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Purpose and Dedication  

This book aims to  motivate people to set up  post-parliamentary direct 

democracy (DD) enabli ng all citizen s to propose -debate -vote on all  issues 

of society.   Every citizen ð one vote  ð on every issue of society.               

This political equality  abolishes Power ð the role of deciding  on behalf of  

others  ð the main cause of violence and corrupt ion in society .   

 

This book is dedicate d to tho se who have acted to promote  an older 

version of this  aim in the past.  To Chris and Jeanne Pallis , Ken Weller,  and 

all members of the British "Solidarity" group, to Cornelius Castoriadis and 

all members of th e French "Socialism Ou Barbarie" group, to Henri Simon 

and all members of the ICO group, to Debrah Weil , Sally Bellfrage,  Lafif 

El-Akhdar , Tamar Sneh, Vittorio Volterra,   Arna Mer -Khamis, Shimon 

Tzabar, Nissan Rilov, Tuli Kupferberg, Rachel Correy, Hal Dra per, C.L.R. 

James, Rudi Dutschke, Erich Fried, Mario Savio, Abbie Hoffman, 

P.Grigorenko, Andrei Amalrik, Ro ddy Barry, Harriet and Colin Ward, Emma 

Goldman and Alexander Berkman, and all who support  political  equality , 

enabling all citizens to propose -debat e-vote on every issue of society.  

And last, but not least, to my grandson s Max and Theo, born in the 21 st 

Century ð and to their  generation -  who may wonder why did certain 

politicians  in the 20 th  Century decide to start  WW1. WW2 and many 

colonial wars kil ling 100 million people.  and may want to read a short book 

provid ing an answer.                                                    
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ñTo beò is not only ñto existò but to decide every issue of society.  

Denying citizens' right to decide every  policy reduces them to mere  

political  pawns.    All c itizens have the right to decide all policies. 
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Introduction  

20
th
 Century politics were efforts by Big Business (BB) or Big Government (BG) to shape the 

entire world in their own image.  BB won but most people resent it.  They also resent BG.  As 

a result politics today are at a dead-end as people see no alternative to the two systems of 

governance they resent.  However, mobile phones, magnetic cards, TV and the Internet 

present a new option of a post-parliamentary direct democracy where all citizens can debate 

and decide all issues of their society - without any representatives. 

* * *  

As an activist of the non-parliamentary Left since 1952, I was inspired by seeing a new 

generation of activists taking over the struggles of my generation. However, listening to many 

young activists revealed to me three differences between their generation and mine.   

1) We knew philosophy and had a firm philosophical foundation for our activities.  

    The new generation reads no philosophy.  Their politics lack a philosophical foundation. 

2) We studied histories of past revolutions and saw ourselves as their continuation. The new    

     generation of activists does neither. They hardly know about the Kronstadt uprising (1921)  

     or about the largest general strike in history(France, 1968), or why the USSR rose and fell.    

    They are unaware that their activity is a new phase in an ongoing revolutionary process. 

3)  We had a political goal, namely: to replace an economy run by private owners for private 

      profits by an economy managed by all employees - not by the state - to serve all in society,    

Our goal inspired our initiative and motivated us to act irrespective of what our rulers did.  

Due to USSRôs collapse (1991) ideas on public ownership of the economy fell into disrepute. 

Left activists today offer no new alternative to privatized - or nationalized - economy. While 

Capitalism (and Communist China) act, Left activists merely re-act. They protest against 

ñoutsourcingò, ñprivatizingò, or ñglobalizingò.  Capitalism has the initiative not the activists. 

The reason? Todayôs activists offer no new alternatives to Capitalism, to Socialism and to 

Rule by Representatives (RR). They offer no new political system. Those who have a political 

goal - act, those who lack it - protest. We acted to achieve our goal irrespective of otherôs acts    

These three facts motivated me to write this book offering the new generation of activists:  

1) A philosophical foundation for their activity.      2) A brief history of 20
th
 century politics. 

3) A new political goal: to create a system of political equality, a post-parliamentary direct-

democracy where all citizens can propose-debate-vote on all issues of society. 

*  *  *  

Some readers may find the book chaotic. They may wonder: Is this a book about Philosophy? 

or about History? or about Politics?  My answer is: This book is a toolbox of ideas for direct-

democracy activists. It provides ideological tools useful to those acting to create a post-

parliamentary direct-democracy. Pick up any of its ideas - use it and develop it: at home, at 

work, in school, in politics, in everyday life. As I never have a final version on anything this 

book is not a Bible but a tool to inspire innovative thinking on every issue of society.  

   *  *  *  

Chapters 1 to 6 provide philosophical ideas useful for changing societies, states, and politics.  

Chapters 7 to 14 summarize 20
th
 Century politics. 

Chapters 15 and 16 describe direct democracy and answer common criticism. 

Chapter 17 suggests how to promote direct democracy in todayôs societies. 

*  *  *  

Thanks are due to A. Hallel and Prof. F. Pirani for correcting errors in the text, to Harriet 

Ward for her editing, to Ken Weller, Claude and Henri Simon, Prof.Y. Nitzan, Dr. S. Bichler, 

A. Neuman, H. Zucker, John Walsh, Sharon Orr and Jon Parish, for comments and criticism.   

They are not responsible for the bookôs ideas and errors.   I am responsible for both.                                                                                                                                                                                                  

                                                                                                                         Aki  ORR.  2007
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1.                                       Truth is not  Reality  

 

Anyone who has seen a detective film knows it is easy to decide whether the assertion 

"K  is dead" is true, but not so easy to decide whether the assertion "K was murdered" 

is true, and quite difficult to decide whether the assertion "L murdered K" is true.   

The first assertion can be verified by just looking at K.  To assert the second requires 

some detective work. The third is usually decided in court after hearing witnesses, 

lawyers and consulting the law. What is easy when dealing with a single fact becomes 

difficult when dealing with history and politics consisting of many facts.  

  

At the time of writing this book (2006) the US Army still occupies Iraq so let us start 

by using as an example three TV teams coming to Iraq to film documentaries about 

the situation there. Suppose they come from three different countries. A CNN team 

from the USA, an Al-Jazeera team from Qatar, and a team from French state TV.   

 

Let us assume all teams do an honest job, which means that they do not stage any 

scene and do not film untypical scenes. Even so they will produce three different TV 

documentaries of the situation in Iraq.  CNN will produce a pro-US film. Al-Jazeera - 

a pro Iraqi film and French TV - a film critical of both US and the Iraqis. 

 

Which film shows the truth about Iraq, and which films distort it?  

As cameras do not lie and no scene was staged we must conclude that all films show 

true scenes.    Does this mean all three films show the truth?   

As they are all different we wonder - Can there be three different truths?      

If the answer is no then which one is the objective truth - not depending on people's 

bias - and why so? 

If the answer is yes then which of the three truths should we prefer? 

On receiving the Nobel Prize for literature in 2005 British playwright Harold Pinter, 

said:  "There never is any such thing as one truth to be found in dramatic art. 

There are many. These truths challenge each other,  recoil from each other, 

reflect each other, ignor e each other, tease each other, are  blind to each other. "   

This is also the case in politics and history.    But there is logic in this blindness.   

None of the three films is objectively true yet none is lying, as they are all made by 

subjects, by people, and whatever is made by people depends on those who made it.  

All descriptions of historical or political events are subjective. This does not mean 
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they distort reality and depend on one personôs bias.  Most people's belief for 

thousands of years that the sun moves around the earth did not depend on one 

personôs bias and was considered "Objective Truth". Today most people know this 

was never a truth, but not many realize it was never "Objective". It was a belief not of 

one ñsubjectò but of many ñsubjectsò. "Objective" means "not depending on subjects". 

  

In courts we swear to tell ñthe truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth" .   

"The whole truth" is a description of total reality. Of reality in its entirety. To give a 

complete - unedited - description of reality one must document every detail of it 

including every atom and cell in every living organism.  Why?  Because they are all 

part of reality and any description omitting them is not all the truth. But most atoms 

are not relevant to the particular issue. Yes, but this means that someone must decide 

what is relevant and what is irrelevant. When someone edits out 'irrelevantò parts, the 

description depends also on the editing - not on facts alone.   Who edits? 

 

Describing all details of historical reality is impossible. No one can document 

everything.  Some details, like deliberations of political decision-makers are usually 

secret.  Even if one could describe every detail, it would take many lifetimes to record 

- or view - all details.  So every description of Reality is - unavoidably - edited by 

someone.  No recording of reality is "ALL Reality".  It is an edited version of reality. 

 

Every documentary film Director decides what will be filmed - and how; what will 

not be filmed, and what will be cut in the cutting room.  No documentary film is lying 

as it shows actual scenes but each is edited according to the priorities of its Director. 

Even if all recorded details are true none is a description of total reality, as they are all 

edited.   They differ in their editing.  

The documentary "Weapons of mass-deception" on the Internet discusses this point.   

 

It is impossible to produce a complete, unedited, description of anything.   

All documentation is edited and every film-maker must decide which parts of reality 

are "relevant" and should be shown and which are irrelevant and can be omitted.    

"Relevance" is determined by an editor, not by reality.  Editors decide according to 

their priorities.  Deciding what is irrelevant, and how to join the relevant parts into a 

coherent whole picture determines the nature of the documentary. A TV documentary 

may be true, but it is not reality. "Truth" differs from "Reality" and "Historical Truth" 
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differs from "Historical Reality". Historical Reality is the totality of what happened, 

not an edited description of this totality. "Historical Truth" is an edited description of 

historical reality and depends on its describer.  .    

Reality does not depend on its describers or its editors.  "Truth" - does.   

 

To reduce misunderstanding let me emphasize that there exists a historical reality that 

does not depend on its describers and can therefore be called "objective". The 

Universe is a reality that existed long before Life, let alone Consciousness, emerged.  

It exists even if no one describes it. "Truth" is not "Reality" but an edited description 

of this reality and editing depends on editors and is therefore "Subjective"   We can 

describe only what we are aware of, and each description is edited by its describer.  

Every description is by some "Subject" and is a particular interpretation of reality. 

Therefore no description is "Objective". There is an "Objective Reality" which does 

not depend on people, but there is no "Objective Truth" because Truth depends on its 

describers and is always subjective. This does not mean it depends on a single person. 

The belief that the sun moves around the earth was shared by millions. They were 

sure it is "Objective Truth" but it was an interpretation of millions of "subjects".  The 

fact that every "Truth" is subjective does not mean it is unreliable, or that "anything 

goes" or that all descriptions are equally unreliable.  It only means that "Truth" is 

never final.  It must be tested repeatedly and can always be disproved and improved. 

   

There can be different versions of "Subjective Truth" even when their creators have 

the same priorities. Not all versions have the same validity. Some are valid while 

others are not.   Valid versions of "Historical Truth" must pass three tests:  

1. Integration. Does the version integrate all known facts in its domain into a single, 

coherent, whole, like a completed jigsaw puzzle, giving a clear picture, or do some 

known facts fail to fit into the whole pattern in a coherent way?  

           The more facts fit into the coherent pattern, the more valid the version.    

If even a single significant fact fails to fit the coherent pattern the version is invalid. 

2. Prediction. Reality changes non-stop. A valid version of reality enables us to 

predict future events. A version whose predictions are confirmed has more validity 

than one that fails to predict future events or whose predictions are wrong. However, 

even a version whose predictions are confirmed must never be accepted as final since 

further events may refute some of its predictions. A version unable to predict anything 

is untrustworthy.  This is the case with many "Historical Truths" that are descriptive 
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but not predictive. They face the past, not the future. They try to explain what 

happened, but are unable to predict what will happen.   

 

The two tests above are value-free and apply also to theories of Nature, like physics, 

astronomy, biology, geology.  Theories of human history must pass one more test. 

 

3. Consequences. Versions of past history shape peopleôs responses to current reality 

and must be evaluated by what they motivate their believers to do.  For example: The 

Nazis saw human history as a struggle between races where the superior race 

dominates all others. This motivated them to try to eliminate races they considered 

inferior. They built death camps to exterminate "inferior" races. This was. a direct 

consequence of their version of history. Communists believed they posses the ñLaws 

of Historyò. This justified their rule by ñHistory expertsò, the political bureaucracy. 

Theories of history must be evaluated by the consequences of the acts they motivate 

their believers to enact.   Likewise, all theories of society and of economics must be 

evaluated by what they motivate their believers to do and by the outcome of their acts. 

 

There can be no "Objective truth" as all truth is subjective, but this does not mean all 

subjective truths have equal validity or that all are untrustworthy. Those that pass the 

Integration-Prediction-Consequence tests can be accepted as currently valid.  

Current validity must be repeatedly tested and can always be disproved or improved. 

  

All said above applies to sequences of related facts, to historical and social processes.  

It applies also to TV documentaries and to all interpretations of historical reality - 

including all social and scientific theories, and also to our thinking.  Our mind (not 

our brain) edits the data it receives from our sense organs to prevent us from 

drowning in an ocean of data. A tiny part of sensory data becomes "information" and 

is shaped into "concepts".   Concepts must be tested repeatedly, and improved.  

 

So much for descriptions of reality but what about reality itself? Contrary to uncritical 

impressions "Reality" is not a set of well defined, fixed, facts; it is more like an 

evolving cumulus cloud with new shapes appearing in it. The shapes allow us to 

impose various definitions on them but no shapes - or definition - is final. The 

"Reality Cumulus" itself evades final definition and constantly evolves in two ways:   
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1. Our awareness of reality expands. Neutrinos and Antarctica were not shapes in the 

"Reality Cumulus" of the ancient Greeks/Egyptians/Chinese/Babylonians, who were 

unaware of their existence.   What we are unaware of we cannot include in "Reality".     

2. We create new shapes in ñReality Cumulusò - mobile phones, Internet, States, 

Canals, satellites, birth-control pills, etc. Each creation becomes part of reality. Before 

the Suez and Panama Canals were built they were not part of reality. Mobile phones 

did not exist before 1970 so they did not appear in the 'Reality Cumulus'.  USA did 

not exist in 1775, so it wasn't part of the "Reality Cumulus" either. Constant growth of 

Reality invalidates "Absolute Truth" about reality. Our additions are innovations, not 

repetitions.   What keeps growing in unpredictable ways cannot be "Absolute". 

 

In the 19th Century most people believed "Absolute Truth" about Reality exists even 

though we can never reach it.  "Absolute" means eternal, complete, and final. A 

complete and final description of reality cannot change.  However, what evolves 

cannot be final, complete, or eternal, nor can a description or definition of it be 

eternal, complete or final.   "Absolute Truth" - being eternal and final - is a phantasm. 

Religions - and some scientific theories - claim to be Absolute Truth. Believers of all 

faiths believe their faith is Absolute Truth, hence their belief in the infallibility of the 

central figure of their faith. They see their "Holy Book" as Absolute Truth. This belief 

is false - and harmful as the following bit of history illustrates:         

On June 22, 1633 the Catholic Church sentenced the father of modern science Galileo 

Galilei to imprisonment " For holding as true the false doctrine taught by some that 

the Sun is the center of the world and immovable and that the Earth moves, and also 

with a diurnal motion; for having disciples to whom you taught the same doctrine; for 

holding correspondence with certain mathematicians of Germany concerning the 

same; for having printed certain letters, entitled "On the Sunspots," wherein you 

developed the same doctrine as true é following the position of Copernicus, which 

are contrary to the true sense and authority of Holy Scripture"    

In 1600, Giordano Bruno was burnt at the stake for similar charges.  

However on 31/10/1992, Pope John Paul II published a pseudo-excuse for the 

Church's behaviour admitting indirectly that the Earth was neither stationary nor the 

centre of the universe.  Belief in "Absolute Truth" is shared by all religious believers. 

Many atheists who no longer believe in God still believe in "Absolute Truth". In the 

19th Century most people, including scientists, believed that scientific theories 

verified by experiments are ñAbsolute Truthò.   This is a residue of religious belief. 
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An ever evolving reality can never fit  a final and eternal description.   

As reality - and our knowledge of it - evolve non-stop, so do our descriptions of it. 

There can never be a final - Absolute - description of what evolves by new creations - 

and destructions. Creation is not reproduction of what already exists. It generates 

entirely new entities, qualities, rules and patterns, different from all existing ones. 

Every description of reality must take into account constant creation and destruction. 

Does this mean that our knowledge of reality is unreliable?   Not at all. 

It means that our knowledge is relative, not Absolute, and transient - never final. 

The validity of our empirical knowledge and our theories must be tested repeatedly.  

If we use our knowledge to build a rocket to land people on the moon, and the people 

land on the moon, we prove the validity of our current knowledge of the moon, of 

space, of rockets, of Physics and Physiology. Our Knowledge is valid but never final. 

If we predict a storm - and it occurs as predicted - we can trust the knowledge on 

which the prediction was based, even though it is not final and can always be 

disproved by predicting another storm/earthquake/war/revolution - that fails to occur.   

Repeated testing enables us to improve truth. 

Many believe that scientific research approaches ever closer some "Objective Truth".  

By this they meant a description of the "Reality Cumulus" that does not depend on 

people. Testing a theory by repeatable experiments can produce results that do not 

depend on the experimenter, but the design of experiments and their interpretations 

always do.  Though experiments and their results are repeatable it does not mean they 

do not depend on people. For thousands of years all saw every day the sun rising in 

the east and setting in the west and interpreted this to mean the sun moves around 

earth. Neither the facts nor their interpretation depended on a particular individual. 

Their predictions were confirmed.  All believed it was óObjective Truthô.    It wasn't. 

 

Different theories of reality are not constantly approaching "Objective Truth".  They 

originate from different interpretations of reality. When pro-Nazi and anti-Nazi 

photographers photographed Hitler they produced different portraits. Using different 

lighting, angles, and lenses, they created different images. None was "a lie" and none 

was "closer to reality".  They differed like portraits made by different painters, not 

like rungs on a ladder.     While "Absolute Truth" does not exist "Absolute Lies" do.  

They describe occurrences that did not occur, and are invented by people trying to 

gain something by producing false descriptions of reality.   

Edited descriptions of reality do not necessarily mislead but false ones always do.  
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The critique of "Objective Truth" and "Absolute Reality" above is an example of what 

is known as "Philosophy".  In English-speaking societies "Philosophy" usually means 

"Overall View". This is not what "Philo-Sophia" ("Love of Wisdom" in Greek) meant 

in ancient Greece where it was invented.  In Academic circles today "Philosophy" is 

the study of what thinkers like Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Hume, Kant, or 

Hegel wrote. I define philosophy as ñThinking about thinkingò orò A creative critique 

of thinking eliminating misleading assumptions and inadequacies and improving 

thinking.ò. I reject the finality of all interpretations of reality. This does not mean 

current interpretations are false. It means they can always be improved. Ordinary 

thinking investigates the world; philosophy investigates our thinking about the world, 

our concepts and reasoning. It liberates us from enslavement to all our mental 

creations revealing their limitations and creating better means for thinking.   

Examining the difference between "Truth" and "Reality" reveals errors in the concepts 

of "Objective Truth" and "Absolute Reality" but it does not invalidate the concepts of 

"Truth" and "Reality". It replaces "Objective Truth" by "Subjective Truth" and 

"Absolute Reality" by "Transient Reality". It reveals that truth is always subjective, 

and reality is ever evolving, never final. It reveals "Truth" as an edited interpretation 

of reality that changes when reality - or the interpreter - changes.         

Thinking shapes doing. Flawed thinking shapes flawed doing. In Politics flawed 

thinking shapes doing that often kills millions. In later chapters we shall see how 

belief in "Objective Truth" caused thinkers like Hegel and Marx, and leaders like 

Lenin and Trotsky, to make mistakes that ruined their projects.   

The illusion of " Objective Truth "  is the most alluring trap for human thought.  

It makes people believe they discovered - rather than constructed ï ñTruthò, This 

convinces them they are infallible and often leads to more killing than epidemics 

ending in disillusion and cynicism.  Reality is far more complex than any linguistic 

description but we try to understand it through words. Words and grammar contain 

implicit assumptions about reality. They bias our thinking. Language and logic are 

fixed yet reality evolves. Language represents - thought invents. Thinking must grope 

beyond language. Constant critique of assumptions embedded in words can reduce 

their grip on thinking but cannot liberate it.  In her fascinating book ñAnimals in 

translationò (Scribner 2006) Temple Grandin provides many examples of thinking in 

pictures rather than with words.  This reveals many limitations of verbal thinking.  

However, pictorial thinking too has its limitations.   
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2.                                           Priorit y Principles  

 

The Nazis began to rule Germany in 1933 and immediately passed new laws against 

Communists and Jews. Both were forbidden to teach Germans. Communists were 

imprisoned and all Jewish teachers in German schools were dismissed.  Jewish 

children had to sit on special "Jew benches" in German schools.   In 1934 the Nazi 

Minister of Education Bernhard Rust asked David Hilbert, the Head of the famous 

Mathematics department in Göttingen University: "How is mathematics in Göttingen 

now that it has been freed of the Jewish influence?"  

 Hilbert replied: " Mathematics in Göttingen?  There is really none any more". 

 

But the Nazis also persecuted homosexuals and the mentally ill.  Communists and 

homosexuals were sent to concentration camps. The mentally ill were killed.  Order 

T-4 signed by Hitler in 1939 caused the extermination of 100,000 mental patients in 

Germany. Most of them were Germans. This killing was described as "Euthanasia" 

("Mercy killing"). The Nazis argued that as such people are incurable; keeping them 

alive is a constant burden on the state and on their families.  Their housing, upkeep, 

medication, and treatment, cost a lot yet they contribute nothing towards it.  Killing 

them will relieve their families and the state of a burden. Most mental patients were 

killed by gas - long before this method was used to kill Jews, Gypsies, and Slavs.   

 

In 1941 the Nazis began to kill millions of Jews, Gypsies, and Slavs by gas in special 

camps built for this purpose. Auschwitz-Birkenau in Poland was the largest. The 

Nazis destroyed most of it before the "Red Army" liberated the inmates.  Camp ruins 

became a memorial to those killed there. People from all over the world visit 

Auschwitz every year to honour those killed there. Their conclusions differ according 

to their priority principles. A priority principle is a conviction that shapes preferences.  

People have four different priority principles: 

1.  Ego-centric.      2. Ethno-centric.     3. Theo-centric.     4. Anthropo-centric.  

1) A visitor to Auschwitz with an egocentric priority principle concludes:    

My relatives did not put their own interests above all else.  I did.  I emigrated but they 

stayed behind and perished.  One must always give top priority to one's own interests. 

2) A visitor to Auschwitz with an ethnocentric priority principle concludes:   

Jews died here because they had no State to protect them.  No state accepted 

immigration of Jewish refugees from Nazi Germany. Existence of a Jewish State must 
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be top priority for Jews. Only it can save them from a new Holocaust. Concern for the 

Jewish State - not for private interests - must be top priority for Jews.  

 

3) A visitor to Auschwitz with a Theocentric priority principle concludes:  

Everything - including the Holocaust - is due to God's will. God punished the Jews 

because they worshipped the Jewish State instead of worshipping Him. The Holocaust 

is God's punishment for the sin of Zionism, the sin of worshipping a State and a 

Nation instead of worshipping God.  State and nation are man-made and must not be 

worshipped.  Only when all Jews repent, abandon all false gods, and worship God 

alone, will God relent, forgive, send His Saviour to ingather all exiled Jews, re-build 

the Temple in Jerusalem and resurrect the Kingdom of God.  

Worship of God alone - not of Self, Nation or State - must be top priority for Jews. 

 

4) A visitor to Auschwitz with an anthropocentric priority principle concludes:   

The Nazi killing of Jews, Gypsies, and Slavs was motivated by racism. The Nazis 

believed these groups are inferior races, while Arians are the Superior Race. Racism 

motivated the Nazis to enslave, and exterminate, millions of people.  To prevent 

recurrence of slavery and mass-murder one must abolish racism. Only when people's 

top priority is the welfare of all human beings, not of some particular group, will 

racism disappear.  Only concern for all human beings can prevent a new Holocaust. 

 

Although most people are unaware of it, all have a priority principle motivating them. 

This principle enables us to choose.  Without it we cannot prefer, choose, or decide.  

We can change our priority principle, but at any moment we have one.  To the four 

priority principles above a new one was added in the 1960s - Eco-centrism. It puts 

the welfare of all life on earth above that of any single species, including Humanity.   

All decisions people make and all lessons they draw are shaped by their priority 

principle. Facts do not determine decisions, nor do they determine the lessons drawn 

from them. The same facts cause different people to make different decisions due to 

different priority principles. Priority principles are not "Natural" or "Self evident".  

They are arbitrary. Without them we cannot prefer. Different priorities determine 

different preferences. To ñpreferò is to choose one option from a number of options. 

Priority determines preference.   We can only prefer one option, never two.   

This means that each priority principle rules out all the others. 

A chilling example of this fact is the following true story: 
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When Nazis began to rule Germany in 1933 they built the Dachau concentration camp 

for their main enemy - the German Communists.  Communist leaders and many rank-

and-file communists were imprisoned in Dachau. In later years others, including Jews, 

were sent there. The US Army liberated Dachau on 29.4.1945. On the last roll-call 

before liberation (28.4.1945) the Nazi commander of Dachau called forward two 

prisoners: a young German communist and an old Jew, and said to the communist:   

"I give you a choice:  Kill this Jew and I'll let you go so tomorrow you'll be free.        

