictory
though coexistent principles of surplus control - the plan and

the market; it therefore consists of two contradictory though
coexistent structures - the 'officialdc;m' which administers the
'constructi'on of communism' and the 'classes' which emerge from
the operations of the market.,'" Andrle argues that this theory’
does not offer any account of how the rival structures of
officialdom and market manage to coexist; positing a need - the
need for the market by the planners - as the cause of the duality
constitutes a functionalist answer to the question. The local power
elites a:t"e offered‘by Andrle a‘s the concrete mechanism which integrates
and thus transcends the two structures.

Andrle does not seem to realise that this too is a functionalist
answer to the question: in his position the regulative and directive
principles are not two separate structures but define the range of
variation of the elements of the actual planning structure. Since
they are not readily compatible, these elements need to be reconciled
somehow (as already mentioned he does not rule out the feasibility
of a successful compromise), and this need is met by the local
power elite, which is a self-concious group that reconciles the
two kinds of elements, thereby enabling the system to continue

functioning. This is the classical form of functionalist analysis:

a structural need calls forth an integrating structure which meets



that need, presumably by operating through the 'symbolic
environment' on the consciousness of the actors in the system,
One can only comment that Parsons constructed this kind of
argument in a much more explicit and rigcrous manner,
Despite the occasional reference to Pa'rsons, Andrle's analysis
is noticeably lacking in any detailed specification of the
consciousness of the local power elites, nor does he specily
the structural determinants which give them (as 6pposed to some
other agency) their apparently pivotal role in sustaining enter-
prise autonomy while integrating it with directive planning,
Consequently one is forced to turn elsewhere for an analysis

of the relations between enterprises and other economic units,

L}
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However, before doing so, it is worth mentioning that
Andrle's analysis of relations within the enterprise is
much more adequate in terms of its specification of the
determinants of the kinds of struggles which take place
there. While the principle of one-man manageﬁent was
reaffirmed in the September 1965 Enterprise Statute, there
are a number of well-known formal and informal limitations
on the capacities of enterprise directors. These
limitations stem in various ways from the Party, the Trade
Unions, labour legislation and the rank and file workforce.
The Party attempts to retain political control over
production by various means: mobilisation of the masses;
and supervision by higher party organs, both of which tend
to be formalistic and inadequate; Party Commissions and
Commissions of Pegople's Control, both of which make it hard
for the rank and file to criticise superiors in ways which
are. not called for. However, there is effective Party
control of recruitment and selection of managers, but
in-service training seems to be very ineffective - indeed
in municipal, light and food processing industries, managers
seem to get by with no effort to raise their qualifications,
which seems to be (at least nominally) a worse situation
than in agriculture, where at least token attempts are
made, as described by R.C. Stuart. The main form of Party
control of enterprises is through the co-ordination of and
arbitration between managerial interests: in re-allocating
resources in ways not envisaged in the plans, and in
arbitrating between managers, the Party retains some control
over production. This political reconciliation of the

disparate planned objectives is clearly important, but in

my view precisely because it is not clear how or to what

end these objectives should be reconciled, and because local
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Party officials are judged by their ability to help
enterprises meet their plan, even this form of Party
"supervision" of enterprise directors is limited in its
effects. Andrle reports that the secretaries of enterprise
Party organisations rarely fall out with the dire?tors, even
when the latter are criticised from above. Similariy, there
are generally good relations between directors and the

secretaries of regional and district Parties.

The trade unions are in some respects quite a good
defensive organisation (from the viewpoint of the manual
workforce), although they can be lax on safety and legal
standards, and they tend to take a softer line in the bigger
enterprises. However, more than half the cases referred to
the Commissions for Labour Disputes are won by workers.
Similarly the labour legislation provides a reasonable
defensive support, but that is not the same thing as
participation in management. Only a few sacked employees
seek redress in court when dismissed(but this could well be
because they are genuinely in breach of factory discipline,
which is poor). Of these who do go to court, more than
half are reinstated . Of the 'agencies of mass participation',
the Production Conferences, whose acts are judicial or
quasi-judicial, do limit the directors' autonomy to some
extent, but the Production-Technical Councils do not constitute
a serious limit on one-man management. The poor discipline,
poor motivation and high labour turnover axe serious limits
on the capacities of directors and can only be effectively
countered by official and unofficial incentive schemes, for
example, when management takes over the basically trade union
function of allocating flats. There is little that is
surprising in this picture painted by Andrle, but it is the

kind of evidence which must be borne in mind in the analysis
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of relations between economic agents. -
Production Associations and Ministries

In a '"Post-script! written in November 1975 Andrle
briefly describes the changes in industrial organisation
which took place starting at the beginning of 1973. Since
there are further comments on these changes in Nove (1977)
and Lavigne (1979), I propose to use these works.as well.
The original intention, as described by Andrle, was to set
up a8 system in which the basic production unit would no

longer be the industrial enterprise, but the 'production

associatiqn"or 'union! (proizvodstvennoe ob'yedineniye)

or 'combine' (kombinat). This was to consist of a number of
factories plus a research and development institute or
similar functional organisation. The 'centre' or 'top' of
each state-management hierarchy was to be the sectoral
ministry, as before, but with the departments (glavki)
abolished. The higher organ of the production asscciation
or union was to be an 'industrial association' or the
ministry itself. The industrial associations were to work

on a khozraschet basis but with strict centralised discipline

in price formétion. Thus, despite the organisational diversity
to which Nove draws attention in his later analysis of these
associations or unions, it was possible for Nove to divide

them into production associations, and administrative
associations. Nove pointed out that this new system Could
alter 'the disfribution of economic power! Betwaen

ministerial departments, managers and party officials and

that the reform was being obstructed, delayed and resisted,

so that the old system might survive. Although the transition
to the new system was supposed to be completed by the end of

1975, according to Andrle, Nove pointed out that little had

changed by February 1976 when associations of all types

produced less than one quarter of total industrial output.
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Among the various reasons given for the attempted introduction
of this system (for example, administrative economies,
economies of scale, shortening the hierarchical chain,

and facilitating technical progress) one is particularly
striking to me: +to wipe out the small enterprise. It seems
that 'gigantomania' is not yet dead, and the benefits of

small units in an economy with a changing technical division
of labour and division of social production are not

appreciated.

This partial reform (which was only partially
implemented) occurred in the context of 1965 Reform and its
implementation. Ag is well known, the 1965 Reform attempted
among other things to tackle the 'success indicator' problem,
a problem which could be characterised as an effect of the
disparity between planning on the basis of aggregated
information and implementation on the basis of disaggregated
information. The aggregated planning information is
discursively distinct from the information necessary to
operate an enterprise (or other sub-unit) of the agencies
of plan implementation (the Ministries). Crudely, the
disparity could be overcome by (a) laying down only a few
targets whose pertinence to the operation of the sub-units
is problematic but which allow substantial autonomy to the
enterprises in calculating how to meet those targets (a
procedure which may lead to the serious 'subversion' or
failure of the overall economic plan) or (b) laying down a
whole series of detailed targets or norms which ensure
greater subordination of enterprises to the Ministries
(a procedure which, since the detailed norms are likely to be

"mutually inconsistent and ambiguously related to the overall

plan, usually leads to 'subversion' or failure by a different

route). The danger is that if the first option is taken,
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enterprises may meet targets in a way which ignores or even
endangers other objectives of the overall plan which are not specified
in the targets laid down, whereas if the second option is taken, the
enterprises losethe very decision makingcapacity necessary to flexibly
operate the plant under changing conditions, = that some targets are
met at the expense of what might for the time being be more iriportant
targets ‘in the priorities of the overall plan. The 1965 Reform attempted
to re sélve the problem of the most appropriate form of success
indicators by reducing the number of compulsory indicators. Basically,
these were to be: output sold, total profits, profitability, contributions
to and receipts from the state budget, the size of wages fund, norms
establishing the size of centralised investment and the introduction of
new productive capacity, the fulfilment of basic tasks for the
introduction of new techniques and supply of raw materials and
equipment. 21 However, the Reform also attempted to retain
Ministerial control of the enterprises, despite the increase in
enterprise autonomy apparently implied in the reduction of the number of
success indicétors.

The result of the reform was that the Ministries effectively won the
struggle to retain a substantial degree of control over the enterprises.
Lavigne (1979) traces the development of the reform between 1966 and
1970 in terms of four headings: (a) a contradiction between law and
fact (b) a contradiction between conservatism and the reform spirit
(c) a contradiction between freedom of enterprise management and the
maintenance of regulation (d) the paralysis of the incentive system.
Without recounting the details of her discussion here, it is worth noting
some of the points which she makes under the headings: (a) Ministries

illegally changed the plan during the year, and imposed extra indicators
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(especially the supposedly discarded index of gross output),
but there was nowhere to arbitrate disputes between enterprises
and Ministries. The State Bank and Investment Bank also
behaved illegally, for example, the former did not always
release socio-cultural funds.(b) Enterprises which in the
spirit of the reform proposed taut plans and mobilised
reserves discovered after the first year that they were
effectively being penalised for it. All enterprises were
subjected to almost daily Ministerial interference in
various ways (c) Ministerial regulation of enterprises
reproduced the same old problems: for example,
metallurgical factories delivered goods which didnot

conform to specifiCétions, so making the appropridte metal
inputs in the factory toock up half the workers in mechanical
construction! (d) Ministries took most of the profits,
around 60-70 per cent. Workers received bonuses anyway, of
around B-10 per cent. Enterprise funds varied annually in a
way which did not correspond to the efforts or results of
enterprises. The 'material stimulants' (economic incentives)
worked in such a way as to lead to pressure to increase
expenditure on wages, but the bonuses themselves could not
be spent in any very useful way, because of the way in which
consumption is planned, so they were not a great incentive.
Ministries controlled enterprise finances for investment and

enterprise socio-cultural funds. which were used for such purposes
as building recreational facilities.

The partial reform of 1973-1975 must consequently be
analysed in the context of this re-establishment of Ministerial
capacity to regulate enterprise activitiesdespite the 1965
enterprise reform. From 1970 the extra success indicators
which had been imposed began to be imposed officially. The
development of the 'production associations' and the so-called

'industrial associations' (that is, administrative associations
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within Ministries) must be seen as yet another attempt to
enhance enterprise autonomy in relation to the Ministries,
and the gathering of enterprises into associations was
certainly opposed by the Ministries, doubtless with the
collusion of some of the enterprises protected by them.

The enterprises were not supposed to be subordinated to
~their associations as they otherwise were to their Ministries.
Rather there was supposed to be a division of labour, with
the association centralising certain communal services while
the enterprises had room for manoeuvre in daily management.
However, with the development of a variety of forms of
association, the industrial associations remained an
administrative relay, federating juridically autonomous
enterprises, while the production associations ran their
component establishments in a variety of ways, even within
the same Ministry, sometimes inferfering in the plans of
constituent enterprises. The net result, according to
Lavigne, was that there was less enterprise autonomy in

1977 than in 1965, despite the partial industrial

restructuring from 1973 to 1975.

This raises the issue of why the Ministries struggle to
retain control of the enterprises, and the means by which
they regularly succeed. In analysing this issue it may be
possible to show what the determinants are of the informal
connections mentioned by Nove and emphasised (at local
level) by Andrle. Nove analyses the Ministerial system of
plan implementation in terms of 'centralised pluralism!', by
which he means that the central decision-making of the
planning agencies such as Gosplan, Gossnab and Gosstroi is
modified by the disparate decisions taken by the Ministries,

even though the latter are operating within state plans which
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they must enforce on their subordinates. Nove argues

(1977, page 63): "In practice the sheer volume of work

and of decisions in Gosplan places very considerable powers
in the hands of the ministries. They are more likely than
the planning agencies to have information about tﬁe existing
situation and future possibilities. Their proposals, and
their reaction to proposals made by 'their' enterprises,
affect the plans and instructions which they receive.

Those with experience of these matters speak of a constant
tug-of-war between the ministries énd Gosplan". While this
indicates that the Ministries are not simply passive
instruments of plan implementation (a feature which would
only surprise adherents of a rationalist conception of
planningZZ), Nove's concept of 'centralised pluralism' is
couched in terms of empire-building by Ministerial interest
groups.‘ However‘familiar this may appear as a 'motive'! for
certain kinds of action in large-scale organisations, Soviet
Ministerial struggles with the planning agencies, with other
Ministries and with 'their own' enterprises still need to be
explained. The much-cited supply problem is certainly part
of that explanation, but it is generally agreed that problems
over supplies are also an effect of these struggles. Why
have attempts to modify Ministerial control over enterprises

failed?