If you refuse to kill the Jew, I'll kill  you.    What do you prefer? "  

The communist preferred to be killed rather than kill the Jew and was shot in front of 

all prisoners. Some reported this later. Why did the communist refuse to kill the Jew?   

 

The communist priority is Anthropocentrism. Genuine Communists are committed to 

promote the welfare of Humanity, not their own, or that of their nation. This forbids 

killing an innocent person. Egocentric urge to survive required killing the Jew. But 

Anthropocentrism forbids this. The communist stuck to anthropocentrism knowing he 

would pay with his life. He was not different from those who prefer death to 

dishonour. Survival is not always top priority. Every suicide proves this. Millions who 

volunteered to die for "King and Country" in WW1 prove this.  So did the communist.   

 

Egocentrism is the source of capitalism. Ethnocentrism is the source of nationalism. 

As they exclude each other private interest contradicts national interest. Egocentrism 

motivates people to pursue private interests even when this harms their society. It 

overrules Ethnocentrism (the interests of one's nation, tribe, or class) since "My life 

matters to me most" negates "to die for King and Country".        

 

Theocentrism is the source of theocracy. The suicide bombers who destroyed the 

World Trade Centre in New York in 9/11/2001 were motivated by Theocentrism.    

It overruled their Egocentrism.  

 

Leaders like Gandhi (India 1948) Sa'adat (Egypt 1981) and Rabin (Israel 1995) were 

assassinated. Their assassins were not ordinary criminals seeking personal gain, or 

revenge, but people whose priority was Theo-centrism. They believed they serve God 

by killing sinners, even if their act causes their own death.  

This demonstrates that Theocentrism overrules Ego- Anthropo- and Ethno- centrism.     

Each priority overrules all others.   This is the nature - and meaning -  of  ñPriorityò 



 14 

The different conclusions drawn from the Holocaust raise the following question:    

Which priority should one prefer?   To answer this question we need to determine 

preference among priorities. This too must be justified by some priority. So choosing 

a priority depends on a priority. Suppose we decide which lesson to prefer by 

evaluating its consequences.  Evaluation too depends on a priority. Slaughtering 

animals for food is a crime for vegetarians but not for meat-eaters.  Positive or 

negative value is bestowed on slaughter by peoples' priorities. Slaughter itself has no 

inherent value.  Facts do not contain their own value.  Value is bestowed on facts by 

people according to their priorities.   

 

Many believe that sheer physical survival has a positive value independent of any 

priority. This is false for three reasons: 1) whose survival are we talking about?  One's 

own?  One's family?  One's species?  One's nation?  Humanity's?   Each choice 

implies a different priority. 2) All who commit suicide or who volunteered to die "For 

King and Country", or prefer "Death before dishonour" , subordinate their survival to 

another priority. For them sheer physical survival is not an "Objective Priority".  

3) Many religious believers are convinced that after death they will continue to exist 

in Heaven much better than they did on earth.  For them death is a door leading to 

better life in Heaven.   Nature does not define "Good" or "Bad", Society does. 

 

Quest for physical survival motivates many creatures in nature (though some sacrifice 

themselves to save their offspring) but animals in groups often subordinate their own 

survival to a new priority - the survival of the group.  People today no longer act like 

animals. Our animal drives are restrained by society. Society was created by primates 

who are products of biology, but once it emerged its members' behaviour is no longer 

subordinated to biological drives. People today are biological systems produced by 

nature but run by programs produced by society.    Software dominates hardware. 

 

A metaphor from physics can clarify this point.  Ice, water, and steam are different 

forms of existence of the same molecule ï H2O (consisting of two atoms of hydrogen 

combined with one atom of oxygen). If we heat ice till it melts it turns into water. The 

molecules of ice and water are the same, but in water they do not behave according to 

the same rules as when they were in ice.  Ice can be cut with an ice pick but not water. 

Whirlpools and turbulences can form in water but not in ice.  If we heat the water till 

it becomes steam we meet again the same change of rules. H2O molecules in steam 
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behave differently from the way they behaved in water. Steam can be easily 

compressed but water is almost incompressible. In steam they obey the rules of gases 

but in water they obey the rules of fluids. The fact that ice, water and steam consist of 

the same molecules does not imply that their molecules behave in the same way. This 

applies also to the difference between animals living in a group and animals living in 

isolation. Primates in society and in Nature have the same physiology, but their 

psychology, behaviour, and responses, are utterly different.   

 

Many explain Society as a means designed by nature to ensure survival of a species, 

but most species survived without forming any society.  

Moreover, societies create wars that don't exist in nature and are harmful to survival.   

This indicates that society is not essential for physical survival and may even harm it.   

 

Society is not an instrument of biology designed to ensure the survival of a species.   

Many ignore this fact and try to explain human behaviour by biological drives. Such 

drives exist but they are harnessed by society. Behaviour of people in society is only 

partially motivated by biological drives. Behaviour of society - and in society - is 

determined by priorities created by society, not by nature.   Biological explanations of 

social behaviour assume our priorities are determined by Nature.  This is false and 

harmful.   Biology does not determine sociology or morality. 

"Survival of the fittest" may be a rule in Nature, but it is not a rule of society.       

If society accepts this rule then woe to the unfit.  The Nazis believed history is ruled 

by "Survival of the superior race". They killed races and people they considered 

"inferior". Germany was defeated in WW2.   Does this mean the Germans are 

"inferior" or "unfit" -  as Hitler said before he committed suicide? 

  

Society has emerged from nature but is not subordinated to "Laws of Nature".  

Death is a fact of nature but nature does not bestow value on facts. There is no 

awareness of existence in Nature.   Nature is oblivious of existence and extinction, of 

life and death, of good and evil.  Nature is unaware and amoral. Society - not Nature - 

produces moral choices and priorities. Only socialized hominids create priorities, 

identities, theories, histories, and awareness of all these, and of existence itself.    

 

  



 16 

3.                        Society  creates  individuality  

 

Margaret Thatcher, Britainôs Prime Minister during the 1980s, once said: ñThere is 

no such thing as society, there are only individuals and families.ò   She said this to 

justify her policy of privatization, arguing that coal mines, railways, electricity 

plants, must be run exclusively for profit, not as a service to óSocietyô, which is - 

according to her - a fiction, not a reality. 

  

At first it seems she is right.  We see no entity called óSocietyô. We see only people. 

But if she is right, then one can also say: ñThere is no such thing as an Army, there 

are only people wearing uniforms.ò We know this is nonsense. An Army is more 

than people wearing uniforms. The difference between an Army and people wearing 

military uniforms is not in the way they look but in the way they behave. People 

wearing military uniforms as a fashion do not obey orders and do not act together 

according to a plan. They do not kill others or risk their lives, even if ordered to do 

so.   Only soldiers in an Army do so. 

  

What makes ñpeopleò into ñsocietyò is behavior. óSocietyô is not merely people 

living next to each other but people behaving according to rules accepted by most of 

them.  These rules - known as ólawsô - are made to resolve conflicts between people, 

and are accepted by most people in a society. Obedience to laws makes ñpeopleò 

into a ósocietyô.  People valued the laws so much that they attributed their creation to 

God. Moses claimed he got the "Ten Commandments" from God on Mount Sinai.  

Anyone claiming Muhammad created the Koran is denounced as a blasphemer by all 

Muslims.  They insist ALLAH created the Koran and dictated it to Muhammad. 

 

Different societies invent different laws, but only when most people in a group 

accept the same laws do they become a society.  People obeying private laws, as in 

frontier towns in the óWild Westô of the United States in the 19th Century, are not a 

society but a crowd without cohesion.  Such crowds lack stability and viability. 

Their members are in constant mutual strife, they lack communality, and tend to fall 

apart. American Indians used to say "The ñWild Westò became óWildô only after the 

whites arrived."  It became wild because each white settler obeyed only his private 

laws.  When people obey only private laws they constantly fight each other and 

ósocietyô does not exist.   They become a society only when all obey the same laws  
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Before creating societies, hominids were just another species of apes lacking speech 

and thought. Life in society produced speech and thought thus óhumanizingô 

primates.  Speech and thought are produced by Society, not by Nature.    

If, as Margaret Thatcher said, Society does not exist, then speech, language, 

thinking, and - individuality, could not exist either. 

                     

Ernst Hemingway's best selling novel "For whom the bell tolls" (1940) owes its 

title to an essay written by John Donne in 1623 where he wrote:  

"No man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a piece of the continent, a part of 

the main. If a clod be washed away by the sea, Europe is the less, as well as if a 

promontory were, as well as if a manor of thy friend's or of thine own were:  any 

man's death diminishes me, because I am involved in mankind, and therefore never 

send to know for whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee"   

 

Despite reading Hemingway's novel most people in societies with Big Business 

economies are convinced that every individual is an isolated island. They draw this 

conclusion from the experience of competitive life in a BB economy not realizing that 

in different societies, with different economies, attitudes to life are very different.   

To Donne's assertion that each individual is a "piece" of a continent one can add, that 

each piece has the shape of its continent.  Every individual is unique but shares basic 

features with other individuals in the same society. 

 

To clarify this idea let us consider the first English novel - "Robinson Crusoe", 

written by Daniel Defoe in 1719.   It is based on the real life of Alexander Selkirk 

who sailed from England in 1704 and lived five years on an uninhabited, isolated, 

island.  Defoe describes how Crusoe built himself "A Castle", tamed animals, and 

grew vegetables. When a savage appeared on the island Crusoe used him as "a slave".  

It is a story of survival in the wild.  How did Crusoe survive on "his" island ?  He had 

with him a musket, gunpowder, carpenter's tools, a knife, a Bible, and his clothing. He 

used them and the knowledge he acquired in England. The story is about an individual 

but it implies an entire society since Crusoe's tools, thinking, attitudes and responses 

are a product of - and represent - English society.  When Crusoe arrives on the island 

English society arrives with him programmed into his mind, shaping his behaviour.  

Suppose a modern shipwreck survivor arrives today on a remote island with a laptop 

computer. A computer's hard-disk contains programs written by many programmers.  
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What a computer does, and how it does it, represents its programmers. The programs 

running the computer were not invented by its owner yet they shape the computer's 

behaviour. Crusoe's mind is like programs stored on a computer's hard disk. He did 

not invent the English language, the musket or his tools.  His society did.  His society 

- not he - programmed him. His behaviour is shaped by his society.  Crusoe is a 

miniaturized England, not a new continent. 

 

To illustrate this idea we can use the Hologram. This is a photo on glass made by 

Laser light. It cannot be seen in ordinary light but on illuminating the glass by the 

same laser light a 3D image appears in front of the glass. Every detail of the 

photographed object, as seen from every angle, can be seen.  More surprising, if the 

glass breaks, each splinter reproduces - when illuminated by the same laser light - the 

entire image of the object. The smaller the splinter the more blurred the image, but it 

is an image of the entire object.  Each splinter contains the whole image.  

 

Using this as a metaphor for the relation between individuality and society makes 

sense. A newborn baby learns by imitating its parents. They "program" it consciously 

- and unconsciously. It imitates their behaviour, thus learning to walk, talk, eat, 

defecate, and behave. But parents' behaviour - and language - are inventions of their 

society. Language is the substance of thinking but no individual invented it. Our 

society, over its entire past, did. Thinking is silent speaking and we learn speaking by 

imitating our parents. Parental behaviour (walking on two legs. talking, controlled 

defecating) are not "natural", they are invented by society.  Chinese parents do not 

behave like British parents.  Eskimo parents do not behave like Zulu parents. Each 

society invents its own language and behaviour. Societies "program" their newborn.   

Individuals are miniaturized versions of the society in which they grew up.     

Without society there is no individuality. 

 

A newborn baby reared in total isolation - as happened by accident to babies snatched 

by animals and reared by them - behaves like the animal that reared it.  Two well 

documented cases are the Bengali sisters Amala and Kamala discovered in 1921 in 

Bengal and reported in the book "Wolf children of Midnapore" (see the Internet) and 

the boy in Morocco reared by gazelles, discovered in the 1950s and reported in the 

Penguin book "Gazelle boy". Even without reading these books it is clear that most 

human behaviour, including basic functions like walking and talking, depends on the 
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presence of adults whom the newborn imitates. But these adults themselves became 

individuals only because they grew up in a society.  Without thinking, there is no 

individuality, but thinking depends on language.   Language is created by society.   

 

Individuality is awareness of oneself as unique by comparison to others. It depends on 

the presence of others, on ability to compare oneself to others, and to recognize 

oneself as similar - but different. Whoever grows up isolated from all individuals 

cannot develop individuality. Individuality depends on society, on the presence of 

others who have already acquired it. Individuality is not acquired through the genetic 

code and is not produced by Nature.  It is produced by a society and learned anew by 

each newborn from other individuals rearing it.  It is not hardware but social software. 

 

A baby reared in total isolation will not become "an individual". This happened to 

Kaspar Hauser who was found in 1828 in Germany.  (For details see the Internet).  

Such a creature does not know how to use its legs, how to walk, talk or think. Until it 

meets other individuals it will exist without being aware of its own existence.  Only 

after meeting other individuals did Kaspar acquire these abilities.   Individuality is 

created by society and includes the rules that created society. Each society creates 

individuals in its own image. ñIndividualsò ensure perpetuation of the society that 

created them. Many relate to society like fish relating to water - being continuously 

immersed in it from birth to death they are unaware of its existence. They believe, like 

Margaret Thatcher, that " There is no such thing as society. There are only individuals 

and families". But where do individuals come from? Is anyone born as ñindividualò?  

a simple, repeatable, experiment refutes this. Take any newborn baby and rear it in 

total isolation. It will not become ñan individualò. It will  not know how to walk, talk 

or think. It will not even know it exists. It is immoral to do such an experiment, but 

when it happened by accident the answer was clear: a newborn baby reared in total 

isolation does not become an individual. It grows up as any animal becoming a 

biological creature, not ñan individualò.  

 

Society creates individuality but there is often a conflict between societyôs interests 

and those of individuals. The problem is not: ñWhat to do?ò but ñWho will decide 

what to do?ò. As societyôs wellbeing and that of its members are interdependent any 

one-sided resolution of this conflict will harm both. Only participation of all members 

of society in resolving this conflict ensures acceptance - and a balanced solution.   
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Different individuals wish to shape their society in different - even conflicting - ways, 

but the task stimulates all. This is no wonder as by shaping society individuals shape 

themselves. Self-shaping is more stimulating than any drug.  It fuses our awareness 

and our selfhood.  Instead of being shaped by outsiders the social self shapes itself.   

 

Most societies subordinate the individual to society. This curbs creativity. Conflict 

between society and individuality can be resolved by enabling all individuals to shape 

their society. This stimulates creativity and produces new insights, new ideas, new 

institutions. In Athens, when all free men participated in deciding policy, the conflicts  

between them produced novelties like Theatre, Tragedy, Comedy, Logical thinking, 

Philosophy, Proof by reasoning. all still useful to us today. Nearby Sparta, where two 

Kings decided everything, lack of inner conflicts produced nothing useful to us today.   

 

Most societies exclude most citizens from shaping their society.  People prevented 

from participating in shaping their society become indifferent to their society. 

Indifference breeds boredom. To overcome boredom people seek distractions.  

Eventually all distractions become boring. New distractions must constantly be 

produced. The media has become the provider of distraction.  BB owns it and uses it 

to divert attention from its power. A handful of BB or BG people decide what citizens 

will see, hear, do. Most citizens are excluded from shaping the media activity. This 

creates frustrated individuals infected by boredom, seeking distractions, exploited by 

a media that sensationalizes trivialities and trivializes the significant. All societies are 

infected by this malaise today. In all societies most people suffer mental misery and 

economic anxiety, boredom, indifference, frustration, depression, and loneliness. This 

is not caused by Nature, by History, or by Society but by excluding most citizens 

from taking part in shaping their society. Most misery can be avoided by enabling all 

citizens to participate in shaping their societies. Different views on what society 

should do will cause conflict, but it is a creative conflict stimulating creativity and 

alleviating mental misery, boredom, frustration, loneliness and depression. 

Participation of all citizens in deciding all policies is possible today by using 

electronic communication - mobile phones, the Internet, and TV. Participation of all 

citizens in policy-making will inspire and stimulate people, as by shaping their society 

they shape themselves. Shaping social reality rather than watching Reality shows on 

TV is the antidote to boredom, mental misery and frustration.   It will greatly reduce 

mental and material misery - and costs of governance.  
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4.                            Processes produce events    

 

Most people in the 20th Century were utterly surprised by four major political events: 

1. The outbreak of WW1 in August 1914.   

2. The general Strike in France in May 1968,  

3.  Khomeini's religious revolution in Iran in 1979. 

4.  The collapse of the USSR (see p.69) in December 1991 

 

These events were utterly unexpected - even by those who participated in them.  

WW1 broke out at a time of unprecedented economic expansion. It occurred at the 

height of the industrial revolution. Motor cars and airplanes appeared. Building the 

Panama Canal captured people's imagination. Many diseases were eliminated. Science 

and technology flourished. Standards of living rose and people expected them to keep 

rising forever.  Then an accidental occurrence - the assassination of the Austrian 

Crown Prince - plunged Europe into the worst war the world has ever known.  

WW1 hit people everywhere like a bolt out of the blue. They expected continuous 

economic expansion, not war.  Many said "Until that war I understood the world. 

Since that war I don't understand the world and cannot resurrect my understanding" .  

 

When WW1 broke out in August 1914 all expected it to end by Christmas 1914.   

It lasted till November 1918.     Even today many do not understand its causes. 

 

As for the general strike in France in May 1968.  On May 1st 1968 no one imagined 

that in two weeks France will be paralyzed by a General Strike of 10 million workers 

striking for 20 days. This was not a failure to predict a date but a failure to understand 

a social process. France was in a period of economic expansion after President De-

Gaull extricated it from its last colonial war in Algeria (1954-1962).  No Strike was 

expected during an economic boom. However, after WW2 political frustrations of 

people in industrial societies differed from what they were before WW2.  Before 

WW2 peoples' politics were motivated by material misery.  After WW2 political 

frustration began to rival economic frustration. People no longer accepted ñHistorical 

circumstancesò as something they could not change.  The spectacular explosions of 

Atom bombs over Hiroshima and Nagasaki, convinced many that what was accepted 

in the past as constraints imposed by nature - or by history - can be changed.   

Frustration caused by policies people oppose but lack means to change became a 
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powerful political motivation.  The fall of the Iranian monarchy in 1979 demonstrated 

this. Frustration in Iran was mainly cultural. It was caused by the forcible repression 

of traditional Islamic culture by the Iranian Shah, and by flooding Iran with modern 

Western culture. Many Iranians felt their cultural identity eroding.  Many turned to 

religion to defend their traditional values. Political experts and analysts ignored 

cultural frustration. No expert on Iran imagined that an 80-year old obscure religious 

leader will overthrow the Shah's regime and create a religious State in Iran in 1979. 

As in France, so in Iran, the slow process of accumulation of frustration in people was 

not driven by material misery. It was a process driven by political and cultural misery.  

 

A process is a sequence of tiny - linked - changes.  Often the changes are so small that 

most people fail to notice them. In France and in Iran the process of accumulating 

frustration went on for a long time but all political experts ignored it.  

 

This repeated itself in the 1991 collapse of BG in the USSR (see p.69).  The USSR 

was a superpower.  Its military might was second only to the USA. It had the world's 

largest land army. In 1957 it sent the first space satellite - "Sputnik" - into orbit 

around earth, years before the USA could do so.   In 1961 it sent the first astronaut -

Yuri Gagarin - into space long before the USA. Yet to everybody's surprise this 

Superpower collapsed like a pack of cards - without civil war - in December 1991, 

giving rise to a new State that replaced its 74 year old state-owned, planned, economy 

by a Big Business economy. Citizens of Leningrad, the second largest city in the 

USSR, voted to restore their city's pre-revolutionary, name: Saint-Petersburg. This 

expressed their rejection of Lenin and his BG regime - in which they were born and 

educated for 74 years.  US experts and Intelligence officers studied every detail of the 

USSR for years but not one of them predicted its collapse. All experts, journalists, 

Marxists, and Communists everywhere were utterly surprised by it.  Only one Russian 

dissident - Andrei Amalrik - predicted it, (in his booklet: "Will the Soviet Union 

survive till 1984?" published in 1969)  but no one paid him any attention. 

 

The fact that four major political events surprised all (including all experts) reveals a 

basic flaw in people's understanding of politics. As this flaw blinded all experts 

everywhere it cannot be attributed to personal - or local - causes, to individual 

psychology, or to lack of knowledge. Such factors cannot affect all experts 

everywhere. Such misunderstanding is caused not by lack of information but by faulty 
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evaluation of information. The facts were known but their interpretation was wrong. 

Only material misery was seen as the main motivation in politics. Cultural and 

political miseries were marginalized. According to traditional thinking if the economy 

prospers no upheavals are expected. Most people ignored the process of accumulation 

of frustration.  They still do. They notice events but not the processes causing them.   

Current education - at all levels - focuses on events not on processes. 

 

Political misery - produced by policies people oppose while lacking means to change 

them - breeds political frustration in many individuals.  In all societies today 

accumulation of political frustration is widespread. It is driven by disgust inspired by 

all politicians and all political parties. Occasionally it erupts in spectacular events 

unexpected by those who ignore the accumulation of political frustration. People see 

events but not the processes that build them up. No wonder they are surprised when 

the accumulated frustration suddenly erupts in an upheaval they failed to foresee. 

. 

The first thinker to focus attention on processes was the Greek philosopher Heraclites 

who lived some 2500 year ago. Called "The Riddler" or "The Obscure" (because 

many considered his ideas "Obscure") he is the first thinker emphasizing the 

importance of underlying processes. His most famous saying was "Panta Rey" ("All  

flows" in Greek). This may seem odd as most of our surroundings seem fixed.  Our 

house does not flow, nor does the book we hold. However, if we use science to 

analyze appearances we come up with the following observations: Our house, 

together with the entire earth, circles the sun at the speed of 30 kilometres per second. 

So by the time you read this sentence your house moved more than 30 kilometres in 

space. The sun itself circles round the centre of our galaxy at a speed of 217 km per 

second.  So we certainly flow through space. This hardly affects us as we sit on earth 

like passengers in a plane. When all our surroundings move at the same speed we 

notice no movement.  Yet we move.    But there is more to Heraclites' idea.  

Matter consists of atoms. In each atom electrons race around the nucleus at high 

speed. The nucleus itself rotates. At the atomic level all is in frantic, permanent, 

motion. Neutrons disintegrate; atoms are bombarded non-stop by millions of particles 

racing from outer space. On colliding with stable atoms they cause their 

disintegration. Molecules mutate by disintegrating. This change may be too slow - or 

too fast - for our senses to notice, but it happens all the time. In every leaf of a plant a 

process occurs every second - a photon of sunlight hits a water molecule and 
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absorbing a carbon dioxide molecule converts them into sugar and oxygen. These two 

enable plants - and us - to live. This flow is invisible but it occurs non-stop. Heraclites 

may be obscure but he did not talk nonsense. Though he was unaware of the facts just 

mentioned, his point is valid. He said: "One cannot dip twice in the same river".  Why 

not? Because between two dips we - and the river - changed. We lost old cells and 

grew new ones. The water in the river changed, its banks eroded slightly, etc. The 

changes may be small but they exist - and accumulate. When we dip in the river the 

second time we are already slightly different and so is the river.   All we see as fixed 

is in a state of change. 

 

The emphasis on process (i.e. a sequence of small changes linked to each other) rather 

than on events was ignored for some 2300 years.  It was revived in the early 19th 

century by the German philosopher Hegel (1770-1831) He was a Professor of 

Philosophy and wrote many books but what concerns us here are his views on the 

process of evolution of ideas.  He saw the evolution of ideas as a permanent process 

of conflicts between opposing ideas. It is a process driven from within, not from 

outside. It starts with an idea that dominates our thinking as we accept it uncritically. 

Gradually drawbacks of dominant ideas emerge and criticism starts. Criticism 

confronts the dominant idea. Confrontation with criticism modifies it.   

It is either replaced by a new idea or modified by its criticism. Later the new idea 

itself is confronted by new criticism and the process repeats itself.  This conflict never 

ends and forms the process of evolution of ideas - the history of ideas.   

 

Hegel called this type of process - "Dialectics", and its stages:  1) "Thesis".   2) "Anti-

thesis" 3) "Syn-thesis".  The original Thesis is confronted by an anti-Thesis and the 

confrontation produces a Syn-thesis.   Hegel was convinced this is the Objective Truth 

about the way ideas develop.  He saw the history of ideas as a permanent process of 

dialectical change, of constant inner conflict.  It is a creative process.  It creates new 

ideas that are an improvement on the old ones.  Conflict of ideas creates innovation.   

Today we know that change can occur also in other - non dialectical - processes, but 

Hegel's emphasis on creativity of inner conflicts is still very useful. Karl Marx (see 

next chapter) admired - and criticized - Hegel.  Marx applied Hegel's idea of 

dialectical change (i.e. change by inner conflict) to society.  He argued that the history 

of society is the history of conflicts between classes within each society. The classes 

themselves originate from the technology the society uses.  Technology in antiquity 
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was based on muscle power hence the confrontation was between slaves and slave 

owners. In the feudal era - when shipping and trade developed, the confrontation was 

between land-owning nobility and city merchants. In the industrial era - between 

owners and employees. In public-ownership - between managers and managed. These 

conflicts create revolutions that replace the current system of running society by a 

new system better adapted to the new technology. Revolution upgrades evolution. It 

increases freedom and affluence of most people in society. Revolution - like birth - 

may cause bloodshed and pain but gives birth to a new, improved, society.  Birth, 

despite all blood and pain, is a creative, not a destructive, process.  Obviously, rulers 

deposed by revolution see it as a collapse of law and order, as a conspiracy by 

criminals steeped in lawlessness and violence.   No wonder all rulers despised Marx. 