One answer to this problem,considered by W. AndrefFZS,

is that the Ministries (and secondarily, production
associations) are 'autonomous centres of appropriation!,
that is, effectively private properties in the sense used
by Bettelheim.24 Ministries in this kind of argument would
be like monopoly capitaiist properties with subordinate
production enterprises. However, Andref f points out that

such an argument, to be sustainable, would entail the



157..

relegation of tﬁe central state agencies to the role of
supporting the decentralised accumulation of capital, by
collecting savings wHichwerere—distributed to the monopolies,
in a manner analogous to the role of the state in certain
analyses of 'state monopoly capitalism'. Such an analogy
would appear to be supported by the de-specialisation of
Ministries, which do not restrict themselves to a single
branch of industry, but appear to have moved into the
production of more 'profitable' and highly demanded goods,
such as consumer durables. However, Andreef rejects such an
analysis, even for Western economies, on the grounds that

(a) it assimilates capitalist relations of production to
property and distrigution relations, which leads to the

lack of an analysis of the foundations of the relations of
productipn, wagejlabour (b) there is no demonstration that
production, including monopolist production, is production

of surplus value (c) consequently, an ambiguous status is
given to profit, which is not treated as transformed surplus-
value, and hence there is no study of that transformation.
Even if one does not accept the labour theory of value, one
must agree with Andreef that the capitalist nature of this
"monopolism' is simply presumed or postulated in such an
argument, due to an inadequate theorisation of capitalist
relations. In addition to Andref f!'s criticisms, one could
add that it would be difficult in such a conception of
Ministries as independent capitalist properties to explain
their resistance to the development of production assocciations,
since their development would simply be an indication of the
concentration of capital: in the usual Marxist conceptions

of capitalism, this would be quite compatible with the
centralisation of capital in monopolistic properties

controlling a series of large-scale production units.
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Clearly the resistance of the Ministries to production
associations and administrative associations is related to
the latter's potential as an organisational mechanism for
an alternative mode of intervention in plan implementation
by the central planning agencies. The developmenf of such
organisational alternatives by the central planning agencies
would reduce their dependence on the Ministries for accounting
information on past performance and would provide a certain
flexibility in plan implementation, since it would be
possible for certain purposes for the central planning
agencies to by-pass the Ministries in laying down targets
or norms, and enterprise autonomy from the Ministries would
be enhanced to a cértain extent. Precisely because the
Ministries are not capitalist properties able to control a
'de-centralised' series of production units by means of
financial accoun%ing procedures, Ministerial control of
'their' enterprises must take the form of administrative
regulation by setting detailed targets and norms. If such
control is lost ox reduced, Ministries would be in the
position of being nominally responsible for the performance
of a particular sector of the economy while losing some of
the armoury of weapons which are used to secure 'adequate'
performance of that sector: crudely, they would have
résponsibility without power. This approach te the reaction
of Ministries to attempts to provide alternative or
supplementary modes of intervention in the economy implies
that it is precisely because they are effectively subordinated
to the central planning agencies in certain respeéts that
they evade or resist attempts at control or at by-passing
of their functioning in other respects. It is the fact that

they are effectively responsible for the performance of a

certain sector in an uncertain supply situation that accounts
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for the 'interference' in enterprise management, and for the
Ministerial hoarding of supplies, while it is the combination
of taut planning withlinevitably inadequate indices of plan
fulfilment which helps create the uncertain supply situation.
To investigate this issue further, it is necessary'to examine
firstly the ofganisation of material-technical supply and

secondly the forms of regulation of plan implementation.

Material Technical Supply

The problems of organising adequate suppiies for
production have in a sense increased as the most basic
shortages have been overcome and the economy has diversified.
Since 1965, the bulk of the supply of intermediate goods has
been organised by Gossnab, the State Committee on Material
Technical Supplies. Its decisions on the distribution of
production goods are based on calculations by the 'material
balance' method, 'a form of double entry table specifying
needs and resources for items of output. The functioning
of Gossnab itself exacerbates the supply problems related
to taut planning (that is, planning based on full use of
known production capacity).. This is, according to Lavigne
(1979), because it functions ponderously (with poor
co-ordination between its various sub-agencies) and because
of the incoherence and lack of precision in its supply plans
(related to the difficulties of measuring 'adequate' plan
fulfillment). Lavigne argues (1979, page 143) that the
ponderous nature of the Gossnab system is related to the
superimposition of two processes: the planning of supply
and the concrete distribution of goods among users. However,
it is not clear to me how the system would be improved by
separating planning of supply from actual distributien.

The two processes would still have to be co-ordinated, and
it is not clear how introducing yet another institutional

boundary would improve that co-ordination. Rather it might



160.
be argued that improved co-ordination and speed of
implementation of supply plans within Gossnab would ease
supply problems. Yet perhaps it is the current lack of
co-ordination ﬁo which Lavigne is referring, since she
points out that at the moment actual distribution is in
the hands of over 2B0 juridical persons (such as Ministries,
Federal Republics, the State Bank) which are the 'principal
arrangers of supplies'. The incoherence'is accentoated by
tHis admixture of Ministries in the process of distribution:
although they are only supposed to collect information on
supply needs, aggregate it and present it to the central
plénning agencies(and later provide enterprises with papers
authorising supply purchases), certain Ministries have
preserved their own supply services, while others specialise
in supplying particular products. The lack ofvprecision
was increased by 'the 1565 reform which reduced the number
of products covered by Gosplan's material balances from
18,000 to around 2,000 (of which 277 have to approved by
the Council ofi Ministers). These features of the supply
system - slowness, incoherence and lack of precision (in
the specification of what is to be supplied) - generate a
'seller's market'! where supplies are the main condition of
a sub-agency (such as a Ministry or enterprise) fulfilling
the plan. The failures of the supply system in a planning
system which prioritises physical production determine both
the scope and the need for inter-enterprise arrardements,
and for other forms of politicking to secure supplies.
These then are the conditions for Andrle's 'local power
elites! and for Ministerial resistance to alternative modes
of intervention in the economy, but these conditions can
only be fully understood in terms of the forms of regulation
of plan implementation which ensure that the priorities

established by the central planning agencies and the upper
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levels of the Party are indeed effective to some extent.
The Regulation of Plan Implementation

The problems of central regulation of plan implementation

25

are raised in Tartarin (1980). Tartarin is responsible for

the final version of what is in many ways a group'effort,26
and the paper represents an attempt to escape from the
formal oppositions and abstract dichotomies which characerise
much work on the Soviet Union. For example, the oppositions
between rationality and irrationality, plan and market,
centralisation and decentralisation,27 official economy and
parallel economy are common. It also attempts to avoid
overall structural characterisations such as command
economy, state capitalism or bureaucratic socialism, and
concentrates instead on organisational forms and their mode
of functioning, in a way which attempts to break with the
idea of a unity or homogenous totality which many earlier
analyses have retained. This seems to me to be an entirely
lauaable project, and a particularly promising one since the
approach to the regulation of the economy is in terms of the
modalities of measuring results without denying structural
constraints delimiting individual behaviours (or, as I would

prefer to put it, determining the capacities of action of

agents).

The regulation of the economy is conducted by the
setting of norms for sub-agents within a sphere of
supervisory competence of an agent. These norms (using the
ferm in a broad sense) are of a variety of kinds: ratios,
norms (normativy), standards, assortments, indices, scales,
legal rules, instructions, organisational models to be
followed, and so on. They relate to diverse domains, yet
there is a strong unity between statistics, planning indices

and accounting data, a unity which is ensured by their
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subordination to planning objectives. There are various
organisational means of ensuring this unity, but the effect
of the unity is that accounting norms are the means of
controlling the execution of the plan. Relations between
agents consisf of the exchange of orders or information
relating to the norms. The reconciliation of conflicts is
achieved by the modification of norms. Reforms consist in
the suppression of some norms and their replacement by others
which are thought to lead to bettef behaviour by decentralised
units (or, as I prefer to call them, sub-agents or sub-units).
If an economy defines its functioning by a system of norms,
this is not just a matter of relations between particular
levels of the admiqistrative hierarchy, nor of optimal .
calculation. The increase in the number of norms in 1979 was
not just about economic celculation, but about control.
There are often too many norms for them all to be usable by

a higher level for calculating purposes.

Tartarin introduces the concept of 'accounting value'

(valeur comptable) to refer to the abstract properties of the

rules, and statistical and accounting practices, in so far as
they serve as a basis for the functioning of Soviet type
socialist economies. Norms establish external control over
hierarchically organised units. In this sense, it is not

like use-value or exchange-value, because of the subordination
of uhits, the nature of the signals transmitted (norms and
reports of their execution), and the unified direction which
is supposed to define choices between production and consumption.
There is a hierarchisation of units of decision-making and a
'normalisation' of orders and controls. ('Control! is used
here in the sense of supervision or inspection). What is

produced is not commodities but items on a list. This requires
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a classificatory system, a system of accounting and recording.
Accounting values vary according to the characteristics and
quantities of articles, but alsoc according to the system of
accounting and recording. (This statement implies a
distinction be&ween the real and the conceptual, a point to
which I shall return). The attribution of accounting values
to.items is by no means an automatic process. Calculation
does not proceed by means of a univereel equivalent, as in
exchange value, or by direct reference to needs, as in
use-value. Despite the impossibility of aggregating the
norms into‘a unique significatory index, the norms are
supposed to be the same at each hierarchical level and to
be integrated between the levels of the hierarchy. The
concepts of use-value and exchange value are established in
Tartarin's paper by reference to the concepts of a domestic
economy .and a market economy, respectively, a point to which
I shall return. The relations between agents in these
economies are supposedly unitary in a domestic economy (the
user is the producer) or bimary in a market economy
(enterprises as producers are distinct from consumers). In
a socialist economy, they are ternary, with the Centre,
enterprises and users being differentiated as agents. All
administrative levels are 'provisionally' considered as
merged with their eummitsse the 'Centre' refers to
adminietrative as oppeeed to productive or distribution

agents.

The relations between these agents are assymetric, with
the Centre in a dominant position. The relation between
enterprise and user is never direct, unless the Centre itself
is the user: enterprise-user relations are mediated by
Centre-enterprise relations. For the enterprises, norms are

constraints which delimit the possible behaviour, since they
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must produce accounting values corresponding to the imposed
norms. So a part of total production is only produced as
the real condition of producing accounting values. For the
Centre, norms -are objectives which must be respected by
enterprises. However, these objectives concern géih the
results and the means of achieving them, so often accounting
values are parameters. They are also to some degree use—values
for the Centre (for example, military produetion), while other
norms are only a result of a choice by the Centre (for example,
fixed payments into certain funds). |

Norms are 'hierarchised' according to the priorities of
the Centre: +those which are use-values for the Centre have
an essential role, and quality is easier to monitor by the
Centre if the Centre is the consumer. There is no means for
the judgement of*the pertinence of norms, unless the Centre
is the consumer. The influence of final consumers at best
affects the fulfilment of planned indices of distribution
enterprises, but this implies no effect on the producers
unless the Centre decides to revise both the indices of
distribution and those of production.28 The Centre, in
establishing norms, determines the demand of the population,
which is paternalist and imprecise. Paternalist, because it
depends on the sensitivity of the Centre to the well-being
of the population, or on the importance of this well-being
for the Centre's own objectives. Imprecise, because these
norms are of lower priority than the Centre's own objectives,
and because numerous characteristics of consumption articles
are not registered by the norms. This leads to a seller's
market, to disequilibria and so on. The commodity distribution
of consumption goods is 'beside the point! in a system of
management by norms of production. The system of accounting

value requires the 'normalisation' of consumption to ensure
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the coherence of the relation between production and
consumption. The reserved shops, the privileges related to
function, the access to goods on the basis of place of work,
features which are often considered as accessory or contingent
traits of distribution, mark in reality the permaﬁence of
accounting forms of rationing, if not their pre-eminence over
commodity forms, in Tartarin's view. Significantly, the
socially differentiated criteria of rationing have more
importance.in the formation of the revenues of individuals

if the latter are closer to the Centre and to political power.
Use-values for the Centre comprise both state consumption and

the private consumption of members of the apparatus.

Apart from the satisfaction of the use-velues of the
Centre, results are measured by norms (on paper). The
conformity with norms is not absclute; it depends on the
quality of inspections used by the supervisory agents

(organes de tutelle).~lThese inspections are rare, superficial

and conducted by services of little competence whose interests
are not independent of the 'decentralised units' and whose
sanctions are excessively weak. There is a large margin of
interpretation of norm fulfilment even without fortuitous
error and deliberate fraud. This process of inspection occurs
at each level of the hierarchy for information going 'up' and
'down'. So in addition to accounting in terms of planned
tasks by an accounting chief, there is economic accounting

for internal goals by an economic chief. But the latter is
effectively a palliative since the accounting validation‘of
task performance leads to a formal execution of tasks, a form
which admits of a certain play in relation to reality. The
gutcome of attempts to overcome this play is a perpetual

oscillation between a paralysing overcentralisation for both
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vthe controlled and the controller, and a reduction on controls
destined to give enough room for manceuvre for the controlled
and an effective focus for the controller on the really high
priority objectives. The cyclical movement is an effect of
the universal character of any modification which'leads to a
different bias, to different organisational costs and so on.
It is not just an effect of the limits of language: the
interdependence of higher and lower levels leaas to negotiations
and informal'conflicts over the fixing of tasks and their |
evaluation and ovér the reciprocal rules which superiors and
subordinates should respect. This leads to informal solutions

29

such as mutual exoneration.