 

Rulers reject the idea of a permanent process of political evolution. They see their 

own rule as final, and believe politics cannot evolve further. They see revolutions as 

criminal conspiracies causing chaos. All Kings were convinced Republics are "Rule 

of the rabble".  Actually a republic is not a dis-order but a new order where 

representatives elected by citizens decide policies. This replaced an antiquated order 

where hereditary Monarchy and Nobility decided policy. Throughout history, those 

who benefit from a particular political system refuse to see it as a phase in a 

permanent process of evolution of politics. They believe their system is the final - and 

best - of all possible systems. They believe attempts to replace their system are 

conspiracies to destroy all "Law and Order". Rulers cannot see that what they defend 

is a particular "Law and Order" favouring them. Every ruling class believes its demise 

will plunge society into chaos. This was the case with Roman Emperors, European 

Kings, and Communist General Secretaries. Rulers cannot accept that society can 

function without them. They cannot accept the idea of a new political order, run 

without them, where most citizens have more freedom. In Europe the Church 

legitimized Monarchy. Every coronation ceremony highlight was the moment the 

Head of the Church placed a crown on the head of the Monarch symbolizing that God 

chose this person to decide policy for the entire society.  The coronation ceremony 

signalled that whoever opposes the Monarch opposes God. In industrial societies the 

educational system performs the same task - it justifies the current system of ruling 

and legitimizes it historically and rationally. It creates the belief that whoever 

challenges the setup where a handful of representatives decide policies for millions of 

citizens, is behaving illogically, irrationally, and a-historically. 
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Educational systems legitimize existing political systems since they depend on them. 

Education is an essential component in every political system. It presents the current 

political system as an inevitable necessity, justifies it, and teaches skills required for 

its maintenance and continuation.   It presents a particular expediency as a necessity. 

 

Reality is more like a video than like a sequence of stills. Experiencing reality as a 

process, focuses on emergence - not on existence. Nothing is final. But rulers want to 

remain rulers. They want their rule to be the final system. Seeing reality - including 

States - as stages in an ongoing process challenges the finality of everything, 

including every system of rule. No wonder rulers - and educators - do not focus on 

processes. They adore what exists not what emerges. Hence the thinking of those 

educated by a system focussed on existence marginalizes the primacy of processes.     

. 

The psychoanalyst Victor Frankl, imprisoned during WW2 in Nazi concentration 

camps, noticed that camp inmates who viewed WW2 as a process, retained hope of a 

Nazi defeat. This kept them optimistic and helped them survive. Others, overwhelmed 

by their situation, were unable to see beyond it, saw no process, despaired, and 

perished. Hope gives strength to survive. Hope depends on being able to see behind 

current situations the processes that create them. Reality is an ongoing process, not 

isolated events. Some events terminate a process, or occur by accident, but most 

events are phases in an ongoing process of change. Those who do not see process 

cannot foresee the events it may cause. Therefore they believe current situations 

cannot be changed.  Emerging events surprise them.  

 

Processes have a quality that baffles many people, namely, they may give rise to new 

domains with new constraints, utterly different from those that produced them.   

For example, processes in molecules and atoms (which obey rules of physics and 

chemistry) create living cells which have a goal-seeking behaviour that cannot be 

explained by physics or chemistry.  Cell behaviour aims to achieve a goal, namely - to 

perpetuate the cellôs existence, to survive. No molecule or atom does this. Living cells 

originate from atoms and molecules, and consist of atoms and molecules, but their 

behaviour cannot be fully explained by the rules governing atoms and molecules.  

Many find this odd, though no one expects a building to behave like its bricks.   

Likewise, processes in cells produce organisms, whose behaviour cannot be fully 

explained by rules governing cell behaviour. Organisms follow new rules of 
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behaviour. This applies to human society - and to consciousness. Though processes in 

nerve cells produce consciousness no knowledge of nerve cells can explain 

consciousness.   Consciousness differs qualitatively from nerve-cell activity. 

 

Observing the Grand Evolutionary Process - from Big Bang to Consciousness - from 

diffused energy to elementary particles, atoms, molecules, from molecules to living 

cells, from cells to organisms, from organisms to society, from society to language, 

from language to consciousness - we notice how tiny changes at one level cause - at 

certain points - leaps into new levels governed by new rules that cannot be explained 

by the rules of the previous level. Small changes can produce a leap into a new 

quality. Reality is divided into separate layers each obeying different rules. A 

monistic view of Reality assumes all reality obeys the same rules. This view has lost 

validity. Entities belonging to a particular layer obey the rules of that layer, but not 

the rules of other layers. Reality is divided into separate layers obeying separate rules.  

 

Politics and Geology have something in common - both consist of slow, invisible, 

processes producing spectacular events. Geology produces earthquakes and volcanic 

eruptions, politics produce wars and revolutions. People notice earthquakes and 

volcanic eruptions but not the slow, invisible, processes producing them. Wars and 

revolutions draw attention, but not the slow, invisible, processes that produce them.  

Those who cannot see the underlying processes cannot foresee the events they cause.  

 

Predicting an earthquake requires an understanding of the process that produces it.    

A variety of theories may explain this process. The theory predicting events that occur 

in reality becomes credible but it may fail to predict future earthquakes. So a new 

theory is required. This applies to Politics too. Most people see - and respond to - 

political events, not to political processes.  They see wars and revolutions but not the 

processes that cause them. It is not easy to see an underlying process in politics. In 

August 1914 most people were surprised when WW1 broke out. They were surprised 

again when the Russian Revolution broke out in 1917.  Very few saw the processes 

building up these events. Lenin and Trotsky were among the few who saw the 

process, predicted the events, prepared for them, and used them.     

In 1905 a revolution in Russia was put down by the Tsar. Those who focus on events 

believed this terminates all revolutions in Russia. Lenin and Trotsky disagreed. They 

learnt from Marx the process whereby BB industrial economies produce economic 
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crises leading to wars and revolutions. Observing this process gave them an advantage 

over those observing events. Like experienced surfers who know - by observing sea 

swell - that big waves are coming, they expected the BB industrial economies of 

Britain and Germany to clash and produce war - and revolution. The war began in 

1914.  Russia joined Britain. In 1914 millions volunteered to fight but in 1916 most 

soldiers were fed-up with war. Thousands of Russian soldiers began to desert. This 

caused the Tsarôs abdication.   The desertions - not Lenin - started the revolution.   

Political revolutions have two phases: 1) Collapse of the old order. 2) Setting up a 

new order. The first is caused by rulers. The second - by revolutionaries.  Lenin and 

Trotsky expected the collapse of Tsarist regime but most people were surprised by it.  

When Tsarist Russia collapsed Lenin and Trotsky surfed the revolutionary wave to 

create the post-revolutionary regime they wanted. They did not cause the collapse. 

They were ready for it - and surfed it to set up their alternative regime. Russiaôs 

revolutions - in 1905, in February 1917, and October 1917 - were like three eruptions 

of a volcano whose lava accumulated below the surface for years. Human intervention 

in processes can shape the events they produce.  Lenin did this in 1917 and shaped 

BG in Russia. Many supporters of socialized economy argued that a state-run 

economy in agricultural Russia with millions of illiterate peasants will produce a 

deformed regime giving socialized economy a bad name.  Were they wrong? 

Revolutions are eruptions of accumulated frustration caused by rulers, not by 

revolutionaries. Accumulation of frustration is an invisible process. Few notice it. 

When frustration reaches saturation it can be ignited by any accident - and erupt. This 

baffles those who think the accident caused the eruption. They fail to notice the 

underlying process.  Understanding the processes producing events, not the accidental 

triggers setting them off, is crucial.  Triggers are accidental, processes are essential. 

To anticipate events one must see the processes that produce them. Focussing 

attention on the conduct of wars diverts attention from the processes that caused them.   

Books, films, and TV focussing exclusively on soldiersô conduct in wars or on warsô 

accidental triggers conceal the process that caused them.  Presenting the assassination 

of the Austrian Crown Prince as the cause of WW1 conceals the process of rivalry 

between British and German big business that produced WW1.   

War - like disease - can be prevented only by eliminating the process that produces it.  

All other responses treat symptoms but not causes, and will not stop the recurrence of 

war or disease.  To understand and anticipate events one must study the processes that 

produce them.    To shape events - one must intervene in these processes. 



 29 

5.                                           Means and Ends 

 

The Cliché "The end justifies the means" is often invoked to justify the use of 

negative means to achieve a positive end.  It turns out that even when use of negative 

means achieves its short-term end it ruins its long-term end. The collapse of the 

socialized economy in Russia was caused by long use of negative means. Some were 

considered negative even by their users (p.75). Their use was justified by the cliché 

mentioned above. But ends and means are linked. Means influence ends.  If the nature 

of the means contradicts the nature of their ends they will, eventually, ruin their ends. 

 

No positive end was ever served by use of negative means. Negative means ruin 

positive ends. They modify their ends - and their users. When supporters of a positive 

end use negative means their integrity cracks. This crack is irreparable. The first use 

of negative means transforms their user for good. Once their integrity is cracked they 

become cynical, depressed, indifferent, and remain so to the end of their life.   

Many became disillusioned yet lived to see their grand aim crack and crumble. 

 

Another trap awaiting all users of means is the turning of means into ends.   

The classic example is money. Originally invented as a means to replace barter trade 

and facilitate economic exchange it became the aim of all economic activity.   

The Catholic Church is another example. Created as a means to spread the message of 

Jesus that religion must serve Humanity, not God, it became more important than 

Jesus' message. Loyalty to the Church replaced loyalty to Humanity. Loyalty to the 

Pope replaced loyalty to Jesus' message.  

Means tend to become ends, and thus subvert their original aim. 

 

All Communist Parties fell into this trap, Originally created as means to build a 

society of economic equality and social justice they soon put loyalty to the Party 

above loyalty to a just society.   

Later, loyalty to the leader of the Party replaced loyalty to the Party.   

For most politicians political power - the role of deciding for others what society will 

do - changed from a means to improve society into an independent - personal - end.    

This is a permanent, persistent, pitfall for anyone who decides for others.   

Means must never be allowed to become ends.   When they do they subvert their ends.    
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6.                                 Marx  - right and wrong    

 

About 12,000 years ago some primates began to bury seeds in the ground to grow 

plants they liked to eat.      No other animal ever did this - before or after.  

It was - unknowingly - a revolutionary act.  

"Revolution" - in any domain - is a change of the foundations of that domain.  

Originally hominids were nomadic hunters-gatherers searching food. Crop growing 

changed the foundations of nomadic life. Wandering to find food became 

unnecessary.  Living permanently near the fields to cultivate and guard them became 

necessary. This terminated nomadic life. Crop growers began to domesticate animals, 

so they no longer had to hunt for meat. They began to build houses.   Groups of 

houses became villages. Big villages became towns. Towns on rivers or crossroads 

became trade centres, and grew into cities.  Thus began citification - and civilization.  

  

For thousands of years most people everywhere spent most of their lives cultivating 

plants and animals. A mere 200 years ago a new technology revolution began.  Steam 

driven machines were invented to perform tasks hitherto done by muscles, wind, or 

water. This became known as the " Industrial Revolution" . Britain led this revolution. 

Although the Scotsman James Watt had already patented an improved version of the 

steam engine in 1769, use of steam power accelerated after 1830 with the invention of 

railways in Britain. Before the railway most people spent their entire lives near where 

they were born. Horse-drawn carts carried few people and goods. Railways carried a 

lot of people - and goods - over large distances in a short time. This boosted trade, 

travel, and production. It created a great demand for all kinds of steam-driven 

machines. Factories were built to construct boilers, steam engines, steam-driven 

looms, locomotives, rails, pumps, iron ships, iron bridges, iron tunnels, steam cranes 

and lifts, and machines to build all these.  

People left work in fields and came to work in factories. This changed their mentality, 

their attitudes and expectations. In the field, before machines, one worked alone, but 

in a factory with machines many work together. Work with machines requires 

coordination and cooperation of many workers in the work process. Peasants worked 

alone. They depended on nature. Machines manipulate nature. Work with machines 

depends on people - not on nature. In agricultural societies work (and life) was 

determined by Nature. The annual cycle of agricultural work repeated itself year after 

year for thousands of years, hardly changing. This induced a submissive mentality 
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accepting - and expecting - a fixed life.    Industrial societies invent new machines and 

products, constantly changing life.  Innovation replaced repetition.  This induced an 

assertive attitude to human life, accepting - and expecting - fundamental changes. 

 

The industrial revolution reduced peopleôs dependence on Nature. From now on 

economics depended more on people, less on Nature. Coping with surpluses replaced 

coping with shortages. Crises of abundance replaced crises of scarcity.  New problems 

created new responsibilities. Pollution is just one of them.  Accumulated expertise and 

knowledge - hitherto revered - lost its value.  New machines create new crafts and 

skills, making old ones obsolete. Young people adapt faster to new technologies so 

older generations become redundant in production. Technological change produced a 

new domain of study - Sociology, the study of societies, their structure, their features, 

their changes, their dynamics, and their specific problems. 

 

The most influential thinker on the effects of technology on society was Karl Marx. 

Born in Germany in 1818 he moved to London in 1848, living there till his death in 

1883.  He studied Philosophy in Germany and wrote on history, society and politics in 

Germany, France, and Belgium. His closest friend was Fredrick Engels, who owned a 

textile factory in Manchester. At Marx's graveside Engels eulogized him saying: " Just 

as Darwin discovered the law of the evolution of organic nature, so Marx discovered 

the law of the evolution of human history".  He meant Marx's view of hominids as 

" tool-making animals"  - the only animal inventing new tools - causing the creation of 

new mentalities, new social groups, new social confrontations and new societies.  

Marx's major book is called "Capital".  It analyzes the BB economy. He invented 

ideas like "Surplus value" and "rate of exploitation". In 1848 he wrote "The 

Communist Manifesto" of which American economist Galbraith (1908-2006) said: ñIt 

is, incomparably, the most successful propaganda tract of all timeé What before had 

been wordy and laboured was now succinct and arresting - a series of hammer 

blowsò.  (ñThe essential Galbraithò Mariner Books, Boston 2001. p.182) 

The "Manifesto" starts with the declaration:  

ñThe history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles. Freeman 

and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, 

oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an 

uninterrupted, now hidden, now open, fight that each time ended in either a 

revolutionary constitution of society at large, or in common ruin of the contending 
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classes.  é.  The government of the modern state is merely a committee for managing 

the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisieé."     

 

"é.The Bourgeoisie, by rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the 

immensely facilitated means of communications, draws all, even the most barbarian 

nations, into civilization.  The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery 

with which it batters down all Chinese Wallsé It has created enormous cities, has 

greatly increased the urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus 

rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural lifeéduring its 

rule of scarce one hundred years, it has created more massive, and more colossal 

productive forces than have all preceding generations together.  "é. 

 

The manifesto ends with the words: 

ñéThe Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare 

that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social 

conditions.  Let the ruling classes tremble at a communist revolution.   

The workers have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win.   

Workers of all countries, unite! "   

 

In 1864 Marx founded the first international organization of workers. Addressing the 

2000 workers, trade-unionists, and intellectuals, from all over Europe, he said:  

ñ  No improvement of machinery, no application of science to production, no 

contrivance of communication, no new colonies, no emigration, no opening of new 

markets, no free trade, nor all these things put together, will do away with the miseries 

of the industrial masses. Therefore to conquer political power has become the great 

duty of the working classes ò      A statement valid today as it was 143 years ago 

 

Marx entitled his book ñCAPITAL, a critique of political economyò because 

industrialization turned the economy from regional to national (and global) but private 

owners seeking short term profits ignored its long-term effects. Mass-production 

without social planning and control of the entire economy causes unemployment and 

war.  Marxôs ideas inspired many to introduce state-run economies.  He proposed to 

run the economy by the principle - ñFrom each according to his ability, to each 

according to his needsò.   As mass production in one country affected many countries 

this was a global project, not a local one.    
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State-run economies were called "Social-ism" because they aimed to care for all in 

society, not just for a minority of private owners of lands, factories, finance and 

commerce. Socialism used the profits of the economy to provide all citizens with 

guaranteed employment, state-paid housing-healthcare-education, and decent 

pensions. Marx predicted that private owners striving to maximize their profits will 

create ñbubblesò of unchecked growth in the economy that will ñburstò causing 

economic crises. Private owners crave profits and ignore the effects of their activity 

on society, on its health and future, and on the environment. Theyôll do anything to 

maximize profits. Burst ñbubblesò reduce demand and cause unemployment. Reduced 

demand causes reduced production and unemployment which spiral out of control.  

BB ñsolvesò such crises by producing arms and wars - using the unemployed as 

soldiers. Wars ñsolveò economic crises by destroying goods - and lives.                    

BB regimes killed 100 Million people in WW1 and WW2. Hobson's book 

"Imperialism" (1902, see the Internet) records in Book 1, Chapter 5, appendix: 

                    UK  National Expenditure and Armaments. 

For the 

Year 

ending 

31st 

March.  

Expenditure on Armaments, 

Exclusive of War Charges.  

 
 

Extra- 

ordinary War 

Expenditure.*21  

Total 

Expenditure 

on War and 

Armaments.  

Total 

National 

Expenditure.  

 Army.  Navy.  Total.     

 
 

 £  £  £  £  £  £  

1900  20,600,000  26,000,000  46,600,000  23,000,000  69,600,000  133,722,407  

1901  24,473,000  29,520,000  53,993,000  67,237,000  121,230,000  183,592,264  

1902  29,312,000  31,255,000  60,920,000  59,050,000  119,970,000  188,469,000  

               
 

So already in 1900/1/2/ the very first BB industrial regime in history allocated two 

thirds of its budget to produce arms. The result of this budget was the "Boer War" 

(1899-1902) and WW1 (1914-1918).  After its wars BB economy thrives by repairing 

the damages caused by war.  BB economies of US, UK, France, Germany, and Japan - 

before - during - and after - WW1 and WW2 followed the cycle of: 1) economic crisis  

2) re-armament  3) war  4) reconstruction.    BB still stumbles from one economic 

crisis to the next. It breeds economic crisis, unemployment, and often - war.  

To overcome this absurd waste of life and resources Marx proposed that factories, 

lands, and Banks should be run by society in a planned way. This idea was accepted 

by many, but the powerful minority of BB supporters opposed it.   

javascript:opN('hbsnImpNotes.html#n21');upWin.focus();
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Up to WW2 Marx's analysis of BB economies was confirmed repeatedly. All BB 

economies produced wealth for a tiny minority and constant crises of unemployment - 

"solved" by wars - for the majority. One such crisis was "solved" by WW1. The worst 

crisis began with the collapse of the USA's shares market ñbubbleò in 1929. It was the 

worst world-wide economic crisis of BB economies.  In 1933 - the low point of this 

crisis - 25% of Americans seeking work could not find a job. In Germany 33% of the 

workforce could not find work either. Many firms went bankrupt. US President 

Rooseveltôs ñNew Dealò policy built economic projects paid by his government. This 

revived hope but not the economy. Only production of arms for WW2 reduced USA's 

- and Germany's - unemployment below 10%, and revived their economies. 

Rivalry between British and the German BBs was the main cause of WW1.  In 1900 

Germany, the world's second industrial power, began to build a war navy to acquire 

colonies overseas as a source for cheap raw materials and as a protected market for its 

industrial goods.  British BB - world's leading industrial and colonial power - opposed 

this. Rivalry between British BB and German BB - not assassination of an Austrian 

Prince - caused WW1.  Germany was defeated but Britain was weakened and lost its 

leadership of world BB economy to the USA which became the world's richest BB 

regime by selling goods to Europe during WW1, (joining it 32 months after it began 

and 18 months before its end). After WW1 the US Dollar replaced the British Pound 

as currency of international trade and US BB became leader of BB in the world. 

 

Another outcome of WW1 was Lenin's revolution in Russia (October 1917). This war 

and revolution confirmed Marx's prediction that BB economies must lead to crises, 

wars and revolutions. This convinced many that only a State-owned, planned, 

economy can free humanity from economic chaos, and wars.  

 

Marx saw societyôs ownership of the economy as an inevitable phase in the evolution 

of humanity. Socialized economies would replace BB economies just as the city 

merchants' economy replaced the feudal landlords' economy 300 years earlier. Marx 

did not think that the BB State could control the chaos caused by BB. The first to 

propose this was British economist J.M. Keynes. In 1936 he suggested to start state-

paid economic projects, and state-regulated Bank interest, to soften crises cause by 

BB greed. State created jobs and incomes boost demand, sales, business, and save BB 

economies from excessive unemployment and from Socialist revolutions .During the 

worst crisis of the US economy (1929-1942) US President Roosevelt introduced his 
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ñNew Dealò policy (1933-1937) by state-paid projects providing work for the 

unemployed. The writer H.G. Wells said: ñThe óNew Dealô is plainly an attempt to 

achieve a working socialism and avert a social collapse in America. It is 

extraordinarily parallel to the successive 'policies' and 'Plans' of the Russian 

experiment.  Americans shirk the word 'socialism', but what else can one call it?ò   

Wells exaggerated. The "New Deal" did not aim to turn the US BB economy into a 

state-owned, planned, economy, let alone one based on economic equality.    

It created government-paid jobs, and incomes, to help the BB economy to recover.   

 

The "New Deal" did not end the 1930s "depression" but reduced misery of some 

unemployed by creating jobs in government-paid projects. This revived not the 

economy but the hope that the economy will recover. Paying unemployment benefits 

kept many unemployed from starvation - and revolution. After WW2 many BB 

economies accepted Keynes's ideas and introduced social-security schemes and 

control of competition and interest rates. After rebuilding Europe from destruction 

caused by WW2, BB economies invented consumerism:  consumption to satisfy 

invented needs rather than natural needs. New, artificial, needs are constantly created 

by a vast advertising industry to keep the economy going.  In 1940 few knew about 

TV but by the 1970s B/W TV sets could be picked up in garbage dumps as people 

craved Colour TV. This now happens to clothing, cars, computers, entertainment, 

food, medicines, and telephones. BB economy nowadays constantly invents new 

needs and its advertisers seduce the public to buy more and more. We live in the era 

of Invented Needs. We suddenly "need" things we never knew about a decade ago. 

Invented needs are satisfied by using goods with built-in obsolescence. This wasteful 

practice prolongs life of a chaotic economy created by BB to maximize private profits 

and power, even if this damages most people's health, future generations' health, and 

pollutes the planet.  Fighting wars to sell opium (see p. 153) and opposing the electric 

car (EV1) produced by GM in 1996  -  and scrapped in 2005  -  are typical examples.. 

Marx's prediction that a BB economy must cause economic chaos and crisis is 

confirmed daily but his belief that this must lead to a collapse of BB economy and 

hence to war and revolution, is dated. This scenario is possible but not inevitable. 

State intervention in the economy can prevent collapse of BB economies. It can create 

employment by state-paid projects. It can control finance.  

Marx recommended socialized and planned economies, creating economic equality, 

benefiting all in society according to the principle: From each according to his ability, 
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to each according to his needs. Marxists set up states with State-run economies 

providing guaranteed employment, state-paid housing, healthcare, education, and 

decent pensions to all. But they had flaws. It was difficult to foresee them but the 

Russian Anarchist Bakunin had already warned in 1872:  " In the People's State of 

Marx there will be, we are told, no privileged class at all.   All will be equal, not only 

from the judicial and political point of view but from the economic point of view. At 

least, that is what is promised. . . There will therefore be no longer any privileged 

class, but there will be a government and, note this well, an extremely complex 

government, which will not content itself with governing and administering the 

masses politically, as all governments do today, but which will also administer them 

economically, concentrating in its own hands the production and the just division of 

wealth, the cultivation of land, the establishment and development of factories, the 

organization and direction of commerce, finally the application of capital to 

production by the only banker, the State.   All this will demand an immense 

knowledge and many "heads overflowing with brains" in this government. It will be 

the reign of the scientific experts, the most aristocratic, despotic, arrogant and 

contemptuous of all regimes. There will be a new class, a new hierarchy of real and 

pretended scientists and scholars, and society will be divided into a minority ruling in 

the name of knowledge, and an immense, ignorant, majority.  And then, woe betide 

the mass of the ignorant ones. Such a regime will not fail to arouse very considerable 

discontent in this mass and in order to keep it in check the enlightened and liberating 

government of Marx will have need of a not less considerable armed force. For the 

government must be strong says Engels, to maintain order among these millions of 

illiterates whose brutal uprising would be capable of destroying and overthrowing 

everything, even a government directed by heads overflowing with brainsébehind all 

the democratic and socialistic phrases and promises of Marx's programme, there is to 

be found in his State all that constitutes the true despotic and brutal nature of all 

States, whatever may be the form of their government ".   (See  the Anarchist 

Archive on the Internet)       Bakunin's prediction was confirmed in all BG states 

created by Marxists in different places and circumstances. All BG economies were 

run by Party-appointed officials.  Most citizens could not participate in shaping BG 

societies. Policies could not be criticized. Critics were seen as class-enemies. Rule by 

officials and oppression by BG state was not a deviation from Marxôs program but a 

structural feature. All BG states were run by Party appointed officials, all banned 

criticism. and all were backed by a secret police that was above the law.   