+

Autonomy also occurs when norms which are interdependent
in ways unknown to the Centre are fixed in a mutually
contradictory fashion, imposing partially unrealisable
results. (It is at this point that a manager might claim, as
Andrle indicates, that a plan is 'unscientific'). The more
the network of norms attempts to be comprehensive, the more
the superiors must tolerate (partial and local) violations.
Periodic reforms of indices clarify and reaffirm the
fundamental criteria of the actions of decentralised units.
Contrary to some arguments, the enterprise is not the real
foundation of the plan which is imposed upon it; rather the
norms 'concretise' a relation of subordination. (Nove, 1977,
also mentions the argument that 'orders are made by those who
receive them' because he considers there is a grain of truth
in it). The norms are the result of negotiations by the
forces present, but they are a process of adjustment of
superior and inferior agents. In the last resort they are
imposed by the Centre, but this does not signify that the
Centre decides in a completely independent way, or that the

Centre disposes of the organisational and informational
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capacities to fix the levels as a consequence of choosing the
best variant in relation to clearly enunciated objectives.

The norms coming froﬁ above coexist with 'metanorms' which

are a rede%inition of the injunctions as an effect of practical
necessities. In their turn, these 'metanorms' directly
influence the information transmitted by the decentralised
units and the conflicts between levels aim particularly at
reducing the gaps between the norms, imposed externally, and
the 'metanorms', which are historical products of the

'endogenisation' of past norms.

These leads to a circular causality in which the norms
lead to an artificial reality created to satisfy the
fulfilment of norms: it has a conservative effect because
the sole guarantee of the coherence of norms is past reality.
This is ‘the essential justification for planning from the
level achieved. On the other hand, it also explains the
downward revision of plans on the basis of actual performance,
as a way of obtaining 100 per cent plan fulfilment.30 The
formal and informal aspects of 'accounting value' are thus
intrinsically related. There is not a 'second' economy, but
a series of economic activities at each level between which
(activities) the law traces the 1limit of the legal and the
illegal, the permitted and the forbidden. But for variéus
reasons, the disjunction between thesé aspects cannot be
retained because of the ideology of accounting value where
the real is retraced as a series of gaps in relation to the
norms. The legality to be set in motion is incoherent and
practically inapplicable. Almost all economic activity
necessarily entails an infraction, so the execution of orders
can only be illegal. This is scarcely surprising: incoherence

and lack of precision mean that legality gives way to
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arbitrariness, or rather to the sovereignty of the superior
level which goes with all administrative subordination.
Since each level is not a passive agent in the hands of the
superior level, objectives are pursued which are added on to
the goals whose execution the system of norms is éupposed to
ensure. The importance of these individual objectives is
all the greater since the organisation considers itself
impersonal and only the Centre is supposed to know which

cbjectives need to be sought.

At each level, not just the Centre, use-values are
pursued. The possibility of this is due to (a) the existence
of particular preferences among the agents concerned
(b) the impossibility of the superior level to control all
their éctions (c) the eventual incoherence of the norms
imposed, (d) the. disposition of means of action permitting
not only the execution of norms but other uses. Concerning
the last point, it is clear that the €tatisation of the
means of production which is a condition of existence of the
system of value accounting does not establish a social
property or a unique collective property, but rather a series
of enclosed 'privative! powers which are divided according to
the variable modalities of use, 'fruitfulness' and abuse.
That the superior level can impose its conceptions if it
wishes to does not exclude the fact that the lower level also
disposes of a large autonomy from the moment when it is in
possession of particular assets. So each agent arbitrates
permanently between the ensemble of possibilities of action
open to it, taking account of the use-values which it searches
for, the system of norms to which it is subjected, and the
means (material or otherwise) which have been delegated to it.
The real functioning of the system of accounting value is

thus defined by the interaction of real decisions of agents
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and not by the production of accounting values which define
only what has value for the Centra.31 The system produces
specific effects of opacity in so far as it permits the
Centre to dissimulate its own use-values, (yet) not to
discount either 'negative! phenomena or the real aﬁtivities
of agents according to dimensions which are essential for

them (the agents).

This gap between reality and 'normativity' is not
constant. If the Centre tries to reduce it, the adaptive
bghaviours of all levels, taking account of the relative
stability of the system of norms, tend to augment it. When
a new system of norms is set up, it takes a certain time for
agents to discover all the potentialities of autonomy which
it conceals. It also requires a certain time for the necessary
compromises to be reached with superior levels, to regulate’
litiginous interpretations, and to establish the exact
significance of diverse measures. The efficiency of a new
system relates less to its specific content and more to its
novelty in so far as it authorises a readjustment and
clarification of all the controls, benefits which disappear
little by 1little in the long term. In so far as deviations
are recorded at the Centre, ad hoc norms are introduced.

This 'rampant centralisation' is accompanied by a progressive
jumbling of commands which presses little by little towards

a new general reform.

The specific character of crises in Soviet type economies
is thus related to accounting value. With exchange-value,
there is a crisis of overproduction. With accounting value,
there is an a priori valorisation of 'normed' tasks, and
workers are paid for a rate of success of over 100 per cent.
Products do not exchange agéinst products or money, but at

heat+ (with a rnherent nutenme) the rates of realisation of
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lhorms condition each other, the reciprocal accomplishment of
tasks being the condition of realisation of the plan. But it
is a formal accomplishment, even though the neglected
characteristics are essential for the fulfilment of tasks by
other units. If the latter have enough autonomy, they can
still present satisfactory indices of success. There is a
systematic over-valuing of real results in the rgported and
compiled numberé. This is evident in the a priori valorisation
of all results exceeding the imposed norms, in fhe tendency

(if norms are not fulfilled) to redefine the expected result
starting from the achieved result, and in the independence of
the calculation of the rates of realisation of norms from the

final effect (final consumption).

At the 1limit a decline in production may not be translated
into a decline iQ indices. Is it possible to say a crisis
does not exist? No, but in the forms adequate to accounting
value, the crisis dissimulated by the stability of the
indices develops slowly as a progressive paralysis. Units
have greater and greater difficulty in getting the real means
necessary to their fdnctioning. When the indices do register
a halt in growth and then a reduction, the Centre only reacts
when the physical indices decline and the use-values of the
Centre are directly threatened. But the crisis concerns all
levels of the hierarchy in the same way. However, from the
viewpoint of the Centre the crisis is probably worse than
the accounting data let it suppose. For the rest of society,
the greater the possibilities of substitution between activities
entering into accounting'value and those not entering, the
more the effects of the crisis can be limited.32 In atfempting

to resoclve the crisis once it is revealed by the accounting

values despite the specific dissimulation which they engender,

the Centre has the choice of abandoning or reinforcing the
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rules which constitute the system. Solutions are conceived of
either as a partial or total abandoning of the system of norms
or as a profound reorganisation of the system (to reinforce

t heir effectiveness).