 37 

Marx's view that the economy must be run by society to benefit all remains valid, but 

how should this be done?  His valid diagnosis prescribed a cure with side-effects 

worse than the disease. All societies created by Marxists were divided into three 

layers: 1) A handful of Party leaders who decide all policies. 2) Party-appointed 

officials running the State, the economy, and society.  3) 99.99% of all citizens with 

no right to decide - or criticize - any policy yet forced to obey all. All officials were 

appointed by the Party. Most BG societies dissolved themselves between 1989 and 

1991. In all of them only one party ruled. Its leaders ran the state, the economy, and 

society. All criticism - even within the ruling party - was banned. In China the Party 

split into two groups fighting each other (1966-1976). Called "Cultural revolution" it 

was a campaign of dogmatic ideologists against pragmatists. In BG - Politics 

dominate economics. In BB - economics dominate politics. Both BB and BG 

dominate society. In BG leaders also decide what books, plays, films, paintings, and 

music citizens are allowed to see or hear.  All BG leaders and officials - are state 

employees. They do not own a factory, land, houses, shops, shares, or a bank account.  

They can - and often are - dismissed. They are employees appointed by the Party. BG 

society was an ownerless society with conflicts about roles. This blinded Marxists 

since Marx defined ñclassò by what people own. His view that ñpolitics are struggles 

between classesò was based on ownership, not on roles. It gave no hint how to resolve 

conflicts about roles in ï in the family or in the state. Instead of helping the masses 

oppressed by BG to fight oppression Marxists justified BG oppression as ñclass-

struggle against class enemiesò. This was valid before victory in civil war (1921) but 

not after. ñLenin, Trotsky and Bukharin, the three chief thinkers of the regime - when 

it was still allowed to think - could not agree as to its definition. Lenin preferred: 

ñState Capitalismò the others -ñState Socialismò (Souvarine, ñStalinò N.Y.1939, p. 

673). Most Marxists defined BG as ñSocialismò, a few - as "Degenerated Workers' 

State" or "Bureaucratic Collectivism". This reveals the Marxistsô inability to 

understand the nature of BG societies. BG economy was run by a state plan and not 

by a market so it was not Capitalism. BG conflicts were about power, not about 

profits, Calling BG a "Degenerated worker's State" ignores the fact that it never had a 

pre-degenerate phase. It was created ñDegenerateò by Lenin who wrested power from 

the Workers and Soldiers Councils in October 1917 (see p. 56-57) and banned all 

other revolutionary parties and factions. He killed the Kronstadt sailors who objected 

to this and banned the "Workers opposition" (1921) (see p. 63-65). Trotskyites adored 

Lenin and blamed only Stalin for the "degeneration". They too insisted on rule by 
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Party appointees, not by employeesô councils. They proposed to overcome 

ñDegenerationò by replacing Stalinist leaders by Trotskyite leaders. They rejected rule 

by employeesô councils, free unions and employees' management of industry. Lenin 

forbade criticism of his partyôs policies and politicians. He insisted all managers be 

appointed by his Party. This caused workersô apathy - and coercion. After 1990. when 

BG states became BB states workers rejoiced. BG states like China, Cuba, Vietnam, 

and North-Korea, face a similar fate. Most former citizens of BG states refuse to 

resurrect them despite all economic benefits conferred on them. Marxists see politics 

as motivated by economics. Cultural, sexual and political oppression they see as by-

products of economics. They were surprised by the General strike in France (1968), 

by "Women's Liberation" in the 1970s, by Iranôs Islamic revolution (1979) and by the 

collapse of the USSR (1991) which were not preceded by economic crises. Marx's 

view that technology revolutions produce political revolutions is valid but Marxists do 

not see how this applies to todayôs electronic communicationsô revolution. 

Industrialisation revolutionized manual work. It made public control of the economy 

plausible and economic equality possible. Lenin tried to implement it. In BG states all 

were state employees. Marxists thought this will abolish exploitation and oppression. 

It didnôt. BG leaders oppressed critics by labelling them ñclass-enemiesò. In 1939 

Trotsky wrote: " If the world proletariat should actually prove incapable of fulfilling the 

mission placed upon it by the course of history, nothing else would remain except openly to 

recognize that the socialist program based on the internal contradictions of capitalist society, 

ended as a Utopia.  It is self evident that a new ñminimumò program would be required for 

defending the interests of the slaves of the totalitarian bureaucratic society" . [see Trotsky 

Archive on the Internet]. BG bred oppression and corruption. In Europe it collapsed in 

1991 causing many to believe there is no alternative to BB states. After BGôs failure 

as an alternative to BB most people see no alternative. Yet peopleôs desire for a 

society free from economic and political inequality is today stronger than ever. 

Electronic communications make rule by all citizens possible. Mobile phones and the 

Internet simplify administration, challenge secrecy of public information, unmask the 

mystique of management and de-legitimize division of society into managers and 

managed. They render rule by representatives obsolete and provide means to set up a 

post-parliamentary direct-democracy. Todayôs "new minimum program" is a post-

parliamentary direct-democracy where all citizens can propose, debate - and vote - on 

every issue of society. Only political equality can provide economic security, reduce 

social strife and introduce more freedom than did any other regime in history.
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7.                                  WW1 and Lenin's revolution 

Anyone travelling through Britain or France will notice in the central square of every 

small town a monument commemorating the sons of this community killed in WW1 

and WW2. Their names are listed. The list of WW1 is much longer than that of WW2.   

Some 20 million soldiers died in WW1, this makes an average of 13,000 dead during 

every day of that war (from August 1914 to November 1918).  

Britain and France lost many more soldiers in WW1 than in WW2. 

In the battle of the Somme (July 1916)  the British alone had 57,470 casualties on the 

first day, of which 19,240 died.  The battle lasted 5 months and ended in a draw.  

No side won.  The final count of British casualties in this battle amounted to 400,000.  

This exceeds the total number of British casualties in WW2.   

 

In the battle of Chemin-Des-Dammes in April 1917, despite British and French 

artillery shelling German trenches non-stop a whole week before the attack, British 

casualties in the first day were 60,000.  One third died.  The battle ended in a draw..  

 

In the battle of Verdun (1916) half a million French soldiers - and half a million 

Germans - died. All battles ended in a draw. The machine gun confounded all 

conservative generals - and tactics. Generals ordered thousands of soldiers to advance 

in open fields towards enemy machine-guns. Most soldiers were killed before they 

reached the enemy. The cavalry was annihilated. The war became static - in trenches.       

 

Most history books describe WW1, the worst war in history till 1914, as caused by the 

assassination of the Austrian Crown Prince in Sarajevo. This triggered off the war, but 

it was not what caused it. War is like a volcanic eruption. Any accidental factor can 

initiate it but without the accumulation of lava no accident will cause an eruption.  

The 'lava' that caused WW1 was the rivalry between British and German BBs over 

war navies.  Britain, the world's first industrial power, built the world's largest Navy 

with steam-driven, steel-body, ñDread-noughtò battleships. This enabled it to " Rule 

the waves", dominate world trade - and colonize a quarter of the planet.  Germany, the 

second largest industrial power, had no colonies so it began to build its own ñDread-

noughtsò. Kaiser Wilhelm II declared in 1892 ñOur future lies on the water. The 

trident must be in our handsò. This challenged Britain's supremacy.  Bismarck, the 

Chancellor who united Germany feared war with Britain and desisted from building a 

modern Navy but in 1890 Kaiser Wilhelm sacked him. In 1898 Bismarck visited the 
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new German battleships in the port of Kiel and said: "This will cause a war with 

Britain.  In 20 years time all I built will lie in ruins".    In 1918 he was proved right. 

 

In the 19th century Britain was the world's first - and leading - industrial Power.  At 

that time - before airplanes were invented - battleships ruled the oceans - and world 

trade. Britain had the only steam driven, steel bodied,  modern, navy, and ruled the 

seas and colonies consisting of one quarter of the globe but "Germany was a rapidly 

growing industrial nation and her politicians began to talk the same way. If prosperity 

came from colonies and a Navy why shouldn't Germany have them too?    What about 

Germany's place in the sun?   The Kaiser had grandiose ideas of his own importance 

in the world as the head of a Great Power. Germany had defeated France in the 1870 

war and the German military caste had immense power and prestige. In Germany 

there had been a good deal of sympathy with the Boers [defeated by the British in the 

1899-1902 Boer war in South Africa .A.O.] The Kaiser was proud of his navy. A 

bigger navy was popular with shipbuilders and arms manufacturers and more ships for 

the German navy meant more profits for Krupps and the arms manufacturers. 

("Winston Churchill in War and Peace" by Emrys Hughes, Unity publishing, Glasgow 

1950. p. 57) 

The man who pushed Germany's naval arms race was Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz. 

". . . Tirpitz was bent on creating a Dreadnought battle fleet in the shortest time.  With 

three battleships and one battle cruiser to be laid down each year from 1908 to 1911, 

and four Dreadnought battleships already started - two in July, two in August, that 

year [1907.A.O.] he would have thirteen Dreadnought battleships by 1913 - or earlier 

if construction was pushed through fast. As British programs provided for only twelve 

Dreadnoughts by late 1912, the threat was clear.  What also became clear was that 

whereas Tirpitz's 1900 Navy Law had provided for a total of thirty-eight battleships 

and twenty large armoured cruisers, the Novelle translated this into fifty-eight 

Dreadnought, for the new battle cruisers were regarded as capital ships. . . . 'The 

dominant idea' the "Daily Mail" wrote (in 25.11.1907) 'is to build a fleet which shall 

fulfil  the hopes and desires of the Pan-Germans and be mightier than the mightiest 

Navy in the world'. The Paris paper "Aurore" commented: "The announcement of the 

formidable increase of the fleet undertaken by the German Bundesrat is a curious 

commentary on the visit just paid by the Kaiser to his uncle King Edward VII . . .  the 

expose of the new naval programme of the Empire shows that the strength of the 

German Navy will be doubled between 1907 and 1914.  There can be no doubt that 
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this formidable fleet, the construction of which is being pursued with a tenacity that 

one cannot help admiring, is directed mainly against England." ('The Times' 

22.11.1907) (quoted in "The Great Naval race" [Anglo-German Naval Rivalry 

between 1900-1914]  by Peter Radfield, Birlinn, Edinburgh 2005 p. 173) What was 

Britain's response? Admiral Sir John Fisher, who modernized the British Navy, 

declared in 1907:òThe only thing in the world Britain has to fear is Germanyò. 

 

"  With Germany increasing her naval shipbuilding the (British) Admiralty was able 

to point out to this as justification for more big ships. The Admirals wanted more 

Dreadnoughts so did the naval vested interests, the naval shipbuilders and the big 

armament firms.  The tension between the two countries was reflected in the DAILY 

MAIL campaign on "The German Menace". In the cabinet McKenna pleaded for a big 

naval building campaign and more Dreadnoughts. Supporting him was the Liberal 

imperialist group. At the Foreign Office Sir Edward Grey was negotiating treaties and 

understandings with France and Tsarist Russia. Europe was being divided into two 

armed camps." ("Winston Churchill in War and Peace" by Emrys Hughes, Unity 

publishing, Glasgow 1950. p. 57)   

Grey signed military treaties with Russia and France in 1907.  Their purpose was to 

threaten Germany with war on TWO fronts - against Russia in the east, and against 

France in the west - if she waged war against Britain.  This did not deter Germany 

from building a huge navy.   It accelerated the process leading to war.     

In his biography of Winston Churchill the historian Rene Kraus wrote:                       

"late in October (1911) the Prime Minister invited his Home Secretary to a secret 

rendezvous "somewhere in Scotland". Asquith disclosed that war with Germany was 

inevitable. It was probable that the Kaiser would strike at England first, since the 

island had no strong army. "We have only the Navy" the Prime Minister concluded. 

"It is our only hope". "Then, after a short pause, he asked the best man in his cabinet 

"Would you like to go to the Admiralty?" "Indeed I would" Churchill replied quietly"   

("Winston Churchill in the mirror" by René Kraus, Dutton NY. 1944   p.72) 

After 1911 Asquith's Liberal government embarked upon a process of rearming the 

Royal Navy, a task necessitated by Germany's big investment in its naval forces.       

In order to finance this rearmament, Asquith - and his Chancellor, David Lloyd 

George - enacted a radical Budget that increased land taxes. 
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In August 13, 1911, Churchill sent the Cabinet a memorandum outlining his ideas on 

British strategy in a European war:  Its opening sentence said: "The following notes 

have been written on the assumption é that a decision has been arrived at to employ 

a British military force on the continent of Europe. It does not prejudge that decision 

in any way. It is assumed that an alliance exists between Great Britain, France, and 

Russia, and that these powers are attacked by Germany and Austria." ("Winston 

Churchill in war and Peace" by Emrys Hughes, Unity Press, Glasgow 1950. p.64) 

The milestones of the process generating WW1 are:  

1911   9 February - Churchill: "British fleet a necessity but German fleet a luxury" 

1911   21 July - Lloyd George warns Germany in his "Mansion House speech" 
supporting France during the "Agadir crisis".  Britain starts preparations for war 
against Germany.   German public opinion becomes anti-British.  

 
1913  23 August. Churchill plans to send troops to France in war against Germany  
 
1913  30 August - Churchill writes Grey that Britain should aid Russia and France in a 
war with Germany 
 

1913  1 October - Greatest German Army increase since 1871; peacetime strength 
increased by 136,000 to 760,908  NCOs and men. 
 

1914  Spring; Anglo-French military arrangements are completed even to point of 

details on billeting arrangements for British troops 
 

1914  May - Anglo-Russian naval talks determine co-operation between fleets 
 

Colonel E.M. House, chief advisor to USA's President Woodrow Wilson, was sent by 

the President in the Spring of 1914 to evaluate the European situation. Part of his 

report says: "The situation is extraordinary. It is militarism run stark mad. Unless 

someone acting for you can bring about a different understanding, there is some day 

to be an awful cataclysm.  No one in Europe can do it. There is too much hatred, too 

many jealousies. Whenever England consents, France and Russia will close in on 

Germany and Austria. England does not want Germany wholly crushed, for she would 

then have to reckon alone with her ancient enemy, Russia; but if Germany insists 

upon an ever increasing navy, then England will have no choice. The best chance for 

peace is an understanding between England and Germany in regard to naval 

armaments and yet there is some disadvantage to us by these two getting too 

close.(see Brigham Young University Archive of documents on WW1 on the Internet)  
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The European Socialist parties' policy on a possible European war had been stated 

already in 1912.   In their International Congress in Basle, Switzerland they stated: 

"éThe most important task within the action of the International devolves upon the 

working class of Germany, France, and England . . .It is the task of the workers of 

these countries to demand of their governments that they refuse any support either to 

Austria-Hungary or Russia, that they abstain from any intervention in the Balkan 

troubles and maintain absolute neutrality. A war between the three great leading 

civilized peoples on account of the Serbo-Austrian dispute over a port would be 

criminal insanity é The Congress views as the greatest danger to the peace of Europe 

the artificially cultivated hostility between Great Britain and the German Empire. The 

Congress therefore greets the efforts of the working class of both countries to bridge 

this hostility. It considers the best means for this purpose to be the conclusion of an 

accord between Germany and England concerning the limitation of naval armaments 

and the abolition of the right of naval booty. The Congress calls upon the Socialists of 

England and Germany to continue their agitation for such an accord.   The 

overcoming of the antagonism between Germany on the one hand, and France and 

England on the other, would eliminate the greatest danger to the peace of the world, 

shake the power of Tzarism which exploits this antagonism, render an attack of 

Austria-Hungary upon Serbia impossible, and secure peace to the world. All the 

efforts of the International, therefore, are to be directed toward this goal."    see : 

www.marxists.org/history/international/social-democracy/1912/basel-manifesto.htm 

Yet instead of voting against war budgets in their Parliaments all Socialist Parties 

voted for them. This was "The betrayal of the 2nd Socialist International".           

WW1 began in August 1914. All believed it will end by Christmas 1914 but it lasted 

to November 1918. In 1916 the biggest battle in naval history took place off Jutland 

(west Denmark) 151 Britain's biggest warships blocked 99 Germany's biggest 

warships trying to enter the Atlantic from the North Sea. Some 8000 men died in 2 

hours. The battle - like most WW1 battles - ended in a draw but the German navy 

never entered the Atlantic. Germany was not defeated militarily in WW1. It 

surrendered as USA joined WW1 in 1917 and German resources could never match 

USAôs. This created the myth that ñThe politicians stabbed the Army in the backò. 

German seamen rebelled. The Kaiser fled. German Social-Democrats won power. 

After surrender all 74 German warships were taken to Scapa Flow north of Scotland: 

their capture - or sinking - was Britainôs WW1 aim, but their crews sank them there.  

http://www.marxists.org/history/international/social-democracy/1912/basel-manifesto.htm
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These facts refute all history versions of WW1 claiming WW1 had no specific cause, 

or had many causes, or was caused by the assassination of the Austrian Crown Prince.  

WW1 was a power struggle of British BB against German BB caused by German BB 

efforts to become a naval power and Britain's BB opposition to this.   

 

The Versailles Peace Treaty then limited the number of warships Germany is allowed 

to build. This ended German BB hope to acquire colonies overseas - and motivated 

Hitler to colonize Russia. Britain lost its role of world BB leader to USA which 

became the world's richest economy by selling arms and food to Europe in the war.  

WW1 was caused by British and German BB competing for power and profits. 

 

An unexpected outcome of WW1 was Lenin's revolution in Russia (October 1917).  

Marx's theories became popular after WW1 as this war and revolution confirmed his 

prediction that BB economies must create economic crises, wars, revolutions.  

When WW1 began in August 1914 everyone expected it to end by Christmas 1914. 

Most  people - on all sides - supported it. In 1914 all British soldiers were volunteers.  

Conscription in Britain began only when volunteering stopped in 1916.  In 1914 very 

few people, among them Lenin, Rosa Luxemburg, the philosopher Bertrand Russell, 

and Albert Einstein, opposed the war from the start.   Most people denounced them as 

traitors.  People reasoned that those who do not support their own nation support the 

enemy.  This was not the case.  Einstein and Russell were pacifists and opposed all 

wars. Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg argued the war was between ruling classes not 

between Nations. They declared that workers of all countries will only lose by 

supporting their rulers. This was considered treason by all ruling classes and leaders, 

and at first - also by ordinary people. However, by 1916, after millions died without 

victory in sight, most people (especially soldiers) got fed up with the war. 

Volunteering to the army stopped. Conscription had to be introduced.   

Most people everywhere began to crave Peace, but rulers everywhere craved victory. 

 

In 1916 Russian soldiers began to desert. Thousands left the trenches and walked 

home - on foot. Lenin said: "The soldiers have voted (against the war) with their feet" 

 

Most soldiers were former peasants. On joining the army work on their farms dropped 

sharply.  After two years of war food shortages started and people in cities began to 

suffer hunger.  All knew the food shortage was caused by the war.  On February 23rd, 
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1917, 90,000 women textile workers demonstrated in St. Petersburg, the capital of 

Russia, carrying banners saying "We want bread", "End the war".  The police fired on 

the demonstrators and killed some. Next day 180,000 demonstrators carried the same 

banners adding "Down with Autocracy", "Stop police brutality". The police shot more 

demonstrators but being outnumbered called the army for help. The soldiers came but 

refused to shoot demonstrators. Next day the number of demonstrators grew to 

240,000. The soldiers sympathized with the demonstrators and joined them. On 

February 26, Michael Rodzianko, Chairman of the Duma (Russian parliament) sent a 

telegram to Tsar Nicolai II, saying:     

"The situation is serious. The capital is in a state of anarchy. The government is paralyzed; 

transport service has broken down; food and fuel supplies are completely disorganized. 

Discontent is general and on the increase. There is wild shooting in the streets; troops are 

firing at each other. It is urgent that someone enjoying the confidence of the country be 

entrusted with formation of a new government.  There must be no delay.   Hesitation is fatal." 

Next day Rodzianko sent another telegram to the Tsar saying:   "The situation is growing 

worse. Measures should be taken immediately as tomorrow will be too late. The last hour has 

struck, when the fate of the country and dynasty is being decided.    The government is 

powerless to stop the disorders. The troops of the garrison cannot be relied upon. The reserve 

battalions of the Guard regiments are in the grips of rebellion, their officers are being killed. 

Having joined the mobs and the revolt of the people, they are marching on the offices of the 

Ministry of the Interior and the Imperial Duma. Your Majesty, do not delay. Should the 

agitation reach the Army, Germany will triumph and the destruction of Russia along with the 

dynasty is inevitable." 

On February 27th soldiers took over the city's arsenal, liberated political prisoners, and 

shot policemen. They set up a "Soldiers and Workers Committee".   

On March 1st  this committee published its "Order Number 1"  declaring: 

" To the garrison of the Petrograd District.  To all the soldiers of the Guard, Infantry, 
Artillery and Navy for immediate and precise execution,  and to the workers of 

Petrograd for information.   The Committee of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies has 
decided:  

1. All platoons, battalions, regiments, depots, gun batteries, naval squadrons and all 
various branches of military service of every kind and on warships must immediately 

set up councils of elected representatives of all soldiers and sailors in the above 
mentioned military units.  

2. All military units which have still not elected their representatives in the Council of 

Workers' Deputies must elect one representative per company, who should appear 
with written credentials in the building of the State Duma at 10 a.m on March 2.  
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3. In all political demonstrations all military unit are subordinated to the Council of 

Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies and its sub-committees.  

4. Orders of the military commission of the State Duma are to be obeyed only if they  
do not contradict orders and decisions of the Council of Workers' and Soldiers' 

Deputies.  

5. Arms of all kinds, as rifles, machine-guns, armored cars and others must be at the 
disposition and under the control of  platoon and battalion councils and are not in any 

case to be given out to officers, even upon their command.  

6. In the ranks and in fulfilling service duties soldiers must observe strictest military 
discipline; but outside of service, in their political, civil and private life soldiers 
cannot be discriminated against as regards those rights which all citizens enjoy.  

Standing to attention and compulsory saluting outside of service are abolished.  

7.  Addressing officers with the titles: Your Excellency, Your Honor, etc., is abolished 
and is replaced by the forms of address: Mr. General, Mr. Colonel, etc.  

Rude treatment of soldiers of all ranks, and especially addressing them as "you there" 

is forbidden; Soldiers are bound to bring to the attention of the company councils any 

violation of this rule and any misunderstandings between officers and soldiers.    This 

order is to be read out in all platoons, battalions, regiments, naval units, gun batteries 

and other front line and home military units. "                                                   

           

This order ended blind obedience of soldiers to officers in the Tsar's Army. Only 

orders authorized by soldiersô councils were obeyed. The Tsar's authority vanished.  

On March 1, the Tsar Nikolai II replied to Rodzianko:  "There is no sacrifice that I 

would not be willing to make for the welfare and salvation of Mother Russia. 

Therefore I am ready to abdicate in favour of my son, under the regency of my 

brother Mikhail Alexandrovich, with the understanding that my son is to remain with 

me until he becomes of age."   The Tsar's brother Michael took over on March 2nd. 

 

As the demonstrations against the war continued unabated Tsar Michael abdicated on 

March 3. Next day the employers signed an agreement with the "Soldiers and workers 

Council" reducing the working day to 8 hours.  Prince Lvov replaced the Tsar and set 

up a temporary government with the Social-Revolutionary Kerensky at its head.  On 

March 20 it abolished all legal restrictions based on ethnic or religious grounds.  But 

it committed itself to continue the war.   

States depend on obedience of most citizens to the law, and of soldiers to their 

officers. When many soldiers disobey their officers the State collapses. Without 



 47 

reliable soldiers rulers cannot enforce their decisions. Mass disobedience had started 

in the Russian Army in 1916. Many soldiers deserted and walked home. Others stayed 

in their trenches but disobeyed orders to attack.   They all craved peace.    

Lenin, the leader of a small revolutionary party known as "Bolsheviks", later as 

"Communist Party" had called for many years to create a state-owned, planned, 

economy based on economic equality. He opposed WW1 from the start, calling on 

soldiers to turn their rifles against their rulers, not against workers of other nations. He 

was in exile in Switzerland during WW1. In January 1917 he spoke to young Swiss 

socialists about the 1905 revolution in Russia.   He ended by saying: 

"We must not be deceived by the present grave-like stillness in Europe. Europe is 

pregnant with revolution. The monstrous horrors of the imperialist war, the suffering 

caused by the high cost of living everywhere engender a revolutionary mood; and the 

ruling classes, the bourgeoisie, and its servants, the governments, are more and more 

moving into a blind alley from which they can never extricate themselves without 

tremendous upheavals.  

Just as in Russia in 1905 a popular uprising against the tsarist government began 

under the leadership of the industrial workers with the aim of achieving a democratic 

republic, so, in Europe, the coming years, precisely because of this predatory war, will 

lead to popular uprisings under the leadership of the industrial workers against the 

power of finance capital, against the big banks, against the capitalists; and these 

upheavals cannot end otherwise than with the expropriation of the bourgeoisie, with 

the victory of socialism.  

We of the older generation may not live to see the decisive battles of this coming 

revolution. But I can, I believe, express the confident hope that the youth which is 

working so splendidly in the socialist movement of Switzerland, and of the whole 

world, will be fortunate enough not only to fight, but also to win, in the coming 

proletarian revolution. "    (see the Lenin Archive on the Internet) 

Lenin believed that in industrial societies like Germany and Britain there would be a 

revolution transferring ownership of the economy to socialist governments but in 

Russia the revolution would transfer power from the autocratic Tsar to an elected 

Parliament. After the Tsar's abdication Lenin returned to Russia on April 3rd and saw 
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that the new government insisted on continuing the war while most soldiers and 

civilians craved Peace.   He declared that his Party would make peace immediately.   

During February 1917, many workers went into the streets to demonstrate, 

demanding: 1) Peace, and 2) An 8 hour working day. When they demonstrated the 

factories were paralyzed.  Massive desertions of soldiers from the front meant that 

people no longer feared the law or the police. Many directors of factories, of 

municipalities, engineers, foremen, and policemen, feared reprisals by former 

subordinates so they fled. Workers in many factories had to act as managers to keep 

the factory going. They set up councils to do so. Workers, peasants, citizens, soldiers, 

had to work without administrative staff to guide them so they elected councils and 

established new authority relations. The councils had to find raw materials, organize 

work, and perform administrative duties. Employeeôs councils emerged in factories, 

neighbourhoods, army camps and municipalities all over the country. They were not 

formed by Lenin's Party but by workers, peasants, soldiers, and citizens.  

 

The network of councils ("Soviets") carried out all administrative tasks. They did not 

decide Foreign policy but they decided the operations of daily life in towns, factories, 

and in the army. They ran the transport and communication systems, and controlled 

commerce and supply. This created a "Dual Power" situation.  Foreign policy was 

decided by the government, but daily life was decided by workersô councils. 

Government policies contradicted the councils' policies on every issue. It was clear 

that this situation cannot go on for long. Either the councils take over the role of the 

government or the government takes over the role of the councils. Every political 

party had to decide which of the two it prefers as ruler of the country. 

 

Lenin declared: "All Power to the soldiers and workers councils", proposing a new 

type of a state run by councils elected by soldiers, workers, and peasants.  Many liked 

this idea so they supported Lenin. Russia's population was around 150 million, of 

which 140 million were illiterate peasants. About 8 million were industrial workers 

and the army numbered 2 million soldiers. Most of the land was owned by the 

Nobility. The peasant-soldiers deserting the army returned home and expropriated the 

lands from the nobility.  They asked Lenin what he intended to do with the land.    

He expressed his views in a leaflet a few days before the October revolution  saying: 
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".. Comrades!   Look around you, see what is happening in the countryside, see what 

is happening in the army, and you will realize that the peasants and the soldiers cannot 

tolerate it any longer. An uprising of the peasants from whom the land has hitherto 

been withheld by fraud is flooding like a broad river the whole of Russia.  

The peasants cannot tolerate their situation any longer. Kerensky sends troops to 

suppress the peasants and to defend the landowners. Kerensky has again come to an 

agreement with Kornilov's generals and officers who stand for the landowners. 

Neither the workers in the cities nor the soldiers at the front can tolerate this military 

suppression of the just struggle of the peasants for the land.  

And  what is going on in the army at the front?   Dubasov, a non-Party officer, has 

declared before all of Russia: "The soldiers will not fight any longer."   The soldiers 

are exhausted, they are barefooted and starving, they do not want to fight for the 

interests of the capitalists, they do not want to "be patient" when they are treated only 

to beautiful words about peace, while for months there has been a delay (as Kerensky 

is delaying it) in the peace proposal, the proposal for a just peace without annexations, 

to be offered to all the nations.  

Comrades! Know that Kerensky is again negotiating with the Kornilov's generals and 

officers to lead troops against the Councils of Workersô and Soldiersô Deputies, to 

prevent the Councils from obtaining power! Kerensky "will under no circumstances 

submit" to the Councils, the paper Dyelo Naroda openly admits.  Go, then, to the 

barracks, go to the Cossack units, go to the working people and explain the truth to 

them.  

If power is in the hands of the Councils, then not later than October 25 (if the 

Congress of Councils opens on October 20) a just peace will be offered to all the 

fighting nations. There will be a workersô and peasantsô government in Russia; it will 

immediately, without losing a single day, offer a just peace to all the fighting nations. 

Then the people will learn who wants the unjust war. In the Constituent Assembly the 

people will decide. If power is in the hands of the Councils, the landowners' estates 

will immediately be declared the inalienable property of the whole people.  

This is what Kerensky and his government fights against, relying on the village 

exploiters, capitalists and landowners!   This is for whom and for whose interests you 

are asked to "be patient".  Are you willing to "be patient" in order that Kerensky may 
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use armed force to suppress the peasants who have risen for land?    Are you willing 

to "be patient" in order that the war may be dragged out longer, in order that the offer 

of peace and the annulling of the former tsarôs secret treaties with the Russian and 

Anglo-French capitalists may be postponed?  

Comrades, remember that Kerensky deceived the people once when he promised to 

convene the Constituent Assembly! On July 8 he solemnly promised to convene it not 

later than September 17, and he has deceived the people. Comrades! Whoever 

believes in the Kerensky government is a traitor to his brothers, the peasants and 

soldiers!    No, not for one more day are the people willing to suffer postponement. 

Not for a single day longer can we suffer the peasants to be suppressed by armed 

force, thousands upon thousands to perish in the war, when a just peace can and must 

be offered at once.    Down with the government of Kerensky, who is conniving with 

the Kornilov's landowning generals to suppress the peasants, to shoot them, to drag 

out the war!    All power to the councils of Workersô and Soldiersô Deputies!                   

(October 12, 1917.   See the Lenin archive on the Internet) 

Leaflets like this won Lenin the support of most peasants, soldiers, and workers.  The 

soldiers wanted Peace, the peasants wanted land, the city dwellers wanted bread, and 

workers wanted an 8-hour working day. Lenin's Party supported all these demands 

long before the war.  Therefore when Lenin ordered his men to arrest Kerensky's 

Cabinet in the Tsar's Winter Palace they met hardly any resistance. 

Ten Years later, when film Director Sergei Eisenstein filmed his version of the 

revolutionaries attacking the Tsarôs Winter Palace, he asked the Palace caretaker if the 

film version resembled the real event. The Caretaker replied: "Last time fewer things 

were broken". Kerensky's refusal to end the war alienated most soldiers. They were 

unwilling to defend Kerensky's Cabinet so there was no fight and little was broken. 

 

Lenin kept his promise to end the war.  Immediately after setting up his government 

he declared that Russia ends its war, and sent Trotsky (who joined Lenin's Party) to 

negotiate Peace with Germany. Even within his Party many opposed Peace with 

Germany. Trotsky used the negotiations (broadcast by radio to Germany) to incite 

German soldiers to start their revolution. Lenin gave Germany a quarter of Russia's 

territory for Peace. Lenin's Peace made an enormous impression all over the world. 

WW1 continued but most British, French, and German soldiers hated it.  

They envied Russia.        Mutinies started in the French and British armies.   
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When the USA joined the war against Germany in April 1917 Germany's defeat was 

inevitable.  In 1918 Trotsky's prediction was confirmed - German sailors disobeyed 

orders to sail into battle. This forced the German Kaiser to abdicate. The German 

Army surrendered and the war ended. People everywhere yearned for peace. Lenin 

was the first to achieve it. Moreover, he declared he will abolish economic inequality, 

create a state-owned economy, a state run by citizens' councils, not by Kings, 

Presidents, or Politicians. This made a tremendous impression everywhere.  

Autocratic rule in Russia was over.   It seemed that " the meek shall inherit the Earth".    

 

Lenin's government took over ownership of all lands and factories and promised 

guaranteed employment, state-paid housing, education, and health-service to all. This 

was without precedent and impressed people all over the world. Rulers everywhere 

began to worry. So did BB. They hoped Lenin's regime would collapse soon, failing 

to overcome the immense difficulties facing it. When this did not happen the British, 

French, and US governments sent troops to topple Lenin's regime (1918). US troops 

invaded Murmansk, British and French troops invaded the Caucasus, and the Japanese 

invaded the East.  All failed to defeat Lenin's regime.  In many countries people 

created Lenin-type parties to promote a Lenin-type revolution in their own country. 

 

The most vehement enemy of Lenin's revolution was Winston Churchill who lost his 

job as Lord of the Admiralty due to his disastrous invasion of Gallipoli in Turkey in 

1916. At a luncheon in the Aldwych Club in London on January 11, 1919 he said:  

"Of all tyrannies in history the Bolshevist tyranny is the worst. The most destructive, 

the most degrading. It is sheer humbug to pretend that it is not far worse than German 

militarism. The miseries of the Russian people under the Bolshevists far surpass 

anything they suffered even under the Tsar. The atrocities of Lenin and Trotsky are 

incomparably more hideous, on a larger scale and more numerous, than any for which 

the Kaiser is responsible.  The Germans at any rate have stuck to their allies. They 

misled them, they exploited them, but they did not desert or betray them. It may be 

honour among thieves, but that is better than dishonour among murderers."    

("Winston Churchill in war and peace" Emrys Hughes, Unity, London 1950. p. 88)  

The last accusation refers to Lenin's peace with Germany which Churchill saw as a 

betrayal of Russia's pact with Britain signed by the Tsar. Was Lenin supposed to 

honour the Tsar's agreements?  Churchill predicted Lenin's regime will collapse soon. 
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A few years later Churchill supported Mussolini's dictatorship in Italy, which reveals 

his denunciation of Lenin's dictatorship as hypocrisy. Coming from a landowner's 

family Churchill was outraged by Lenin's nationalisation of all lands, not by his 

dictatorship.    After the failure of the foreign invasions, Britain and France sent 

money and weapons to former Generals of the Tsar to organize a Russian counter-

revolutionary "White" army.  A British Government White Paper estimated the total 

financial support given by Britain to the Russian counter-revolutionary forces at 100 

Million British Pounds.   According to Churchill this could arm 250,000 men.   

 

Sir Bruce Lockhart, a special agent sent by the British government to Russia to study 

the situation, wrote: "   The revolution took place because the patience of the Russian 

people broke down under a system of unparalleled inefficiency and corruption. No 

other nation would have stood the privations which Russia stood for anything like the 

same length of time. As instances of the inefficiency, I give the disgraceful 

mishandling of food-supplies, the complete break-down of transport, and the senseless 

mobilisation of millions of unwanted and unemployable troops. As an example of the 

corruption, I quote the shameless profiteering of nearly every one engaged in the 

giving and taking of war contracts. Obviously, the Emperor himself, as a supreme 

autocrat, must bear the responsibility for a system which failed mainly because of the 

men (Stürmer, Protopopoff, and Rasputin) whom he appointed to control it.  If he had 

acted differently, if he had been a different man . . . What it is important to realize is 

that from the first the revolution was a revolution of the people. From the first 

moment neither the Duma nor the intelligentsia had any control of the situation. 

Secondly, the revolution was a revolution for land, bread and peace - -but, above all, 

for peace. There was only one way to save Russia from going Bolshevik. That was to 

allow her to make peace. It was because he would not make peace that Kerensky went 

under. It was solely because he promised to stop the war that Lenin came to the top. It 

will be objected that Kerensky ought to have shot both Lenin and Trotsky . . . even if 

Kerensky had shot Lenin and Trotsky, some other anti-war leader would have taken 

their place and would have won through on his anti-war programme. "  

("Memoirs of a British agent" by Sir Bruce Lockhart. Book 3  Ch..4, see the Internet)    

    

Supporters of the Tsar, called "Whites", started a civil war against the "Red" Army 

led by Trotsky. It lasted from 1919 to 1921 ending in defeat of the "Whites". Next 

Britain France and the US tried to destroy Lenin's BG by imposing an economic 
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boycott on it. They refused to recognize it, and forbade all trade with it. This created 

great difficulties and a great challenge - to build a new economy without outside help.  

 

Lenin's first aim was to industrialize Russia, to build electricity generating plants and 

heavy industry (to provide tools for light industry) in this vast agricultural country.  

This required money which foreign Bankers refused to lend. Where could the new 

regime raise money to industrialize an agricultural economy ruined by three years of 

WW1 and four years of revolution and civil war?   

 

During the civil war Lenin introduced laws forcing peasants to sell their produce to 

the State at fixed prices. The State then sold it in the cities for fixed prices.  This 

provided all with basic food for reasonable prices. The peasants supported Lenin 

fearing that if the "Whites" win the civil war the nobility would repossess their farms. 

In 1921, when the civil war ended, Lenin introduced a "New Economic Policy" (NEP) 

proposed by his disciple Bukharin. It allowed peasants to sell part of their produce in 

the cities at their own prices, and to employ hired labour. Bukharin told the peasants: 

"Get rich".  The idea was to raise money for industrialization by taxing the enriched 

peasants. NEP worked. Peasants began to prosper, industrialization progressed, and in 

1924 most people in the USSR were very enthusiastic about the new regime.  

 

Lenin's revolution made great impression everywhere.  It achieved Peace, and  created   

a State using the economy to provide guaranteed employment, state-paid housing, 

healthcare, education, and pensions, to all citizens. This impressed people 

everywhere. Why should the economy benefit a few and not all? Lenin's success 

inspired people everywhere to set up local Communist Parties to emulate Russia's 

example. This was not Lenin's initiative; he was too busy rebuilding Russia. He 

rejected any idea of exporting revolution. He firmly believed every society must make 

its own revolution.  He saw the Russian revolution as the first step in a process 

replacing BB economies all over the world by State-owned economies.  He had no 

intention - or means - to conquer countries by military force. He was sure every BB 

economy was heading for an economic crisis predicted by Marx and ending in war 

and revolution. He believed people everywhere, especially those suffering 

unemployment and poverty, would see the advantages of a State-owned, planned 

economy and strive to replace their BB economy by a state-owned economy caring 

for all. This change could not be introduced by elections as BB would resist by force, 
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hence revolution was unavoidable. Lenin hoped that after WW1 there will be 

revolutions also in Germany, Britain, and France.  He sent Kamenev to check this out. 

Kamenev returned early in 1918 and told Lenin "We are alone". 

After Lenin's revolution people created revolutionary parties in many countries. To 

coordinate their activities Lenin founded in 1919 an organization called " The 

Communist International" ("Com-intern"). He wrote 21 conditions for membership 

and invited those who qualified to meet regularly for coordinating policies. The 

Comintern was the most powerful revolutionary organization in history. It aimed 

openly to set up socialized economies everywhere by local revolutions.  

 

For states with BB economies Lenin's state, and the Comintern, were a major threat. 

They knew Russia would not attack them, but its state-owned economy, using the 

economy to provide guaranteed employment and state-paid housing, healthcare, and 

education to all citizens, attracted people everywhere. Many decided to create a 

socialized economy in their own country. The idea that the economy should be used 

to benefit all citizens rather than enrich a few was attractive to many people. 

BB opposes a socialized economy caring for all citizens because its viability shows 

that sharing the benefits of the economy equally among all citizens is possible. So BB 

of Germany, Italy, Britain, France, and the USA was determined to destroy Lenin's 

state. BB presented this as a struggle against Dictatorship, but BB tolerated - and 

supported - dictators like Hitler and Mussolini until 1939, and Salazar in Portugal and 

Franco in Spain until 1976. In 1961 CIA agents, on orders of US President 

Eisenhower, assassinated Congo's elected PM Lumumba replacing him by the corrupt 

dictator Joseph Mobutu, who ruled Congo for 32 years. In 1973 the CIA overthrew 

elected President Allende in Chile replacing him the dictator Pinochet. CIA did the 

same to Mossadeq in Iran (1953), and to Arbenz in Guatemala (1954). This reveals 

the claim that the US anti-USSR campaign was a struggle of "Democracy against 

Dictatorship" as hypocrisy. US rulers prefer dictators protecting BB to democratic 

governments nationalizing part of the economy. BB matters to US rulers far more 

than democracy. International politics of the 20th Century were mostly efforts of states 

with Big Business economies to destroy states with nationalized economies.    

The latter did not try to destroy the former. Being Marxists they believed every BB 

economy must produce economic crises that will cause its own downfall. 

When Lenin died in January 1924 millions in Russia and abroad mourned his death. 

His BG regime was at the peak of its popularity, but cracks had already appeared in it 
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in 1921. Actually it was flawed from the start.  Its flaws grew over the years, 

eventually causing the regime's collapse in 1991.     What were these flaws? 

The first - and most serious - flaw was Lenin's insistence that his Party alone should 

arrest Kerensky's cabinet and take over power.  Before the revolution Lenin supported 

the policy of: "All power to the Councils"  (of delegates elected by soldiers, workers, 

and peasant). He proposed that the country should be run by local and general 

councils rather than by Parliament and Political Parties. The most important council 

was the one in St. Petersburg.  Its members were elected by the soldiers in the city, by 

its workers and citizens. All revolutionary parties, Bolsheviks, Mensheviks, Social-

Revolutionaries, and the Anarchists, were represented in this council, which had more 

authority than Kerensky's government as most soldiers obeyed its orders.  On October 

24 (by new Calendar - November 6, by the old) Lenin exhorted the leaders of his 

Party to arrest Kerensky's government immediately, before October 25.   He wrote to 

the leadership of his party:                                                                                             

"Comrades,   I am writing these lines on the evening of the 24th. The situation is 

critical in the extreme. In fact it is now absolutely clear that to delay the uprising 

would be fatal.  With all my might I urge comrades to realize that everything now 

hangs by a thread;  that we are confronted by problems which are not to be solved by 

conferences or congresses (even congresses of councils), but exclusively by peoples, 

by the masses, by the struggle of the armed people.  

éWe must not wait. We must at all costs, this very evening, this very night, arrest the 

government, having first disarmed the officer cadets (defeating them, if they resist), 
and so on.    We must not wait! We may lose everything!  

The value of the immediate seizure of power will be the Defence of the people (not of 

the Congress, but of the people, the army and the peasants in the first place) from the 
Kornilovite government, which has driven out Verkhovsky and has hatched a second 
Kornilov plot.  

Who must take power?   That is not important at present let the Revolutionary 

Military Committee (of the Bolsheviks. A.O.)  do it, or "some other institution" (of 
the Bolsheviks. A.O.)  which will declare that it will relinquish power only to the true 

representatives of the interests of the people (i.e. Lenin's party. A.O.)  the interests of 
the army (the immediate proposal of peace), the interests of the peasants (the land to 
be taken immediately and private property abolished), the interests of the starving.  

All districts, all regiments, all forces must be mobilized at once and must immediately 
send their delegations to the Revolutionary Military Committee and to the Central 
Committee of the Bolsheviks with insistent demand that under no circumstances 
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should power be left in the hands of Kerensky and Co. until the 25th; not under any 

circumstances; the matter must be decided this very evening, or this very night.  

History will not forgive revolutionaries for procrastinating when they could be 
victorious today (and they certainly will be victorious today), while they risk losing 

much tomorrow, in fact, they risk losing everything.    If we seize power today, we 
seize it not in opposition to the Councils but on their behalf.  

The seizure of power is the business of the uprising; its political purpose will become 

clear after the seizure.  

It would be a disaster, or a sheer formality, to await the wavering vote of October 25. 
The people have the right and are in duty bound to decide such questions not by a 
vote, but by force; in critical moments of revolution, the people have the right and are 

in duty bound to give directions to their representatives, even their best 
representatives, and not to wait for them.  

This is proved by the history of all revolutions; and it would be an infinite crime on 

the part of the revolutionaries were they to let the chance slip, knowing that the 
salvation of the revolution, the offer of peace, the salvation of Petrograd, salvation 
from famine, the transfer of the land to the peasants depend upon them.  The 

government is tottering.  It must be given the death blow at all costs.  To delay action 
is fatal.              (see the Lenin Archive on the Internet)  

Why did Lenin insist on arresting Kerensky's government before October 25? 

He knew that the Congress of Councils from all Russia was meeting on October 25. 

This Congress was the supreme political authority in the country.  It numbered 670 

delegates, of which 390 (a majority) were Bolsheviks and 179 were Left Social-

Revolutionaries who in the main supported the Bolsheviks. 

Lenin knew this Congress would approve a Bolshevik proposal to arrest Kerensky's 

government; he also knew that an arrest made by order of the Congress would mean 

that this Congress - not Lenin's Party - is the supreme political authority in Russia.   

He wanted to avoid this by arresting Kerensky's government before the Congress did 

it. By presenting the Congress with the accomplished fact of Kerensky's arrest he 

reduced the Congress status from a decision-maker to that of a decision-approver. The 

status of a decision-approver is inferior to that of a decision-maker.  What motivated 

Lenin was the prime issue of politics - WHO DECIDES?  Not the content of the political 

decision but the authority to make it.  He knew this Congress would order Kerensky's 

arrest. But this would establish the Congress as the supreme political authority in the 

country. He was determined to prevent this. He was not motivated by a quest for 

personal power.  For Lenin power was a means to carry out the Marxist revolution.  
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His goal was the revolution, not power.  As long as the Bolsheviks had a majority in 

the Councils the revolution was safe, but what if they lose their majority?  

Lenin's 1917 coup-d'état was against the authority of the workers and soldiers 

Councils, not against Kerensky who was a dead duck anyway. Lenin set a pattern for 

future relations between his party and the Councils, namely, the Party - not the 

councils - decides policy, the councils then approve it. 

Lenin's insurrection was planned by Trotsky to precede the opening of the second All-

Russia Congress of Councils.  It was carried out during the night of October 24 to 25 

by the Bolshevik Military Revolutionary Committee under the direction of Trotsky. 

Armed workers, soldiers, and sailors entered the Winter Palace, seat of Kerensky's 

Cabinet. Although seizure of power often costs many lives this one was bloodless as 

most people supported the arrest of the government that refused to end the war. 

Ironically in 1991 most citizens supported the demise of Lenin's one-party state, and it 

was carried out with less casualties than his revolution in October 1917.  

On the afternoon of October 25, 1917, Trotsky announced the arrest of Kerensky's 

Cabinet to the All-Russia Congress of workers and soldiers councils. Some ministers 

were arrested later that day, but Kerensky managed to escape to exile. 

On October 25 the 2nd Congress of Councils convened. The opening session, its 

speeches punctuated by rifle fire in the streets, was a stormy debate on the legality of 

Lenin's insurrection which challenged the authority of the Congress. Many Menshevik 

and Social-Revolutionary delegates accused Lenin of presenting them with a ófait 

accompliô, and - to Lenin's relief - walked out of the Congress.  Left Social 

Revolutionaries stayed and formed a short-lived coalition government with Lenin. 

On October 26 Lenin addressed the Congress, declaring: "We shall now proceed to 

construct the socialist order" . The Congress then voted on three resolutions proposed 

by Lenin: 1) on peace, 2) on land, and 3) on setting up a new government. The 

Congress unanimously approved Lenin's resolution calling for an end to WW1 by 

calling on "all warring nations and their governments to open immediate negotiations 

for a just, democratic peace" and proposing an immediate ceasefire for three months. 

Decisions on the land question were made in the form of a decree: "The right to 

private property in the land is annulled forever éThe landlord's property in the land 
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is annulled immediately and without any indemnity whatever é " All landed estates 

and the holdings of monasteries and churches were made national property and were 

placed under the protection of local land councils and councils of peasants. The 

holdings of poor peasants and of the rank and file of the Cossacks were exempted 

from confiscation. Hired labour on the land was prohibited, and the right of all 

citizens to cultivate land by their own labour was affirmed.  

The Congress set up a governmental structure in which supreme authority was vested 

in the Congress itself.   Implementing the decisions of the Congress was entrusted to a 

Committee of People's ñCommissarsò. Lenin was elected head of this committee. 

Other Bolsheviks elected to this committee were Trotsky and Stalin. With the 

establishment of the new government, the Congress of Councils adjourned. 

The decisions of the All-Russia Congress of Councils on peace and land evoked 

widespread support for the new government, and were decisive in assuring victory to 

the Bolsheviks in other cities and in the provinces. In November the Committee of 

People's Commissars also proclaimed the right of self-determination, including 

voluntary separation from Russia of the nationalities forcibly included in the Tsarist 

empire, but made it clear that it hoped that the "toiling masses" of the various 

nationalities would decide to remain with Russia. It also nationalized all banks and 

proclaimed the workers' control of production.   Industry was nationalized gradually.   

These policies were supported by most people in Russia, and by millions everywhere. 

What they did not know - and would not support if theyôd known - was that Lenin 

changed his former policy of " All Power to the Councils"  to a new policy of " All 

Power to my Party"  without admitting it openly.   This was a fateful change which 

eventually caused the downfall of Lenin's state and a huge setback to the idea of the 

state-owned, planned, economy.  Why did Lenin change his policy?   He was not 

motivated by lust for power but by mistrust of anyone who disagreed with him. He 

was a Marxist intellectual, and like all Marxists in the 19th Century he believed that 

Marx's "Laws of History" were the "Objective Truth" about history and society, and 

he possessed it. Lenin was sure that those who disagreed with him were wrong and 

therefore a threat to the revolution even if they did not intend to harm it. Marxists 

everywhere shared this belief. They were not exceptional. Most 19th Century scientists 

thought that scientific theories are ñObjective Truthò. Catholics have the same 

conviction and therefore accept the infallibility of the Pope. Marx's "Laws of History" 
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became a new, secular, God. The Communist Party was a secular Church. Its leader 

was the secular Pope. Marxism was the secular religion. Most secular thinkers in the 

!9th century inherited from religion the belief in Objective Truth. They rejected a God 

whose existence could not be tested by experiments or predictions, but believed that a 

theory like Marxism, whose predictions of economic crisis, of war and of revolution, 

were confirmed, is ñObjective Truth". This caused more deaths than belief in God did. 