The decree of July 1979 is an example of the latter kind
of solution - a return to directive methods, reinforcing
massively the control of execution, in seeking to eliminate
the reducible incoherences. It shows that the way followed
by the authorities, despite its intrinsic faults, is that of
the amelioration of the system of norms in a way which increases
the ability to foresee the results and increases the conformity
of the results (with the plans). It confirms, just in the
crisis, the importénce of this system with respect to the

fundamental structure of Soviet type economies.

Ledving aside an appraisal of the 1979 reform for the
moment, there are several comments which I should like to
make on this interesting paper by Tartarin. It is not clear
to me why the terminclogy of 'accounting value' is used to
analyse these relations. It seems to be so that a type of
economy can be treated as a system based on a particular
principle which organises economic relations within the
system: a domestic economy is a system based on use-value, a
market economy is based on exchange value and a Soviet type
planned economy is based on accountiné value. A comparative
table of the features of these systems is presented in the
paper, presumably dealing with what are thought to be the
most salient features of economic systems. Does this mean
that all economies have to be conceived in terms of the
predominance or fundamental role played by a particular kind
of value? Earlier in this chapter I have argued against
conceiving of structures in terms of principles which are

thought to organise them, but even if one accepted such an
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essentialist conception of value, what is distinct about

accounting value? This may seem a strange question after a

lengthy exposition of a paper devoted to answering precisely
that question, but consider the two other concepts of value,
which are cleagly derived from Marxist discourse. -Exchange
value refers to a common substance which is the precondition

of exchange and whose presence in the commodities enables the
ratio in which they exchange to be calculated: abstract labour,
measured in terms of socially necessary labour-time. Use-value
refers to the known physical properties of a product (or the
physical nature of a service) and to the demand or need for

it. Use-values exist (for Marx) where there is no commodity
exchange, but they alsoc exist where there is Qommodity
exchange: without a use-value, a product has no value.
According to Tartarin, they also exist where there is accounting
value, but what is the difference between use-value and
accounting value? In both cases there is conceptualisation

of the physical properties of the product (or service) and a
calculation of the need or demand for it. The means of
calculation of need or demand of course vary - for example,
they differ between non-commodity and commodity production,
according to most Marxist analyses. For Tartarin, use-values
are calculated in kind, and exchange-values are ca;culated in
terms of money, the universal equivalent. But of course
consumers and enterprises in capitalist societies calculate
needs or wants, even if they do so partly in monetary terms,
and the calculation of these needs or wants depends on how

they are conceptualised. For example, capitalist enterprises
for Marx will calculate the use-value of means of production

in terms of their effect on the rate of profit. The
conceptualisation of needs or wants varies even between
'pre-capitalist'! non-monetary economies, and the problem of

how to analyse the different forms of calculating needs or
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wants in different 'pre-capitalist' economies is not helped
much by saying that the calculation is in kind (en nature).
Ecological or kinship considerations, for example, can be
1in kind' in the sense that they enter into non-monetary
economic calculations, but these considerations can be
conceptualised in radically diverse ways. The calculation
of needs is determined by the means of calculation socially
available and by the organisational exigencies of production

and consumption (intermediate and final).

Tartarin's concept of 'domestic economy', like many
conceptions of the 'natural economy',avoids the problem of
the potential varieties of ways of calculating needs or wants,
by treating this form of calculation as a natural quality or
attribute of the single agent in the fictional 'domestic
economyf: an agént who cean calculate the relation of
production to consumption because they are both co-present in
the houéehold, and can be directly experienced. The concept
of use-value for Tartarin refers to the experienced needs or
wants of individuals. Tartarin ignores the treatment by
Marx of the calculation of use-values in a market-economy
(for example, the use-value of the commodity labour~power
to the capitalist), and deals with them in a Soviet type
economy in terms of individuals calculating in kind, although
the relation between production and‘consumptioh is not directly
experienced by them. The individuals experience these needs
or wants without being able to relate them to production or
the plan, and simply use resocurces for the satisfaction of
these needs where the range of autonomy available to them
allows scope for such non-planned useS. The only exception
to this treatment of use-values is the discussion of use-values

such as military equipment for the Centre. Here the Centre is
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treated as a supra-individual economic agent able to calculate

its own needs.

However, the Centre is for the most part treated as a
series of individual agents engaged in administration who
informally pursue their own needs or wants. In tHe latter
case it is possible to retain the concept of use-value as
defined in terms of directly experienced needs, but it is not
possible to retain such a concept whére a supra-individual
agent is concerned (unless one is going to poSit sémething
akin to a group mind). The ambiguity in the use of the term.
'"Centre!' (both a series of individuals not engaged in
production or distribution and the summit éf the administrative
hierarchy)prevents.this difficulty with the treatment of the
concept of use-value from becoming too readily apparent.
However, the Centre in the second sense, the summit which
regulatés the relation between production and consumption and
which has a use for military equipment, can only calculate
its needs in terms of norms. 'Accounting value' is the means
by which a particular kind of agent (or series of supra-

individual agents at the Centre) calculates its own needs

and the needs of the overall economy.

To say that this differs from the use-values of
individuals is only to say that different agents have different
means and criteria of calculating use-~values. If the concept
of use-value is to be retained (as opposed to some other
theoretical approach to the conceptualisation of needs and
wants, such as marginal utility) then the idea that use-value
is related to 'direct experience' must be questioned. One
could do so, as already indicated, by pointing to the
variability of non-monetary forms of calculating need, or by
pointing to the use of monetary categories in calculating

intermediate consumption by capitalist enterprises.
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Alternatively, one could question the epistemological
character of the notion of 'direct experience', but this line
of criticism will not be pursued here. If such criticisms
are accepted, then the distinction between 'accounting value'
and 'use-value' is impossible to sustain, because‘any
calculation of needs involves the use of concepts, and in an
economy with an advanced division of labour giving rise to
both Euman and non-human agents (loci of decision-making and
loci of means of aétion), the calculation of needs will not
be conducted by a single means. A variety of forms of
discourse will necessarily be used by different agents, and
discursive forms of regulation and co-ordination of the
activities of these diverse agents need not be identical to
the forms of discourse used for internal purposes within
such agents.33 Nor can there be a single form of regulation