     

An early Italian Communist, Ignazio Silone (1900-1978), met Lenin and wrote 

"Between 1921 and 1927, I had repeated occasion to go to Moscow, and take part, as 

member of Italian Communist delegations, in a number of Congresses and meetings 

of the Executive (The leadership of the Comintern.A.O.) What struck me most about 

the Russian Communists, even in such exceptional personalities as Lenin and Trotsky, 

was their utter incapacity to be fair in discussing opinions that conflicted with their 

own. Their adversary, simply for daring to contradict, at once became a traitor, an 

opportunist, a hireling. An adversary in good faith is inconceivable to the Russian 

Communists. . . . Just as I was leaving Moscow in 1922 Alexandra Kollontai (a 

veteran member of Lenin's Party. A.O.)  said to me: "If you read in the papers that 

Lenin has had me arrested for stealing the silver spoons in the Kremlin this simply means 

that I'm not entirely in agreement with him about some minor problem of agricultural or 

industrial policy."  Kollontai had acquired her sense of humour in the West and so only 

used it with people from the West. But even then, in those feverish years of building 

the new regime, when the new orthodoxy had not yet taken complete possession of 

cultural life, how difficult it was to reach an understanding with a Russian Communist 

on the simplest, and for us most obvious, questions. How difficult, I don't say to 

agree, but at least to understand each other, when talking what liberty means to a man 

of the West, even for a worker." 

                               ("The God that failed" Columbia University Press, 2001, p. 101)  

The reason for this attitude was not Lenin's psychology but his philosophy.   

He believed in Objective Truth and was sure he possesses it so all views different 

from his are wrong. He believed that those who hold them harm - objectively - the 

revolution, even if subjectively they believe they are revolutionaries. Marxists and 

Catholics shared the belief in Objective Truth.  It is for this reason that Lenin changed 

his policy from "Power to the Councils" to "Power to my Party" even when the 

Bolsheviks had a majority in the councils. The Councils included members of other 

revolutionary parties. Lenin believed all other parties held wrong views that harm the 
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revolution, so they had to be excluded. Actually, he didn't trust even his own Party but 

only its leaders, and not all of them, as Kollontai's joke clarifies.     

 

Lenin's mistrusted not only other revolutionaries but also the revolutionary class - the 

factory workers.  Marx saw that work in factories - unlike manual work on land - 

depends on cooperation of workers and creates attitudes of solidarity rather than 

selfishness. Such new attitudes make factory workers into a class capable of changing 

the social mentality from Egocentrism and Ethnocentrism to Anthropocentrism. Marx 

advocated "Proletarian Revolution" not because factory workers ("the Industrial 

Proletariat") were exploited (the Peasants were more exploited but Marx never 

considered them a revolutionary class) but because factory workers could create a 

society motivated by human solidarity rather than by private or ethnic selfishness. 

This could change peoplesô selfish attitudes created by the rule of city merchants.  No 

peasant uprising could do this.  But Lenin saw that most workers cared more about 

their daily needs (wages and working conditions), than about their historical role - to 

change societies created by city merchants and motivated by selfishness into societies 

motivated by human solidarity.   

 

Every ruling class shapes its society in its own image. Feudal landlords shaped a 

society (and mentality) motivated by obedience where "everybody knows his place" - 

and accepts it  - believing it is imposed by God.   City merchants shaped a society (and 

a mentality) motivated by selfishness and rivalry of the "self-made man" who outwits 

others for profit and power. They believed it was imposed by Nature.  Industrial 

workers could shape a society motivated by human solidarity and cooperation, caring 

for humanity.   Marx believed this was bound to happen, due to "Laws of History".    

 

Lenin's mistrust of the industrial working class shaped his policy on Trade-Unions.    

It was a sensitive issue. In BB economies workers need Unions to defend their daily 

interests against private employers. But do they need Unions to defend them when the 

employer is a "Workers' State" promoting their historical interests?   

Are workers' Unions needed in a "Workers' State"?    if so, what is their role?       

In 1920 Alexandra Kollontai and Alexander Shliapnikov formed a faction in Lenin's 

Party calling it "The workers opposition". It was opposition to Lenin.  Seven million 

workers (!) supported the "Workers Opposition".   
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The Workers Opposition began to form in 1919, as a result of the policies of (Civil) 

War Communism, which created domination of the Central Committee (CC) of the 

Communist Party over local party branches and trade unions. At the end of the Civil 

War the Workers Opposition began agitating against the CC control of the workers, 

seeking to restore more power to local party branches and trade unions.  

A sharp controversy over this issue began in the Ninth All-Russia Conference of the 

Communist Party in September, 1920. All sides recognized the danger of the growing 

bureaucracy and offered ways to defeat this bureaucracy.  

Trotsky and Bukharin, suggested transforming trade unions into government organs, 

in this way giving unions some control over industrial management. Lenin and the 

right wing of the party, including Zinoviev, Kamenev, Rykov, and Stalin, opposed 

this, arguing that unions should not be a part of industrial management, but it was the 

role of the party to teach unionized workers how to manage the whole national 

economy. They explained that with workersô control, the needs of the entire society 

would be ignored, that factories were the property of the entire society, and not only 

of those who worked in them. Lenin explained: "  What is the point of having a Party, 

if industrial management is to be appointed by the trade unions, 90% of whose 

members are not party members?"  (Lenin, Collected Works, V. 32, Page 50)     

 Lenin's slip about 90% of the workers not being members of his party reveals a lot 

about the nature of his party, its membership, and its State.   

The Workers' Opposition represented the left wing of the party, composed almost 

exclusively of unionized workers and veteran revolutionaries. It was led by A.G. 

Shliapnikov, S.P. Medvedev, and Alexandra Kollontai. The group demanded that 

industrial management be made the responsibility of unions, which would not only 

mean that workers of a particular factory would have control over that factory, but 

also that unions would control the national economy as a whole. Kollontai explained 

that only workers could decide what was best for workers - that it was not for party 

officials to decide what was needed for the whole society, but it was for workers 

themselves, the producers of the wealth of society. The Workers Opposition had 

substantial support among Communist Party rank and file; but Lenin opposed its 

views. Kollontai said:"The basis of the controversy is this: shall we implement 

communism through workers or over their heads by the orders of Soviet officials.... 
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The solution of this problem as it is proposed by the industrial unions, consists in 

giving complete freedom to the workers as regards experimenting, class training, 

adjusting and feeling out the new forms of production, as well as expression and 

development of their creative abilities, by that class which alone can be the creator of 

communism.  There can be no self-activity without freedom of thought and opinion, 

for self-activity manifests itself not only in initiative, action, and work, but in 

independent thought as well. We are afraid of mass-activity. We are afraid to give 

freedom to class activity, we are afraid of criticism, we have ceased to rely on the 

masses, and hence, we have bureaucracy with us. That is why the Workers' 

Opposition considers that bureaucracy is our enemy, our scourge, and the greatest 

danger for the future existence of the Communist Party itself.   In order to do away 

with the bureaucracy that is finding its shelter in the Soviet institutions, we must first 

of all get rid of all bureaucracy in the party itself....  Wide publicity, freedom of 

opinion and discussion, right to criticize within the party and among the members of 

the trade unions -- such is the decisive step that can put an end to the prevailing 

system of bureaucracy. Freedom of criticism, right of different factions to freely 

present their views at party meetings, freedom of discussion - are no longer the 

demands of the Workers' Opposition alone". ("The Workers Opposition", 

Shliapnikov", and "Kollontai" on the Internet) 

Kollontai wrote: "We believe that the question of reconstruction and development of 

the productive forces of our country can be solved only if the entire system of control 

over the people's economy is changed" (see Shliapnikov report, December 30). Take 

notice comrades: ' only if the entire system of control if changed.' What does this 

mean? The basis of the controversy [between the "Workers Opposition" and Lenin. 

A.O.] revolves around the question: by what means during this period of 

transformation can our Communist Party carry out its economic policy - shall it be by 

means of the workers organised into their class union, or - over the workers' heads - 

by bureaucratic means, through appointed officials of the State.'   The basis of the 

controversy is, therefore, this: shall we achieve Communism through the workers or 

over their heads, by the hands of Soviet officials? And let us, comrades, ponder 

whether it is possible to attain and build a Communist economy by the hands and 

creative abilities of the scions of the other class, who are imbued with their routine of 

the past.  If we begin to think as Marxists, as men of science, we shall answer 

categorically and explicitly: 'No !'  
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The root of the controversy and the cause of the crisis lies in the supposition that 

'practical men', technicians, specialists, and managers of capitalist production can 

suddenly free themselves from the bonds of their traditional conceptions of ways and 

means of handling labour (which have been deeply ingrained into their very flesh 

through the years of their service to Capital) and acquire the ability to create new 

forms of production, of labour organization, and of incentives to work. To suppose 

that this is possible is to forget the incontestable truth that a system of production 

cannot be changed by a few individual geniuses, but through requirements of a class.       

(see "Kollontai  Archive"  on the Internet, article written in 1921) 

In her speech at the 10th Congress Kollontai warned the party:   "When you go to a 

factory of 900 workers, and during a meeting on a party resolution 22 workers vote, 4 

abstain, and the rest simply do nothing, it shows inertia, a split, the dark side of party 

life we do not fight against".  To awaken workersô support for the party the "Workers 

Opposition" proposed that Unions participate in managing the factories but Lenin's 

BG was running the economy by dictate and excluded Unions from all decision-

making. The "Workers' Opposition" proposed that unionized workers (blue and white 

collar) should elect councils that would manage the economy at all levels. Delegates 

elected by workers, responsible only to those who had elected them - not to the Party 

or to management - should participate in deciding industrial policy. The "Workers' 

Opposition" proposed that Lenin's BG managers at all levels cease to interfere in the 

activities of trade unions. It was not opposed to Lenin's employment of "Bourgeois 

specialists" in the economy, but it opposed giving them administrative powers, 

unchecked from below.   

 

Lenin opposed this, and the 10th Party Congress in 1921 rejected all these proposals 

and banned the "Workers' Opposition". He then introduced new party rules banning 

all factions in the party. His party rules hold to this day (2007) in every communist 

party.  In the 11th Party Congress Lenin spoke against Kollontai for 45 minutes, and 

asked the Congress to expel her from the Party, but he lost the vote. It was one of the 

rare occasions where the majority of the delegates opposed him.  But they accepted 

his policy on Trade-Unions. They rejected the idea that workers in a "Workers State" 

need Unions to defend their daily interests against BG officials managing industry. 

They also forbade all strikes. This greatly contributed to the downfall of Lenin's BG 

state. All BG economies banned free Workers' Unions therefore many workers 
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became indifferent - or hostile - to BG States.   Unions are safety valves for States. If 

a State bans them employeesô anger is directed against the State, not against 

management.  For a good description of workersô life in a BG state (Hungary) in the 

1950s see "Worker in a Workers' State"  Miklos Haraszti, Pelican, London 1977) 

 

In 1953 workers in East Germanyôs BG economy demonstrated against their 

government and in 1956 Hungary's workers rose against their Party-appointed 

managers and set up workersô councils to manage industry.  USSR tanks invaded 

Hungary and put down the workers.  The rulers of the USSR feared that success of the 

Hungarian workers would inspire workers in all BG economies to do the same. Polish 

workers demonstrated on this issue in 1970 and in 1980 they formed the Polish Trade-

Union Federation in the Gdansk shipyards. Workers revolting against Lenin's type of 

"Workers State" damaged the socialist image of Lenin's state. The invasion of 

Hungary and use of tanks against workers there, and again, in 1968, in 

Czechoslovakia, shocked many communists, and turned many against the BG state.     

 

Lenin's change of policy from " All Power to the councils"  to " All Power to my Party"  

did not pass without resistance.  The most famous was the uprising in March 1921 of 

the sailors in the naval fortress of Kronstadt (see the Internet), outside St. Petersburg 

harbour. It is described in many books and pamphlets. One good account is by the 

socialist-anarchist Emma Goldman in her autobiography "Living my Life".  She 

emigrated from Russia to the USA in 1886 but was deported back to Russia in 1919 

for opposing US's participation in WW1.  She supported the Russian revolution and 

was in St. Petersburg during the Kronstadt uprising. She tried to mediate between 

Lenin's government and the sailors, but failed.  Another good account is by Ida Mett. 

 

The uprising was started by a strike of St. Petersburg workers complaining about low 

food rations. Lenin's State saw itself as guardian of the historical interests of the 

working class and prohibited strikes by workers. Strikes did not endanger Lenin's 

state. They endangered its image as a ñWorkers Stateò. In the USSR all strikes were 

forbidden.  Strikes were put down immediately by the army, if need be - by force.  

Lenin's Party chief in St. Petersburg, Zinoviev, sent troops against the strikers. The 

accumulated frustration of the strikers was caused by Lenin's one-party rule denying 

democratic rights to all other revolutionary parties.  The event that triggered off the 

strike was a dispute over food rations.  The sending of troops against striking workers 
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shocked many - including the troops themselves, who desisted from shooting strikers.  

Lenin's loyalists running St.Petersburg declared martial law in the city.  

The sailors in Kronstadt fort who fought for the revolution in 1917 (Lenin and 

Trotsky called them "The flower of the Revolution") sent a delegation to St. 

Petersburg to investigate events there.  The delegation's report convinced the sailors to 

support the strikers.  They published a declaration supporting the revolution and 

calling for return to the policy of "All Power to the workers and soldiers councils".  

Lenin rejected this demand. He rejected all mediation attempts by Goldman and 

others. Lenin, Trotsky, and supporters of the one-Party State rejected any compromise 

with those demanding "All Power to the workers and soldiers councils". They wanted 

a total victory over them.  Victor Serge, a supporter of Lenin and Trotsky, wrote in his 

autobiography: "An ultimatum was published signed by Lenin and Trotsky and 

worded in disgusting terms: 'Surrender, or you will be shot down like rabbits'" 

("Memoirs of a Revolutionary" by Victor Serge, p 129) Trotsky ordered a military 

attack on Kronstadt.  It was led by Tukhachevsky. The attackers killed 500 sailors and 

those imprisoned were later shot lest they tell others what happened. Many sailors 

were shot while shouting "Long live the world revolution".  In a speech three days 

later Lenin admitted: "The Kronstadt men did not really want the counter-

revolutionists. But neither did they want us."  Actually, they were against One-Party 

rule. They wanted rule by workersô councils in which all revolutionary Parties 

participate.  Later Trotsky and Tukhachevsky too were killed by the One-Party rule. 

 

Until the 10th Party Congress - which took place during the Kronstadt uprising ï in 

1921 - members of Lenin's Party could form groups to promote a particular policy.          

Such groups were known as "factions".    In 1921 Lenin decided to stop this tradition.   

He proposed to the 10th Congress of his Party the following resolutions:   

                    

"6. The Congress, therefore, hereby declares dissolved and orders the immediate 

dissolution of all groups without exception formed on the basis of one platform or 

another (such as the Workersô Opposition group, the Democratic Centralism group, 

etc.). Non-observance of this decision of the Congress shall entail unconditional and 

instant expulsion from the Party. 

 

7. In order to ensure strict discipline within the Party and in all Soviet work and to 

secure the maximum unanimity in eliminating all factionalism, the Congress 
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authorizes the Central Committee, in cases of breach of discipline or of a revival or 

toleration of factionalism, to apply all Party penalties, including expulsion, and in 

regard to members of the Central Committee, demoting to the status of candidate 

members and, as an extreme measure, expulsion from the Party. A necessary 

condition for the application of such an extreme measure to members of the Central  

Committee, candidate members of the Central Committee and members of the Control 

Committee is the convocation of a full Meeting of the Central Committee, to which 

all candidate members of the Central Committee and all members of the Control 

Committee shall be invited. If such a general assembly of the most responsible leaders 

of the Party deems it necessary by a two-thirds majority to reduce a member of the 

Central Committee to the status of candidate member, or to expel him from the Party, 

this measure shall be put into effect immediately." ("Lenin  Archive" on the Internet)   

The 10th Party Congress (1921) approved Lenin's proposals as standard practice in the 

Party. Approval of the principle of "maximum unanimity" in the Party abolished all 

opposition to every local leadership throughout the country. During the civil war 

(1919-1921) Party members were still allowed to criticize the Party's policy before it 

was approved by the majority, but once it was approved no criticism was allowed. 

After the civil war even this was forbidden. Critics of Party policy were labelled as 

"misguided" and although they were not punished they were denied influential jobs. 

Later they became labelled as "damaging the revolution" and were sent into exile. 

After Kirov's assassination in 1934 all criticism was forbidden and those who voiced 

it were labelled "enemies of revolution" (or "enemies of the people") and sentenced to 

death. This happened to leaders like Trotsky, Bukharin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, etc. This 

policy spread from the Party to all government departments, municipalities, Unions, 

and the Army. Acceptance of the principle of "maximum unanimity" abolished all 

opposition to every leadership throughout the country. Absence of opposition enabled 

harmful policies to persist long after their harm was recognized.  It left no way to 

change leaders and policies other than by conspiracy. No opposition could express its 

views openly before it became a majority. Opponents of a policy had to meet secretly 

to collect adherents until they had a majority, and then stage a coup.  After Lenin's 

death every change of leadership in his party was done by conspiracy. This became 

standard practice also in the Cabinet, in management of industry, and in the Army.  
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Everyone in the Party, State, Army, or Industry, had to pretend that he agrees with his 

superiors while secretly conspiring to depose them.   Conspiracy and Deceit became a 

way of life throughout society.  

Rosa Luxemburg, founder of the Polish and German Communist Parties, lifelong ally 

of Lenin, criticized him in 1918 for abolishing the Russian Parliament.  Shortly before 

she was murdered in Berlin (1919) by nationalist Army officers, she evaluated Lenin's 

revolution, in an article entitled " The Russian Revolutionò, where she warned:            

"...Without general elections, without unrestricted freedom of press and assembly, 

Without free struggle of opinion, life dies out in every public institution and becomes 

a mere semblance of life, in which only the officials remain as the active element.  

Public life gradually falls asleep. A few dozen Party leaders of inexhaustible energy, 

and boundless experience, direct and rule. Among them, in reality, only a dozen 

outstanding heads do the leading and elite of the working class is invited from time to 

time to meetings where they are to applaud the speeches of the leaders. And to 

approve proposed resolutions unanimously.  At bottom then - a clique affair - a 

dictatorship to be sure, not the dictatorship of the proletariat however, but only the 

dictatorship of a handful of politicians, that is a dictatorship in the bourgeois sense. In 

the sense of the rule of the Jacobins, (the postponement of the Councilsô Congress 

from 3-months periods to 6-months periods!) Yes, we can go even further; such 

conditions must inevitably cause shooting of hostages, etc. a brutalization of public 

life, attempted assassinations, etc."   (see Rosa Luxemburg on the Internet)   

In 1950 Hanna Arendt - who admired Luxemburg - wrote ñOrigins of 

Totalitarianismò describing as ñTotalitarianismò the system created by Leninôs ban on 

opposition, factions, and criticism. The ban forced critics to conspire. In return leaders 

sacked - regularly - quotas of potential critics (many were imprisoned or shot). This 

created mutual mistrust, fear, and deceit. Open political cooperation became 

impossible. Political and Social cohesion evaporated. This was no ordinary 

dictatorship but a new political system - ñTotalitarianismò. It pulverized social 

cohesion. People were pressurized indefinitely - like dust - offering no resistance. 

This confirmed Engelsôs (Marxôs partner) observation that ñHistory is the domain of 

intentional action and unintentional outcomeò. Lenin intended to create a society 

based on economic equality but by using political inequality he created - 

unintentionally - Totalitarianism.  In 1925, Mussolini emulated Leninôs anti-

opposition rules and in 1933 Hitler emulated Mussoliniôs.        
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Lenin held General Elections in Russia on November 12, 1917. The results were: 

Party Ideology Votes 

Russian Social Revolutionaries Socialist 16,500,000 

Bolsheviks Communist 9,023,963 

Ukrainian, Moslem, and other non-Russian Social 
Revolutionaries 

Socialist 4,400,000 

Constitutional Democrats Liberal 1,856,639 

Mensheviks Social Democratic 668,064 

Moslems Religious 576,000 

Jewish Bund Socialist 550,000 

Ukrainian socialists Social Democratic 507,000 

Popular Socialists Social Democratic 312,000 

Other Rightist groups Rightist 292,000 

Association of Rural Proprietors and Landowners Rightist 215,000 

Bashkirs Ethnic 195,000 

Poles Ethnic 155,000 

Germans Ethnic 130,000 

Ukrainian Social Democrats Social Democratic 95,000 

Cossacks Ethnic 79,000 

Old Believers Religious 73,000 

Letts Ethnic 67,000 

Co-operators Social  Democratic 51,000 

German socialists Social Democratic 44,000 

Yedinstvo Social Democratic 25,000 

Finnish socialists Social Democratic 14,000 

Belarusian Ethnic 12,000 

Total:   35,333,666 

The low Total is probably due to the fact that the elections took place in cities and the 

peasants in the countryside had no facilities enabling them to vote. 

On January 5, 1918. this all-Russian Parliament - with all parties present - met.   In 

this Parliament - unlike in the Workers and Soldiers Councils - Lenin's Party had only 

25%. Most other Parties opposed Lenin's Peace with Germany. So Lenin dissolved 

this Parliament. He insisted on Peace at any cost. The leaders of all parties protested 

but the electorate craved Peace and did not oppose the dissolution of a Parliament that 

opposed it.  After this brief interlude with political freedom Lenin introduced his one-

party State.  Very soon Luxemburg's prediction became reality with a vengeance. On 

August 30, 1918, Fanya Kaplan, member of the "Social Revolutionary Party" who 

spent 11 years in exile in Siberia for revolutionary activities against the Tsar, was so 
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outraged by Lenin's dissolution of the Parliament that she shot Lenin.  He survived 

and responded by outlawing all other political Parties. Later he also banned all 

opposition within his own Party. He lived till 1924 and after the assassination attempt 

strengthened the secret police which eventually killed millions of innocents, including 

many of Lenin's comrades.  Lenin knew that his attempt to set up a state-owned 

economy in Russia with its 40 million illiterate peasants was a gamble. He pinned his 

hopes on revolutions in Germany, France, and Britain, with their big industrial 

working classes. A combined state-owned economy of Russia and Germany could set 

a model for the rest of the world. Germany had a revolution in 1918, but - unlike 

Russia its Social-Democrats wanted to reform Capitalism, not to replace it.  German 

workers, unlike Russian, had free Trade-Unions. They voted for the Social-Democrats 

who became a majority in Parliament and refused to nationalize the economy. 

The German Communist Party delayed publication of Luxemburg's article till 1922. 

Most communists never heard of it. This was a grave error, since wide publicity of her 

article could have saved millions of lives.   If heeded it would have saved Socialism. 

In December 1922,  2,215 delegates, from Communist Parties of Russia, Ukraine, 

Byelorussia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Armenia, met in Moscow and declared the 

creation of the "Union of Soviet Socialist Republics" (USSR). It was a State stretching 

from Finland to Alaska ruled by Lenin's Communist Party. A leading Party organizer 

named Joseph Stalin declared the creation of the new State, announcing:     

"   Let us hope, comrades, that by forming our Union Republic we shall create a 

reliable bulwark against international capitalism, and that the new Union State will be 

another decisive step towards the union of the working people of the whole world 

into a World Soviet Socialist Republic ".  (see "The  USSR"  on the Internet)  

The anthem of the international revolutionary Left - "The International"- calling for 

worldwide workers' revolution, was declared as the anthem of the USSR.     

The delegates agreed, and the ñUnion of Soviet, Socialist, Republicsò (USSR) was 

established.    Three of the four words describing the USSR were lies:  

1) It was not a UNION but a strictly hierarchical Dictatorship.  

2) It was not ruled by "Soviets" ("Councils") but by one political Party.  

3) Its "REPUBLICS" were mere departments in the One-Party State.   The public had 

no say in any "re-public'" and no "re-public" ever held elections.   

Nonetheless, the USSR abolished private ownership of lands, factories, banks. The 

State owned, and planned, the entire economy providing all with guaranteed 
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employment, state-paid housing-healthcare-education-pensions. This was the core of 

Socialism; hence most Marxists everywhere supported the USSR despite all their 

criticism of it. The USSR lasted till 1991. Then it dismantled itself without violence 

or civil war. Nothing similar ever happened in history. Why did a world Super-power 

disappear without violence?    Only because most of its citizens refused to defend it.      

 

What flaw in Marx's theory caused its inability to predict - or explain - such a major 

historical event as the USSR collapse? His theory of history sees struggles between 

social classes as the main drive in politics. In a State-owned economy no one owns 

machines/land/houses/shares. All economic decision-makers are paid employees. 