. \ .
of the various agents, precisely because of the varying
relations of the agents to the overall plan. The same agent
will simultaneously have a variety of relations to the
objectives of the plan, even if these objectives are consistent
with each other. Much of the value of Tartarin's paper consists
in its drawing attention, not to the problems of 'accounting
value*, but to problems of regulating the economy in any
conceivable form of socialist planning. The discursive
incommensurability between, on the one hand, the means by
which agents calculate their own objectives and regulate their
own practices more or less according to these objectives and,
on the other hand, the means by which various relations between
agents are handled is a disjunction which is endemic in any
advanced (and changing) division of labour, whether capitalist

or socialist.
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Economic Calculation and Central Planning

Whereas the rationalist conception of planning implies
a single means of calculation, for example in terms of 'time'
in many conceptions of socialism, the position just outlined
by way of a critique of Tartarin's concept of use-value implies
a variety of means of calculation, each with its own conditions
and effects. The calculation of needs or wants (or, if this
terminology is preferred, of socially useful effects) must
take account of the needs of the agencies which implemeﬁt the
planned objectiveé, that is, various administrative exigencies
and exigencies of production and distribution (including
intermediate or 'productive’ consumption). Even within, say,
a productive enterprise, these needs ére not directly
experienced, so it.is impossible to counterpose the 'real!
characteristics of production against their measurement in
terms of norms or indices. The 'real' characteristics of a
mechanicdal spare' part are defined in terms of engineering
d iscourse which specifies those characteristics by means of
concepts and measurements within certain ranges of tolerance.
The latter are no less parameters than the parameters of
performance specified for a productive enterprise by another
agency. It is for this reason that discursive disjunctions
rather than a real/conceptual disjunction has been stressed

at various points in this chapter.

The collapse of the real/conceptual distinction (which is
related to the conceptualisation of use-value in terms of
experience) may appear to undermine much of the force of
Tartarin's critique of the use of norms in Soviet type
economies. However, problems such as the non-registration
of salient characteristics of products by the centrally
determined nofms, or the development of 'metanorms! (which do

not provide means of adjudication between norms in Tartarin's

analysis, but are the results of the redefinition of the norms
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in terms of 'practical necessities') can be explained in terms
of the different discourses operative in the various arenas of
plan construction and implementation. The decision that
certain characteristics not registered by the norms are
salient, or'tﬁat certain 'practical necessities!' must be taken
into acéount, can only be made in terms of an alternative mode
of calculating. Such alternative calculations could either be
made by agencies other than the ones which established the
official norm, or they could in principle be made by the same-:
agencies. The official deployment of alternative modes of
calculation would certainly make possible a greater disjunction
between monitoring and regulating the performance of the
economy on the one_ hand and the provision of economic
incentives to sub-agents on the other hand, which could ease
the 'su;cess indicator! problem as analysed by Nove, Lavigne
or Tartarin. It*would certainly make it easier to estimate
the extent to which the 'official' regulating measures were
effective. For example, to take Tartarin's analysis of
economic crisis in such economies as a form of creeping
paralysis which takes time to register on official norms
because of practices designed to conceal non-fulfilment or
'formal' fulfilment of the plan, such a crisis could in
principle be registered earlier by other means of measuring
performance. This is not a case of the real imposing itself
on the theoretical, but of the deployment of means of
calculating the effectiveness of measures to regulate the
implementation of economic plans. A good example of this can

be found in Seurot (1980).34

Seurot shows that by using an
alternative measure of productivity (a measure, as he is aware,
with problems of its own) rather than the official index of
prcductivity, a much lower rate of growth of productivity is

registered, and for the 1970s it is lower than the rate of

growth of average monthly wages. The divergence is particularly
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acute in the years 1978 and 1979, at the end of the five year
plan period, which is when most of the five year plan is
usually fulfilled. The official index shows productivity
rising faster than wages for these two years, although it does
show “Creeping'paralysis' and non-fulfilment of the plan. The
decision that all is not well or that there is a crisis is
possible on the basis of both the official and unofficial
measures, although the problem of stagnating productivity SEEems
more acute on the unofficial index. The decision that a
particular measure is inadequate can only be made by a critique
of the way the measure is’constructed which determines its
mode of calculation of the effects which it registers. Such
a critique is more readily mounted and accepted if alternative
modes of calculation are also available and are deployed. The
measurement problems involved in regulating the economy are
not a matter of the inadequacy of the conceptual to the real,
but of the disjunction or dislocations between the various
discourses which are inevitably present in an economy with an

advanced division of labour.

To say that such problems are inevitable is not to say
that Soviet indices or norms are adequate or acceptable.
Most of the work cited in this Chapterkimplies a criticism
of them in one way or another. ' In addition, even if many of
these problems were minimised, the problems of regulating the
Soviet economy are not merely discursive, but political. The
implementation of plans is not a matter of neutral instruments
realising ideas, as the earlier remarks treating intermediate
consumption as needs in their own right have already indicated.
The means of action, of plan implementation, clearly have their
own effectivity. As mentioned earlier, this is related not
only to the discourses deployed by them but alsoc to their own

organisational exigencies. Relations between agencies of plan
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construction and plan implementation, and between various

kinds of agencies within each category (for example, between
Ministries, production associations and enterprises - all
agencies of implementation) constitute arenas of struggle.

The outcomes éf these struggles determine the capacities of

the various agencies for the time being - hence the diversity
of relations between production associations and enterprises
even within the same Ministry, as mentioned by lLavigne. The
fact that the struggles by the agenéies of implémentation take
place over reporting productive capacity, reporting results of
the last plan period, and over supplies indicates their
effective subordination (despite their struggles) to the
central agencies of plan construction which construct plans in
a very 'productionist' manner, using material balances.35 Thus
both the means of economic' calculation and the related struggles
are conditions of the capacities of the various agents. This
is important in appraising the 'norms' established, since
otherwise there is a danger of treating them in a manner
similar to many kinds of sociological theory which sees them

as an effect of a Ycentral value system! (to use Parsons'
phrase). This sort of theory implies a unified centre with
norms as a neutral means of realising its aims; failure by
subjects to conform to the norms amounts to 'deviance'. At
times Tartarin approximates to this position, with the informal
individual pursuit of use-values being the 'deviance' in his
analysis.36 Yet Tartarin also begins to show how such action
is an effect of inconsistent norms, and argues that the
distinction between formal and informal cannot be sustained
even by the higher level agencies of implementation - hence the
mutual exoneration.of superiors and subordinates. The analysis

of the relations between the various economic agents in terms
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of arenas of struggle takes one further away from the
traditional sociological account which treats social structure
in terms of norms and treats actors in terms of conformity to

or deviance from the norms.
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Tartarin is right to say that the problems of regulation
of the economy do not oniy stem from language, but are problems
of relations of sdperiors and subordinates. Unfortunately, his
treatment of 'the Centre' either as a single unit or as a series
of individuals leads him to ignore the problems of the political
relations between agencies at 'the Centre'. The potential and
actual arenas of struggle constituted by relations between Gosplan,
Gossnab, the other State Committees, the Council of Ministers,
the individual Ministries and so on mean that 'the Centre' cannot
be treated as a unity laying down norms: its non-unity is precisely
the s\ource of some of the incoherence in the plans. However,
the discursive sources of plan incoherence must also be taken
seriously.’ To say that commodity relations do not 'fit in' with
the regulation of the economy by means of norms is somewhat
misleading. In the presence of commodity relations, somme of the
norms must be specified in monetary terms. The problems of
final consumption are not necessarily the effect of planning by
norms, or if they are then the prospects for the socialist planning of
final consumption are poor indeed. As I have tried to indicate,
many of the problems of retail distribution stem from its low
priority, poor organisation, inadequate resources, and the form
(not the fact) of intervention by the central planning agencies.
It is the form of planning which prioritises production and which
does not adeaquately coordinate monetary policy with material
balance calculatiAons that generates many of the problems of final

consumption. No serious attempt has been made to plan from
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a projected final consumption, 37 but in the broad sense used

by Tartarin this would still entail the use of norms of consump-
tion. Before I am accused of paternalism, let me ask what the
alternative is: it is not 'consumer sovereignty', since even in

the West demand is partly generated by the placing of new
products on the m;'rket, that is, by supply.  There was no
market for products using the microchip until such products

were launched. Capitalist firms have to establish production
norms, particularly for new products, although of course they

are on the whole much more flexible than Soviet enterprises in
responding to changes in demand. However, arguing for flexible
norms ig not the same as arguing for their abolition. In addition,
norms of consumption have to be established (however democratic
or otherwise the process of establishment) for social consumptiori
in the form of social security, health care, education, and certain
kinds of leisure. Finally, there have to be norms for intermediate
consumption to define crit;eria of 'disproportionate' use of resources
in this manner, Muéh of Tartarin's ‘critique of norms refers to
rigid norms, established centrally (although as Nove, 1977, points
ouf, some norms must be centrally determined), and which give‘
primacy to production. One cannot object to these criticisms,

but norms per se will only disappear in the utopian world here
socialist planning is conducted with reference to the directly

experienced needs of the freely associated producers.
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If forms of regulation of the capacities and activities of
agents are inevitable for their effective coordination in implement-
ing a plan, this is not to say that such norms need be rigid.
Flexible norms, however, require flexible forms of organisation
and the co-existence of alternative means of calculation of, say,
productivity, to facilitate the monitoring of the effectiveness of
particular forms of regulation. The effectiveness of a particular
form of regulation can never be taken for granted precisely
because of the struggles for autonomy by sub-agents whose

erformance is being monitored.

The 1979 Reform '
Considering the 1979 reform in the light of the above

remarks, it must be seen as an attempt to improve both planning
and the regulation of the economy by increasing the number of
calculations conducted by the central planning agencies, by
reorganising the system of norms, and by reinforcing the control
of plan implementation. If Tartarin's analysis were correct,

the benefits ot this reform, like others; will disappear little by
little in the long run, but in my view the norms used are not
neutral, They affect the capacities of sub-agents and thus the
scope - for evasion of supervision and regulation. This is precisely
why reforms are resisted by some agents, such as the Ministries,
The ability of sub-agents to evade regulation depends partly on the

form of regulation. The simultaneous deployment by the central

planning agencies of alternative modes of supervision (accounting
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indices) would certainly enhance their capacity to regulate the
plan implementation,and help combat the progressive dissipation
of effective regulation. However, as Tartarin points ouf, each
form of calculation has its organisational costs and this limits
the capacity of the planning .agencies in this respect. This
limitation is exacerbated by the chronic delays in deploying
computer capacity, The reinforcement of control over implementa-
tion following the July 1979 reform has, according to Tartarin, led
some economists to renounce the distinction between administrative
management and economic management, but such a position implies
that administrative regulation of the production and distribution
agencies will be wholly effective, Certainly, the reform seems to
\

aim at such control of enterprises, effectively attempting to over-
coming the successful resistance in the 1970s by Ministries to
attempts to make enterprises more responsive to central objectives
(as opposed to Ministerial ones).

The law of 10th Novembe'r, 1978 could be seen perhaps as
a precursor of the July 1979 reform. The 1978 law concerned the
Council of Ministers and reinforced the coordinating role of the
first vicé—presidents and the vice-presidents of the Council of
Ministers, to whom are attributed the’ control of the Ministries,
The law also insisted on the role of Gosplan and the need to
organise the administration of groups of homogenous branches.,
According to Lavigne (1979, page 44) this is one of the three

ways used to try to control the Ministries : from above, from below
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and from inside. We have already seen that attempts to control
Ministries from below using production associations and industrial
associations as intermediaries between enterprises and- Ministries
ran into trouble. In 1976 the completion of this restructuring,
supposed to be accomplished by 1975, was put back to 1980. . The

control of Ministries from inside has been attempted by putting

some of them on khozraschet, but this has raised the prospect

of the loss of control of invesgment by the central authorities.

The July 1979 decree attempted to amalgamate these forms of
control. In the first place, the predominance of Gosplan over

the Ministries was confirmed through closer supervision of

their plan preparation and of their management of their enterprises:
plans cannot now be lowered during the year in order to make

plan fulfilment appear better. In the second place, the completion
of the restructuring of industry in terms ot production associations

13

has been retained as an aim to be achieved "in two or three years"

that is by 1982, or later. In the third place, the use of khozraschet

is to be extended among Ministries from 1981," in so far as
Ministries are prepared for it."

This reform of the position of Ministries, which are sectoral
agencies.of plan implementation, has been supplemented by enhanced
territorial regulation of plan implementation, although the latter is
still subordinated to the central plan. The powers of local Soviets
have been enhanced, sectoral Ministry plans must be broken down

by territorial divisions and examined jointly with the republican
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Councils of Ministers, and the 'territorial production complexes'
of Siberia and the Far East must be planned in an integrated way,
regardless of the administrative attachment of the activities
planned (Lavigne, 1979, page 57). Consequently, the reform
places a lot ot weight on . the ceﬁtral planning agencies, that is,
the eighteen State Committees, the State Bank and the Central
Statistical Administration. The most important single State
Committee is Gosplan, particularly’since the July 1979 decree.
The application of the measures envisaged by the decree are

its responsibility, However, Lavigne (1979, page 58) points out
that this gain in authority is not accompanied by a feinforcing

of its powers. G‘osplan cannot give orders, either to the Ministries
nor to other functional administrations (which I call central
planning agencies) notably Gossnab which has s‘o often held Gosplan
in check : Gosplan is thu