They can be dismissed. No one has a Bank account. They cannot pass their privileges 

to their children. So they are not a class. No classes - no class struggle. Hence 

Marxists were unable to understand social and political struggles in societies with 

state-owned economies. Marx's theory could neither predict, nor explain, social 

struggles in BG states. Why did a 70-year old State-owned, planned, economy, 

without a property-owning class, providing all citizens with full employment, state-

paid housing, healthcare, education, and pensions, dissolve itself without even a 

minority of its citizens trying to defend it?  The history of the USSR shows that when 

people suffer acute material misery they will tolerate a tyranny that alleviates this 

misery. But when peoples' basic needs are satisfied they value their freedom more 

than economic benefits granted them by an oppressor. In a society where all are 

employees the conflicts are about power not about profits. In such a society political 

equality matters more than economic equality. If run directly by all citizens it can 

provide both freedom and affluence, but if run by Party-appointed officials it is 

oppressive. Lenin's state collapse was not caused by economic crisis, war, or foreign 

intervention but by frustration accumulating for decades in its citizens lacking 

political freedom.  The BG State failed, not the socialized economy.   In 1919 many 

in Russia fought a 2-year civil war trying to resurrect the Tsarist state. In 1991 no one 

in the USSR fought a civil war to resurrect Lenin's BG state.  Even today (2007), 

sixteen years after dissolving the USSR, with all the wisdom of hindsight, most 

former citizens of Lenin's state do not wish to resurrect it. They miss the benefits of a 

socialized economy but refuse to resurrect BG one-party State fearing it will abolish 

their political freedom. They want a socialized economy - without Big Government.  
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8.                         Stalin = industrialisation + terror  

 

In 1922 Lenin created the post of "General Secretary" to handle his Party's 

administrative issues: to prepare inner party elections, to nominate people to party 

posts, to arrange congresses, to pay party officials.  He proposed Stalin for the job. 

Stalin was elected.  Shortly before his death in 1924 Lenin regretted his choice and 

sent brief notes to the small group leading his Party. The notes became known as 

"Lenin's Political Testament". (See the Internet).  Lenin feared that a split in the 

leadership between Stalin and Trotsky could divide the Party - and country - into two 

hostile camps and start a new civil war.  

 

Shortly before his death Lenin wrote to the leadership of his Party:  

"éStalin is too rude and this defect, although quite tolerable in our midst and in 

dealing among us Communists, becomes intolerable in a Secretary-General. That is 

why I suggest that the comrades think about a way of removing Stalin from that post 

and appointing another man in his stead who in all other respects differs from 

Comrade Stalin in having only one advantage, namely, that of being more tolerant, 

more loyal, more polite and more considerate to the comrades, less capricious, etc. 

This circumstance may appear to be a negligible detail. But I think that from the 

standpoint of safeguards against a split and from the standpoint of what I wrote above 

about the relationship between Stalin and Trotsky it is not a [minor] detail, but it is a 

detail which can assume decisive importance. "   (see the Internet). 

 

After Lenin's death the leaders of his Party met to discuss this note and voted on 

Lenin's proposal to remove Stalin from the post of "General Secretary". But the 

outcome of their vote - rejected Lenin's advice ï and entrenched Stalin in his post.  

Why did members of the leadership ignore Lenin's advice (a mistake for which they 

paid with their lives)?  They were divided on the "New Economic Policy".  Bukharin 

wanted to continue it, Trotsky opposed this.   Both were creative thinkers inventing 

new ideas. Stalin was a traditional thinker who used other people's ideas. Bukharin 

feared Trotsky's brilliance would win a majority for his policy, so he preferred Stalin. 

Trotsky preferred Stalin to Bukharin so he did not vote against him. Zinoviev, 

Kamenev and Rykov feared Trotsky. They valued Stalin's intellectual inferiority more 

than his rudeness. This cost them their lives. Stalin was a plotter, not a theorist. In 

inner-party struggles the best plotter - not the best political thinker - wins. In ALL 
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political Parties the best plotter outplots rivals to win the leadership. Mutual mistrust 

among the leaders made Stalin Head of the CP - and of the world Communist 

movement.   Zinoviev and Kamenev supported him against Trotsky. A few years later 

he executed them, and assassinated Trotsky. In 1937 C.L.R James wrote: ñWhat 

Zinoviev and Kamenev did not see [in 1924 A.O.] was that behind them in this 

quarrel the party bureaucracy would inevitable range itself; behind the Party 

bureaucracy was the State bureaucracy, and behind these were the Capitalist elements 

in the Soviet Unionò    

(ñRise and fall of the Communist Internationalò, Secker & Warburg, 1937, p. 149)  

In 1991 the officials of BG Party and State turned most BG states into BB states.    

 

In 1924 Stalin became Head of the Party but many in the Party still opposed him. He 

used his role to gain total control. He expelled Trotsky and his supporters from the 

Party replacing them by his own loyalists. Then he used his men to expel Zinoviev's 

and Bukharin's supporters from the Party, replacing them with more of his own 

loyalists. By 1929 he was the undisputed leader of the Party, with no open opposition. 

Most biographers demonize him as a cold, cruel, killer. Demonization prevents 

understanding.  Stalin was a pragmatist, not a theorist. He concluded that in the near 

future there would be no more revolutions outside Russia.  He had no doubt BB states 

would strive to destroy Leninôs BG state and its state-owned economy. Its sheer 

existence threatened theirs. Defending BG concerned Stalin far more than promoting 

new revolutions. His supporters were the officials who ran the Party and State. He 

appointed them. Their roles made them an elite. They acted to defend their roles - and 

the regime. So did he. They feared revolutionaries like Trotsky and Bukharin, who 

"rocked the boat" advocating revolutions in all domains and countries. Officials crave 

stability, detest revolutionaries, and mistrust the population. Their roles - and lives - 

depended on Stalin. His role - and life - depended on them.  Together they killed 

revolutionaries, imprisoned oppositionists and terrorized the population. Stalin - and 

the officials of BG State and Party he appointed - eliminated the Revolutionaries. 

Stalin used his skill as a plotter to install his loyalists as leaders of the Comintern and 

most foreign Communist Parties. In the 1930s people loyal to his policy of 

"Defending the USSR" replaced most founders of Communist Parties dedicated to 

revolution. Stalinists replaced revolutionists. The world Communist movement 

became a church with Stalin its Pope. Doubting his infallibility meant that the CP - 

and Socialism - could be wrong. This was unacceptable. All Stalin's policies were 
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accepted without hesitation or criticism by all CPs. Not out of fear but due to blind 

trust in the only Party that had carried out a successful revolution and set up a state-

owned economy. This Party's leader - whoever he was - represented the first 

revolution that succeeded to set up a State-owned economy. 

For most communists doubting Stalin's policy meant doubting the Revolution and the 

State-owned economy.    How could one fight for what one doubts? 

Ignazio Silone, leader of the clandestine Italian Communist Party in Mussolini's 

Fascist Italy, attended meetings of the Comintern leadership, and described this 

attitude - and Stalin's plotting tactics - as he witnessed them:  

"In May 1927, as a representative of the Italian Communist Party, I took part with 

Togliatti (leader of Italian Communist Party (ICP)   A.O.) in an extraordinary session 

of the enlarged Executive of the Comintern. Togliatti had come from Paris where he 

was running the political secretariat of the Party, and I from Italy, where I was in 

charge of the underground organization (in 1925 Mussolini established his Fascist 

dictatorship in Italy and declared the Communist Party illegal. Many Communists 

were killed and arrested and the ICP became a clandestine organization. A.O.) . We 

met in Berlin and went to Moscow together. The meeting - ostensibly summoned for 

an urgent discussion of what direction should be given to the Communist Parties in 

the struggle "against the imminent imperialist war", was actually designed to begin 

the "liquidation" of Trotsky and Zinoviev, who were still members of the Comintern's 

Executive. As usual, to avoid surprises, the full session had been preceded - and every 

detail prepared - by the so-called Senior-convener, consisting of the heads of the most 

important delegations. Togliatti on that occasion insisted, that I should accompany 

him to these restricted sittings. According to the rules, only he had a right to attend on 

behalf of the Italian delegation; but rightly foreseeing what complications were about 

to arise, he preferred to have the support of the representative of the clandestine 

organization. At the first sitting which we attended I had the impression that we had 

arrived too late. We were in a small office in the Comintern Headquarters. The 

German Thalemann was presiding and began reading out a proposed resolution 

against Trotsky, to be presented at the full session. This resolution condemned, in the 

most violent terms, a document which Trotsky had addressed to the Politburo of the 

Russian Communist Party. The Russian delegation at that day's session of the Senior-

convener was an exceptional one - Stalin, Rykov, Bukharin, and Manuilsky. 

At the end of the reading Thalemann asked if we were in agreement with the proposed 

resolution. The Finn Ottomar Kuusinen found that it was not strong enough. "It 
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should be said openly" he suggested "that the document sent by Trotsky to the 

Politburo of the Russian Communist Party is of an entirely counter-revolutionary 

character and constitutes clear proof that the man who wrote it no longer has anything 

in common with the working class."   As no one else asked to speak, after consulting 

Togliatti, I made my apologies for having arrived late and so not having been able to 

see the document which was to be condemned. "To tell the truth" Thalemann declared 

candidly "we haven't seen the document either". 

Preferring not to believe my ears I repeated my objection in other words: "It may very 

well be true" I said, "that Trotsky's document should be condemned, but obviously I 

cannot condemn it before I've read it". "Neither have we" repeated Thalemann, 

ñneither have the majority of the delegations present here except for the Russians, 

read the document".  Thalemann spoke in German and his words were translated into 

Russian for Stalin and into French for two or three of us. The reply given to me was 

so incredible that I rounded on the translator. "It's impossible" I said "that Thalemann 

should have said that. I must ask you to repeat his answer word for word".   At this 

point Stalin intervened. He was standing over at one side of the room, and seemed the 

only person present who was calm and unruffled.  "The Political Office of the Party" 

said Stalin "has considered that it would not be expedient to translate and distribute 

Trotsky's document to the delegates of the International Executive, because there are 

various allusions in it to the policy of the Soviet State". (The mysterious document 

was later published abroad by Trotsky himself in a booklet entitled "Problems of the 

Chinese revolution" and as anyone can today see for himself it contains no mention of 

the policy of the Soviet State but a closely reasoned attack on the policy practiced in 

China by Stalin and the Comintern. In a speech of April 15 1927, in the presence of 

the Moscow Committees, Stalin had sung the praises of Chiang Kai-Shek and 

confirmed his personal confidence in the Kuomintang (Chiang Kai-shek's Nationalist 

Party. A.O.) . This was barely a week before the famous anti-Communist volte-face of 

the Chinese Nationalist leader and of his Party. The Communists were expelled from 

the Kuomintang overnight; tens of thousands of workers were massacred in Shanghai 

and, a month later, in Wuhan. It was natural therefore that Stalin should have been 

anxious to avoid a debate on these matters seeking to protect himself behind a screen 

of 'raison d'Etat.').    

Ernst Thalemann asked me if I was satisfied with Stalin's explanation. "I do not 

contest the right of the Politburo of the Russian Communist Party to keep any 

documents secret" I said "But I do not understand how others can be asked to 
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condemn an unknown document". At this indignation against myself and Togliatti, 

who appeared to agree with what I had said, knew no bounds. It was especially 

violent on the part of the Finn, whom I have already mentioned, a Bulgarian and one 

or two Hungarians. "It is unheard of" cried Kuusinen, very red in the face, "that we 

still have such petty-bourgeois in the fortress of World Revolution. He pronounced 

the words "petty-bourgeois" with an extremely comical expression of contempt and 

disgust.  The only person who remained calm and imperturbable was Stalin.  He said: 

"If a single delegation is against the proposed resolution, it should not be presented." 

Then he added "Perhaps our Italian comrades are not fully aware of the internal 

situation. I propose that the sitting be suspended until tomorrow and that one of those 

present should be assigned the task of spending the evening with our Italian comrades 

and explain our internal situation to them"  

 

The Bulgarian Vasil Kolarov was given this ungrateful task. He carried it out with tact 

and good humour. He invited us to have a glass of tea that evening in his room at the 

Hotel Lux. He faced up to the thorny subject without much preamble. 

 "Let's be frank" he said to us with a smile "Do you think I've read the document? No 

I haven't. To tell you the whole truth I can add that that document doesn't even interest 

me.  Shall I go further?  If Trotsky had sent me a copy here secretly, I'd refuse to read 

it. My dear Italian friends this isn't a question of documents. I know that Italy is a 

classic country of academies, but we aren't in an academy here. Here we are in the 

thick of a struggle for power between two rival groups of the Russian Politburo. 

Which of the two groups do we want to line up with? That's the point. Documents 

don't come into it. It's not a question of finding the historic truth about an 

unsuccessful Chinese revolution. Itôs a question of a struggle for power between two 

hostile - irreconcilable - groups. One's got to choose. I'm for the majority group. 

Whatever the minority says or does, whatever document it draws up against the 

majority, I repeat to you that I'm for the majority. Documents don't interest me. We 

aren't in an academy here."  He refilled our glasses with tea and scrutinized us with 

the air of a schoolmaster obliged to deal with two unruly youngsters. "Do I make 

myself clear?" he asked addressing me specifically.  "Certainly" I replied. "Very clear 

indeed".  "Have I persuaded you?" he asked again. "No" I said.  "And why not?" he 

wanted to know. "I should have to explain to you" I said "why I am against Fascism".  

Kolarov pretended to be indignant, while Togliatti expressed his opinion in more 

moderate, but no less succinct, terms. "One can't just declare oneself for the majority 
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or for the minority in advance" he said, "One can't ignore the political base of the 

question".  Kolarov listened to us with a benevolent smile of pity "You're still too 

young" he explained as he accompanied us to the door. "You haven't yet understood 

what politics are all about". 

Next morning in the Senior-convent, the scene of the day before was repeated. An 

unusual atmosphere of nervousness pervaded the little room into which a dozen of us 

were packed. "Have you explained the situation to our Italian comrades?" Stalin asked 

Kolarov. "Fully" the Bulgarian assured him. "If a single delegate" Stalin repeated "is 

against the proposed resolution it cannot be presented in the full session. A resolution 

against Trotsky can only be taken unanimously. Are our Italian comrades" he added 

turning to us "favourable to the proposed resolution?" 

After consulting Togliatti I declared: "Before taking the resolution into consideration 

we must see the document concerned" The Frenchman Albert Treint and the Swiss 

Jules Humbert-Droz made identical declarations (both of them, a few years later, also 

ended outside the Comintern).  "The proposed resolution is withdrawn" said Stalin. 

After which we had the same hysterical scene as the day before, with the indignant, 

angry, protests, of Kuusinen, Rakosi, Pepper, and the others. Thalemann argued from 

our "scandalous" attitude that the whole trend of our anti-Fascist activity in Italy was 

most probably wrong and that if fascism was still so firmly entrenched in Italy it must 

be our fault. He asked because of this that the policy of the Italian Communist Party 

should be subjected to a thorough sifting. 

This was done and as a reprisal for our "impertinent" conduct those fanatical censors 

discovered that the fundamental guiding lines of our activity, traced in the course of 

the previous years by Antonio Gramsci, were seriously contaminated by a petty-

bourgeois spirit. Togliatti decided that it would be prudent for us to address a letter to 

the Politburo of the Russian Communist Party explaining the reasons for our attitude 

at that meeting of the Executive. No communist, the letter said in effect would 

presume to question the historical pre-eminence of our Russian comrades in the 

leadership of the Comintern. But this pre-eminence imposed special duties on our 

Russian comrades. They could not apply the rights it gave them in a mechanical and 

authoritarian way.  This letter was received by Bukharin who sent for us at once and 

advised us to withdraw it so as not to worsen our already appalling political situation."   

("The God that failed" Columbia University Press. 2001 p 106) 

But this wasn't the end of the affair.  "In Berlin, on my way back, I read in the paper 

that the Executive of the Comintern had severely rebuked Trotsky for a document he 
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had prepared about recent events in China.  I went to the offices of the German 

Communist Party and asked Thalemann for an explanation. "This is untrue" I said to 

him sharply. But he explained that the statutes of the Comintern authorized the 

Presidium, in case of urgency, to adopt any resolution in the name of the Executive. 

During the few days I had to stay in Berlin, while waiting for my false documents to 

be put in order, I read in the papers that the American, Hungarian and Czechoslovak 

Communist Parties had energetically deplored Trotsky's letter. "Has the mysterious 

document finally been produced then?" "No" he answered me "But I hope the 

example set by the American, Hungarian, and Czechoslovak Communists has shown 

you what Communist discipline means. These things were said with no hint of irony 

but indeed with dismal seriousness that befitted the nightmare reality to which they 

referred."     ("The God that failed" p. 111) 

Why did German, American, Hungarian, and Czechoslovak communists behave like 

this?  In 1927 communists outside the USSR did not fear reprisals by Stalin.  Togliatti 

remained leader of the Italian Communist Party till  his death in 1964. Support for 

Stalin at that time was not due to fear. Fervent support for USSR was typical of most 

communists everywhere. Their sense of criticism - sharp and alert when dealing with 

BB economies - became paralyzed when dealing with Leninôs BG state. Even leaders 

like Bill Haywood, founder of the American IWW (Industrial Workers of the World) 

suffered from this symptom.{see ñLiving my Lifeò by Emma Goldman, Vol.2 p..915). 

Later, in the 1930s, Stalin's response to dissidents changed and many feared to 

criticize him lest they - or their families - lose their jobs, freedom, or lives. But in the 

1920's Communists did not fear Stalin, yet they adamantly refused to criticize him.   

For two reasons: 

1. Fear of disillusionment.  

            Many feared that if the leader of the USSR was wrong then something could be 

wrong with a state-owned economy. Maybe even with Marx' theory. This would 

shatter their hope that a state-owned, planned, economy would solve all social ills.  If 

it doesn't, then why make a revolution?  They feared to lose hope.   For many people 

hope is more important than life, and loss of hope is worse than loss of life.   

2. Respect for the only party that succeeded to carry out a socialist revolution.  

Any leader of that party (if Trotsky, Bukharin or Kirov, were leaders the attitude 

would have been the same) was not s person but a symbol, symbolizing - to most 

communists everywhere - the Party, and the Party symbolized the Revolution.  They 

believed - wrongly - that loyalty to the leader was loyalty to the revolution.  
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Ignazio Silone recounts an incident which illustrates the adoration of Lenin:   

" One of my best friends, the Head of the Russian Communist Youth, Lazar Schatzky, 

one evening confided to me how sad he was to have been born too late, and not to 

have taken part either in the 1905 or 1917 revolutions.  "But there'll still be 

revolutions", I said to console him, "There'll always be need of revolutions, even in 

Russia".   We were in the Red Square, not far from the tomb of Lenin.  "What kind?" 

he wanted to know, "And how long have we got to wait?"  Then I pointed to the tomb, 

which was still made of wood at that time, and before which we used to see everyday 

an interminable procession of poor ragged peasant slowly filing.  "I presume you love 

Lenin", I said to him "I knew him too and have a very vivid recollection of him. You 

must admit with me that this superstitious cult of his mummy is an insult to his 

memory and a disgrace to a revolutionary city like Moscow".  I suggested to him, in 

short, that we should get hold of a tin or two of petrol, and make "a little revolution" 

on our own by burning the totem hut. To be frank, I did not expect him to accept my 

proposal there and then, but at least I thought he would laugh about it. Instead of 

which my poor friend went very pale and began to tremble violently. Then he begged 

me not to say dreadful things of that kind, either to him or still less to others. (Ten 

years later, when he was being searched for as an accomplice of Zinoviev, he 

committed suicide by throwing himself from the fifth floor of the house he lived in).  

I have been present at the marching-past of immense parades of people and armies at 

the Red-Square, but in my mind the recollection of that young friend's emotion and of 

his frightened and affectionate voice has remained stronger than any other image 

there.  It may be that that memory is "Objectively" more important".   

("The God that failed" Columbia University Press, 2001, p.102) 

 

Not only Schatzky's adoration was genuine, so was that of the peasants filing past 

Lenin's tomb.  It wasn't a "superstitious cult of a mummy" but a voluntary gesture of 

respect for the man who gave them land. No one forced them to visit his grave, and to 

reach Moscow they had to overcome many difficulties. Yet they undertook these 

hardships to express their gratitude. When millions of mourners kept filing past 

Lenin's coffin after his death in 1924 the political leadership decided - against protests 

by  Lenin's widow - to embalm his body, and use the mourners as a symbol of support 

for the regime.  Mourners came to pay homage to the man, not to the regime.  
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The conflict between Stalin and Trotsky had its personal causes. Stalin was jealous 

and paranoid. He envied, hated and feared Trotsky's brilliance as thinker and orator, 

whose predictions were repeatedly confirmed while his own failed repeatedly. 

Trotsky's intellectual arrogance caused him to underestimate Stalin and to ignore his 

skill as a plotter. Trotsky despised Stalin as stupid, dishonest, and vulgar. Stalin knew 

Trotsky had the ability - and credentials - to replace him as leader of the USSR and of 

the world revolutionary movement. He knew that if he committed a big blunder 

Trotsky could replace him.  While Trotsky was alive Stalin was replaceable so he felt 

politically insecure.  This motivated him to kill Trotsky in Mexico even as late as 

1940, though he knew Trotsky had neither men nor means to harm him.  

 

However, the basic reason for the conflict between Stalin and Trotsky was not 

personal but political and would have surfaced anyway, even with different 

personalities. Its causes are rooted in Marx's theory. Marx believed that economic 

collapse of BB economies and the rise of State-owned, planned, economies is an 

inevitable phase in the evolution of all societies. However, this could not occur 

simultaneously all over the world but was bound to start in industrial societies and 

spread gradually to all others. How should a state with a state-owned economy relate 

to states with a BB economy which have not yet had a revolution?  Marx never 

considered this problem. Moreover, a socialized economy in an agricultural society of 

140 million illiterate peasants contradicted his theory.    

After achieving power Lenin faced a new problem: What foreign policy to conduct? 

To act as a State or as a revolutionary?  To seek normal relations with BB states or to 

help their revolutionaries to overthrow them? (The same problem caused the split 

between Castro and Che Guevara in 1965). All BB states were hostile to Lenin's BG, 

so how ought the USSR to defend itself?  Two foreign-policy strategies were possible.   

1) To help revolutionaries in BB States to make more revolutions.  (As Ho-Chi-Min, 

leader of North Vietnam, used to say: "The best way to help Vietnam is to make a 

revolution in your own country").    This meant constant conflict with all BB states. 

2) To establish normal relations with BB states and to try convincing them that the 

USSR has no intention to overthrow them, thus reducing their hostility  to USSR.  

This implied minimal support for other revolutionaries.  The first approach was called 

"Permanent Revolution" - the second "Socialism in One Country" (where revolution 

won - rather than everywhere). The two contradicted each other.  Lenin did not 
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resolve this contradiction. He created the "Comintern" to promote revolutions in BB 

states and also embassies in BB states to promote normal relations with them. 

Trotsky supported "Permanent Revolution".   Stalin - "Socialism in One country". 

When Stalin won the power struggle in his Party he redefined "a revolutionary" as: 

"One who always defends the USSR". This changed the priorities of all communists - 

from making a revolution in their own country, to defending the USSR. Acceptance 

of this principle turned revolutionaries into Stalinists. Any revolution causing 

problems for the USSR had to be abandoned. In 1943 Stalin dismantled the 

Comintern and changed the anthem of the USSR from "The International" to a 

patriotic song praising the USSR  In its 1944 version the line "Long Live our Soviet 

Motherland" is repeated three times but revolution is not mentioned once. The 

original anthem calling for a revolution of workers all over the world ceased to be the 

USSR's anthem.  This expressed Stalin's home and foreign policies. 

 

A Yugoslav communist leader (Milovan Djilas) who visited Stalin in 1943 recalled 

that Stalin said to him:"éThe situation with the Comintern was becoming more and 

more abnormal. Molotov and I were racking our brains [how to improve relations 

with USA and UK during WW2. A.O] while the Comintern was pulling in its own 

direction and the discord grew. It is easy to work with Dimitrov [the Bulgarian leader 

of the Comintern. A.O.]  but with the others it was harder. Most important of all, there 

was something abnormal, something unnatural about the very existence of a general 

Communist forum when the Communist parties should have been searching for a 

national language and fight under the conditions prevailing in their own countries" 

("Conversations with Stalin" by Milovan Djilas, Harcourt, Brace, New York 

1962.p.80).  Djilas adds that Dimitrov himself told him: "It was apparent that the main 

power in the spread of Communism was the Soviet Union and that therefore all forces 

had to gather around it." [same book  p.33] 

The original definition: "Revolutionaries are those who make revolutions" was 

denounced by Stalin as "irresponsible adventurism".  He replaced it by a new one:  

 "Revolutionaries are those who always, and everywhere, defend the USSR"   . 

Stalin feared that if the USSR supported revolutions in other countries their rulers 

would try to destroy the USSR.  Trotsky argued that this would be the case even if the 

USSR did not support revolutions. Anti USSR policies were not a response to USSR's 

foreign policy but to its socialized economy. States with BB economies - afflicted by 

unemployment - feared the attraction a socialized economy had on their own 
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unemployed. Guaranteed employment, state-paid housing-healthcare-education were 

very attractive to unemployed, underpaid, and unpensioned workers in BB economies, 

who could not afford to send their children to college, or pay a doctor.  

The sheer existence of a state-owned economy showed that it was a viable alternative. 

Women in the USSR had full equality in jobs and wages, and legalized abortions paid 

by the state, while in BB economies abortions were a crime or very expensive. Many 

unemployed saw the socialized economy as a desirable option. This scared all states 

with BB economies. They knew the USSR would not attack them as its leaders 

believed BB economies must collapse due to economic crises. They feared that BGôs 

social benefit will influence their own unemployed to act for a state-owned economy 

in their own country.   So they demonised the USSR regime and tried to topple it. 

 

To reduce hostility to the USSR Stalin decided to restrain revolutions everywhere.   

Trotsky argued that this would not reduce hostility to the USSR.  In 1927 Stalin 

supported the Chinese Nationalists led by Chiang-Kai-Shek while Trotsky argued 

against this.  Stalin ordered the Chinese communists to form an alliance with Chiang-

Kai-Shek. This put them under Chiang's control who used the first opportunity to 

massacre them.  In 1937, when Japan invaded China and the USA gave Chiang arms 

to fight Japan, they asked him: "Why do you use our weapons against Chinese 

Communists rather than against the Japanese invaders?" He replied: "Because the 

Japanese are like a rash on the skin but the communists are a cancer".   He was right. 

In 1945 Japan surrendered.  In 1949 Mao-Tse-Tung's Communists defeated Chiang-

Kai-Shek's nationalists and set up a state-run economy in China. In a country of 400M 

people. Where millions died of hunger they saw to it that every citizen got one cup of 

rice per day. This alone was a major achievement. Since then China's population has 

increased to 1.5 billion all of whom eat, dress, and live, incomparably better than they 

did before Maoôs regime. The case for a state-owned economy gained more by Mao's 

victory than by Stalin's policy of curbing Mao's revolutionary zeal and alliance with 

the nationalists.    Trotsky predicted this and was proved right again.  

 

In the 1950s and 1960s the USSR's foreign policy faced the same dilemma when 

struggles for independence started in British, French, Portuguese, Belgian, and Dutch 

colonies in Africa and Asia. Liberation struggles were led by two groups:  

Nationalists and Marxists. The nationalists wanted independence, the Marxists - 

independence and a state-run economy. USSR rulers continued Stalin's policy by 
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supporting mostly nationalists, not Marxists. They feared that support for a state-run 

economy would increase hostility to the USSR.  In Cuba, Fidel Castro - while fighting 

in the Cuban mountains (1957/8) against the corrupt Batista regime - was denounced 

by communists everywhere (including in Cuba) as a "petty bourgeois adventurer". 

In addition to this dilemma in Foreign Policy, the USSR faced a dilemma in its 

agricultural economy. Its 140 Million Peasants with their privately run farms, who 

originally supported Lenin, were bound to come into conflict with the State-owned, 

planned, economy.  In 1921 Lenin approved the "New Economic Policy" allowing the 

peasants to sell part of their produce at their own prices (the other part was sold to the 

State at fixed price and ensured basic food rations to all citizens).  The taxes imposed 

on the peasants enabled the regime to pay for industrialization, to build dams, power 

stations, and heavy industry. But the pace of industrialization was slow, and the 

peasants found that their money could not buy much. The peasants' lack of motivation 

could slow down industrialization and cause food shortages. Food production was in 

the hands of the peasants, not of the state. In 1928 Stalin decided to take a drastic step 

by abolishing all private farms and setting up collective, state-owned, farms. 140 

million peasants lost their farms overnight.  At a stroke he turned all peasants into 

enemies of the USSR.  From supporters of Lenin they turned overnight into enemies 

of Stalin. In 1929 he set up state-owned communal farms ("Kolkhozes") and forced 

the peasants into them. It was a fateful decision, causing a famine in which seven 

million peasants died.  To make the peasants work Stalin terrorized them by arresting 

20 millions and sending them to forced-labour camps. A network of forced-labour 

camps ("Gulag") was set up all over the USSR and millions were forced to work in 

abysmal conditions. Experts estimate that introducing state-owned agriculture cost the 

lives of 20M peasants. In 1928 Stalin introduced his first "Five Year Plan" to 

accelerate industrialization. Its success was declared already in 1932 but Stalin said 

the USSR was 50 years behind the world's industrial powers, and must "industrialize 

or be crushed"  by its enemies.  Starting in 1928, the first óFive-Year plansô built the 

foundation for a heavy industry in Russiaôs underdeveloped economy without waiting 

years for capital to accumulate through the expansion of light industry, and without 

reliance on foreign loans. The country was industrialized at an unbelievable pace, 

surpassing Germanyôs pace of industrialization in the nineteenth century and Japanôs 

earlier in the twentieth. After reconstructing the economy, and after the initial plans of 

further industrialization were fulfilled, the rate of growth slowed down, but it still 

surpassed most other countries in terms of total material production (GDP). 
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Despite difficulties with the first plan, Stalin went ahead with the Second Five Year 

Plan in 1932. The Second Five-Year Plan (1932-1937) brought a spectacular rise in 

steel production, more than 17 million tons, placing the USSR close to Germany as 

one of the worldôs major steel-producing countries. The second 5-year plan was not 

uniformly successful, failing to reach the recommended production levels in such 

crucial areas as coal and oil. However, industrialization progressed fast and by 1938 

the USSR was an industrial power. In 1941 it produced 6590 tanks while Germany 

(whose ñBlitzkriegò war depended on tanks) produced only 5200. In 1942 (during 

WW2) USSR produced 24.446 tanks and Germany only 9300. In 1941 USSR 

produced 15,735 aircraft but Germany only 11,776.  In 1942 it produced 25,436 

aircraft and Germany only 15,556. The industrial workforce in USSR was 11M in 

1941 while the German was 16M.  Considering that USSR state-owned economy 

began to industrialize only in 1921 in a devastated backward country without experts 

or loans from abroad, its achievements were amazing. However, the hardships caused 

by industrialization initiated secret opposition to Stalin even within his party. Stalin 

worried he might be replaced by Kirov, the Party leader in Leningrad.  

 

In the 17th Congress of the Party (January 1934) all delegates applauded Stalin's 

speech but in the secret ballot for membership of the Politburo 267 voted against 

Stalin and only 4 against Kirov. Delegates approached Kirov asking him to run for the 

post of General Secretary of the Party. Molotov falsified the election results 

announcing Stalin as the winner. The voting against him after the applause on his 

speech shocked Stalin and deepened his mistrust of the Party. .In December '34 Kirov 

was assassinated, probably by Stalin's instigation who accused Zinoviev, Kamenev, 

Bukharin, and their followers and rigged a series of show trials (1936/7/8) against 

them. All were framed on false charges. All trials consisted only of admissions by the 

accused who did not try to defend themselves after being tortured and their families 

threatened. They were shot as "Enemies of the Revolution". Thus Stalin "purged" the 

Party of all critics killing most delegates to the 1934 Congress and most leaders of the 

1917 revolution who could replace him. From 1937 onwards the Communist Party of 

the Soviet Union (CPSU) was merely a rubber stamp for Stalin's decisions.  

Stalin knew that four elites had motivation, ability and credibility to replace him:  

1) Pre-1917 Revolutionary leaders. 2) Planners of the economy 3) The High 

Command of the Army, and 4) The Command of the secret service.  To pre-empt all  
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conspiracies against him he imprisoned prominent members of each elite forcing them 

by torture and threats to their families to admit false charges of treason and to 

denounce their friends. He then staged show-trials (1935-38) where the accused 

publicly admitted their - and their friends' -"guilt". All the accused and implicated 

were executed. Denunciation of friends served to destroy trust. Without trust no one 

could organize a conspiracy.   Thus Stalin pre-empted all conspiracies to depose him. 

In 1956, Nikita Khrushchev, the new leader of the CPSU, gave a secret speech to the 

20th Congress of the CPSU where he told thousands of delegates: 

"Having at its disposal numerous data showing brutal and arbitrary steps against Party 

officials, the present Central Committee set up a Party commission under the control 

of the Central Committee's Presidium. It has been charged with investigating what 

made possible mass repressions against the majority of the Central Committee 

members and candidates elected to the 17th Congress of the All-Union Communist 

Party (Bolsheviks).   This commission has become acquainted with a large quantity of 

materials in the NKVD archives and with other documents. It has established many 

facts pertaining to the fabrication of cases against Communists, to false accusations, 

[and] to glaring abuses of socialist legality, which resulted in the death of innocent 

people. It became apparent that many Party, Soviet and economic activists who in 

1937-1938 were branded "enemies" were actually never enemies, spies, wreckers, 

etc., but were  honest Communists. They were merely stigmatized [as enemies]. 

Often, no longer able to bear barbaric tortures, they charged themselves (at the order 

of the investigative judges/falsifiers) with grave and unlikely crimes. 

The commission has presented to the Central Committee's Presidium lengthy and 

documented materials pertaining to mass repressions against the delegates to the 17th 

Party Congress and against members of the Central Committee elected at that 

Congress.  These materials have been studied by the Presidium. 

It was determined that of the 139 members and candidates of the Central Committee 

who were elected at the 17th Congress, 98 persons (i.e. 70%) were arrested and shot 

(mostly in 1937-1938).  What was the composition of the delegates to the 17th 

Congress? It is known that 80% of the voting participants of the 17th Congress joined 

the Party during the years before the Revolution and during the Civil War, i.e. before 

1921.  By social origin the basic mass of the delegates to the Congress were workers 

(60% of the voting members). For this reason, it is inconceivable that a Congress so 

composed could have elected a Central Committee in which a majority would prove 

to be enemies of the Party. The only reasons why 70% of the Central Committee 



 85 

members and candidates elected at the 17th Congress were branded as enemies of the 

Party and of the people were because they were slandered, accusations against them 

were fabricated, and revolutionary legality was gravely undermined. 

The same fate met not only Central Committee members but also the majority of the 

delegates to the 17th Party Congress. Of 1,966 delegates with either voting or 

advisory rights, 1,108 persons were arrested on charges of anti-revolutionary crimes, 

i.e., decidedly more than a majority. This very fact shows how absurd, wild and 

contrary to common sense were the charges of counterrevolutionary crimes made out, 

as we now see, against a majority of participants at the 17th Party Congressé"   

                                                                               (for the full speech see the Internet). 

Khrushchev was a former Stalin loyalist.    In 1936 he participated in perpetrating the 

crimes he denounced in 1956. This was well known, so someone in the audience of 

the 20th Congress shouted "And what did you do comrade Khrushchev, when all these 

crimes were perpetrated?"     Khrushchev replied:  "Who asked this question?" 

No one stood up.    Khrushchev then said:  "That's your answer" 

 

All Communist parties in the 1930s defended Stalin's show trials. They argued that 

the accusations were valid, and the legal procedures were proper. In the trials the 

accused admitted their guilt and presented no defence. Some trials lasted a day or two 

from accusation to execution.  No wonder Khrushchev's speech caused a major crisis 

in every Communist Party.  It started the decline of the entire Communist movement. 

Nothing like Khrushchev's revelations had ever happened in history. However, his 

speech was not due to a "troubled conscience". It was a calculated move to pre-empt 

attempts by Stalinists in the CPSU leadership to depose him.  He discredited Stalin's 

supporters by his revelations.  Outside the USSR he discredited all those who justified 

Stalin's show trials, or followed the USSR blindly, opposing any criticism of it.   

 

Stalin's apologists argue that despite his atrocities he changed the USSR from a 

backward agricultural society into a modern, industrialized, world power.  From a 

socialist point of view this is irrelevant since socialism aimed to liberate humanity 

from oppression, exploitation and social injustice through economic equality, not to 

modernize one country. Lenin's One-Party state killed socialism. Socialism is dead.  

So too is the idea that a State-run economy will solve all social ills.  The alternative to 

Big Business is not Big Government but direct democracy - a society where any 

citizen can - at any time - propose, debate, and vote on any issue of society. 
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9.               WW2, the "Cold War" and the fall of Socialism. 

While Stalin was harassing USSR's citizens to "industrialize or be crushed", all 

privately run economies plunged into their worst economic crisis ever.  The collapse 

of the New York stock market on "Black Thursday", October 24, 1929, threw all BB 

economies into their worst economic crisis (dubbed "Depression" rather than "Crisis") 

Unemployment in all BB economies soared to an all time high. Many businessmen 

committed suicide. But in the USSR citizens enjoyed guaranteed employment (some 

of it forced), state-paid housing, state-paid healthcare, state-paid education and state-

paid pensions. Communist Parties in BB economies gained popularity - and members. 

The advantage of BG economy over BB economy was never more glaring than during 

the 1930s.  The USSR state-owned economy expanded rapidly providing all citizens 

with jobs, incomes, state-paid housing, education, health services and pensions, while 

the BB economies created continuous unemployment for 25% of the workforce, 

causing many to lose their housing, healthcare, education, hope, and even their life.  

 

Unemployment in Germany swelled the ranks of two Parties - Nazis and Communists. 

Each had its solution for the economic crisis. The Nazis - war. The Communists - a 

state-owned economy. The Nazis promised full employment and revival of National 

Pride, humiliated by defeat in WW1 and by the Versailles Peace treaty imposed on 

Germany. The Communists promised a State-owned economy with full employment, 

state-paid housing, healthcare, education and pensions. In the January 1933 elections 

the Nazis got 11.7M votes, the Socialists - 7.2M the Communists - 6M. A Socialist-

Communists alliance with 13.2M votes could have stopped Hitler, but Stalin ordered 

the Comintern in its 10th congress in July 1929 to pass a resolution calling on all 

Communist parties "To conduct a determined struggle against the Social Democrats, 

especially their Left section, being the worst enemy. To sever all links with them and 

expose their social-fascist nature". This policy enabled Hitler to become ruler of 

Germany and to outlaw all other parties. He imprisoned all Communists and declared 

repeatedly he would destroy Communism. So did Mussolini, the Italian Dictator.  The 

British and French governments liked this. In 1933 Germany had no army, navy or 

air-force, but by 1938 it had all three - big and modernized. This was possible only 

because Britain and France allowed it. Shortly after Mussolini set up his fascist 

dictatorship in Italy (1925) Winston Churchill visited him in 1927 declaring: 

" If I were an Italian I am sure that I would have been wholeheartedly with you from 

start to finish in your triumphant struggle against the bestial appetites and passions of 
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Leninism. . . .  Your movement has rendered a service to the whole world. The great 

fear which has always beset every democratic leader or working-class leader has been 

that of being undermined or overbid by someone more extreme than he.  It seems that 

continuous progression to the Left, a sort of an inevitable landslide into the abyss, was 

the characteristic of all revolutions. Italy has shown that there is a way of fighting the 

subversive forces, which can rally the mass of the people, properly led, to value and 

wish to defend the honour and stability of civilized society. She has provided the 

necessary antidote to the Russian poison"    ("The Times" 21.1. 1927).  

 

Shortly after WW1 (in March 1920) Churchill sent Prime Minster Lloyd-George a 

memorandum suggesting rebuilding Germany as a bulwark against Lenin's regime.   

In 1935 Churchill said: "One may dislike Hitler's system and yet admire his patriotic 

achievement. If our country were defeated I hope we could find a champion as 

admirable to restore our courage and lead us back to our place among the nations". 

("Winston Churchill in war and peace" Emrys Hughes, Glasgow 1959. p. 139) 

 

Churchill's idea to use Hitler to destroy Communism had its consequences. The 

Versailles Treaty forbade Germany to build tanks, war planes, guns bigger than 

150mm, or keep an army of more than 100,000 soldiers. Article 198 of the Treaty 

states: "The armed forces of Germany must not include any military or naval air forces."  On 

13.10,1933 Germany left the League of Nations and the Disarmament Conference. On 

16.3.1935 Hitler introduced universal military service. From August 2, 1934, German 

soldiers swore allegiance to Hitler, not to Germany or its constitution.   On 30.5.1937 

German warships bombarded the port of Almeria in republican Spain.  By 1936 Hitler 

had a modern air force, tanks, navy, and a big army, This was a blatant violation of 

the Versailles treaty. Britain and France did nothing to stop any violation of the treaty. 

On April 26, 1937, Hitler's new air force, supporting the Fascist Franco rebellion 

against the elected government of Spain, bombed the Basque town of Guernica killing 

some 1700 people and wounding many more. It was the first planned bombing of 

civilian population in history. It caused world-wide protest. Many governments 

declared bombing of civilians a War Crime. Film newsreels all over the world showed 

bombers of Hitler's new air force dropping their bombs. Hitler's violations of the 

Versailles treaty were known. Why didn't Britain and France stop these violations?  
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Former PM Lloyd George told Parliament (28.11.1934): ñIn a very short time, 

perhaps in a year or two, the Conservative elements in this country will be looking to 

Germany as the bulwark against Communism in Europe...Do not let us hurry to 

condemn Germany. We shall be welcoming Germany as our friend.ò  (House of 

Commons Vol. 295 col. 905-922). 

In 1936 Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin, Chamberlain's predecessor, explained UKôs 

policy for the coming European war, to a group from the House of Lords.   Baldwin, a 

director of Lothian's Rhodes Trust, and  member of the inner circle known as 'Round 

Table', had told the Lords: "If any fighting is to be done in Europe, I should like to 

see the Bolsheviks and the Nazis doing it" .   

In November 1936 Nazi-Germany and Japan concluded the 'Anti-Comintern Pact'. It 

was directed against the Communist International (Comintern) and the USSR. 

Germany and Japan agreed to co-operate "to safeguard their common interests" 

agreeing not to conclude any political treaties with the USSR.  Germany also agreed 

to recognize the Japanese puppet regime in Manchuria.   In 1937 Italy joined the Pact.  

The three were called 'the anti-communist axis; and in WW2 - the 'Axis States'.   

In his speeches Hitler constantly attacked Communism. This convinced the British 

and French governments that he was not only a bulwark against the USSR but the 

force that will destroy it. Reviving the German army and arms industry enabled Hitler 

to abolish unemployment in Germany. British, French, and American Banks helped 

finance this. Hitler created the most powerful modern army by violating all clauses of 

the Versailles Treaty. Britain and France saw it and did nothing to stop him. Small 

countries bordering on Germany, like Poland and Czechoslovakia, became worried 

and signed treaties with Britain and France committing these powers to defend them if 

attacked.    Czechoslovakia also signed such a pact with the USSR.   

 

In March 1938 Hitler annexed Austria, claiming to unite all German-speaking people. 

Next he demanded part of Czechoslovakia inhabited by Germans - Sudetenland. 

Czech resistance to his demand presented him with a challenge - to invade or back 

down. He hinted he intends to invade. This posed a dilemma for Britain, France, and 

the USSR, who had treaties with Czechoslovakia committing them to defend it. USSR 

was ready to do so but the Prime Ministers of Britain and France flew to Munich 

(without telling Stalin) to tell Hitler they would not honour their treaties with 

Czechoslovakia if he annexed only Sudetenland. They signed the notorious Munich 
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Agreement in September 1938. They hoped Stalin would honour his treaty with 

Czechoslovakia and war between Germany and the USSR would start. This would 

have suited them, but Czechoslovakia decided to hand Sudetenland to Hitler. As 

Britain and France did not tell Stalin about their intention to sign an agreement with 

Hitler he concluded they were plotting against him. Stalin saw their readiness to hand 

over Sudetenland to Hitler as a ploy to push the USSR to war against Germany, after 

which Britain and France would pick up the pieces of both.   

War between Germany and the USSR was imminent. However, in March 1939 Hitler 

invaded Czechoslovakia annexing all of it. He violated the Munich agreement where 

he promised to annex only Sudetenland but not Czechoslovakia. He thought Britain 

and France would acquiesce as they did over Sudetenland. But they realized he cannot 

be trusted and warned that if he invaded Poland (with whom they had mutual Defence 

treaties) they would declare war against him. To counter this possibility Hitler rushed 

to secure his eastern flank by signing a non-aggression pact with Stalin, who was 

delighted to turn tables on Britain and France by signing it. This pact divided northern 

Europe (and Poland) into two "Spheres of Influence" between Hitler and Stalin. The 

Hitler-Stalin pact (named "Molotov-Ribbentrop pact" after the Foreign Ministers who 

signed it) was signed on August 24th 1939.  A week later Hitler attacked Poland with 

62 divisions. In 5 weeks he won that war. Britain and France declared war on Hitler 

on September 3rd.  They had 110 divisions and could have invaded Germany from the 

west to help Poland. They didn't. Hitler left only 23 divisions facing France. But 

Britain and France did not attack Germany to help Poland. Stalin annexed Poland's 

eastern half. The USA stayed neutral. Although Britain and France were now at war 

with Germany no fighting took place for the next 8 months. This was known as "The 

Phoney War". Hitler attacked in the west on May 19th 1940, conquering Holland and 

Belgium. British and French forces fought back but on June 15 - to everybody's 

surprise - France surrendered. The British army withdrew from the European 

continent to defend Britain against a Nazi invasion. 

 

To fulfil his main aim of conquering the USSR Hitler needed to secure his rear and 

minimize the military threat of Britain and France. After France's surrender he 

prepared to invade Britain. He tried to win air superiority over it but failed.  He then 

turned to conquer the Balkan and Crete and moved into Africa to conquer Egypt.  He 

was winning on all fronts.  Only a weak Britain still fought him but it posed no threat. 
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The Stalin-Hitler pact caused a major crisis in every Communist Party. Before this 

pact communists everywhere fought Fascism and Nazism as their main enemies. 

Fascist and Nazi ideology flaunted racism and practised it.   When Mussolini became 

dictator in Italy (1925) and Hitler in Germany (1933) they declared the Communist 

Parties illegal, killed many communists, and imprisoned the rest. During General 

Franco's Fascist rebellion in Spain (1936-1939). Hitler and Mussolini openly 

supported him by sending arms. This enabled Franco to defeat the Spanish democracy 

and set up his Fascist dictatorship which lasted almost 40 years. Britain and France 

declared their commitment to democracy but refused to help the Spanish Republic. 

They imposed an arms embargo on it, damaging its efforts to defend itself against 

Franco's Fascist rebellion. They even recognized Franco's dictatorship (on 27.2.1939) 

while the Republic was still fighting against him. This convinced genuine democrats 

and communists everywhere to fight Nazism and Fascism.  However, when Stalin 

signed the pact with Hitler all Communist Parties ceased to fight Fascism. The word 

"Fascism" vanished from their vocabulary. They imitated USSR's foreign policy. This 

shocked many. Communist Parties lost members and credibility because of the Stalin-

Hitler Pact. The Communist Party of USA, which gained influence and members 

during the "Depression" lost both after this pact. Former sympathizers began to deride 

communists by greeting them with the Nazi stretched arm salute shouting "Hail 

Hitler".   The CPUSA was wrecked by this treaty and never recovered.  

Two points merit consideration in discussing the Stalin-Hitler Pact (of 24.8.39):                                                

1.As a tactic to gain time to prepare USSR against a Nazi attack, it could be justified. 

This is disproved by the second pact (28.9.1939) and by Molotovôs third visit to Hitler 

(13.11.1940) when Hitler offered Stalin to divide the British Empire between 

Germany, Italy, USSR and Japan. Germany and Italy were to get Western Europe and 

Africa, Japan would get China, and Australia, and USSR - Persia, Afghanistan, and 

India.  Stalin accepted this offer on 26.11.1940 (see Bundesarchiv Koblenz RM 

41/40). Hitler used this tactic to conceal his impending attack on Russia but Stalinôs 

acceptance was strategic. He desired a world-power-sharing agreement with Hitler. 

He industrialized USSR and strengthened its economy but his strategy of power-

sharing with Hitler shows that such achievements can still serve racism.   

2. Even justification of the Hitler-Stalin pact as a tactical move designed to give the 

USSR time to prepare for an impending Nazi attack, does not absolve Communist 

Parties of continued anti-Nazi struggle. They all stopped it. They emulated USSRôs 
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foreign policy. They forbade use of the term ñanti-Fascismò in their vocabulary. 

Communist Parties linking their policies to the USSR's foreign policy ruined their 

revolutionary credibility.  Revolutionary Parties are not States and should not act like 

states. States are not revolutionary Parties. States seek stability but revolutionaries 

seek revolution. Stability contradicts revolution. Communist Parties should have 

conducted revolutionary policies irrespective of USSR foreign policy which 

alternated between Socialist principles and State interests. USSR policy towards Nazi 

Germany is a good example. From 1933 to 1939 it was guided by Socialist principles 

and denounced Nazi racism, dictatorship, and war mongering. But in 1939 Stalin 

signed two pacts with Hitler and forbade denouncing Fascism. Communist Parties 

obeyed and stopped denouncing Fascism. This ruined their revolutionary credibility. 

Communists became parrots of USSR's foreign policy. The USSR neither consulted 

them, nor informed them, before changing its foreign policy.        

Stalin turned the tables on Britain and France by signing his pacts with Hitler. Now 

Hitler, instead of declaring war on the USSR, invaded Poland. This time Britain and 

France honoured their treaties with Poland and on September 3 declared war on 

Germany (but did not attack Germany and sent no military aid to Poland).  Hitler 

conquered Poland in five weeks but did not immediately start a serious military 

campaign against Britain and France.  From September 1939 to April 1940 he waged 

a "Phoney War" against them. During this time efforts were made to reconcile Britain 

with Germany. Hitler believed this was possible as the King of England, Edward 

VIII, abdicated in 1936 after Parliament opposed his marriage to the American 

divorcee Mrs. Wallis Simpson. The FBI believed she was pro-Nazi.  The ex-King 

visited Germany in 1937 as a personal guest of Hitler.   He - and his brother the Duke 

of Kent - sympathized with the Nazis.  The Nazi media publicized this. Some Lords 

sympathized with the Nazis.  Prince Philip Mountbatten's sister and brother-in-law 

were members of the Nazi Party. Oswald Moseley, 6th Baronet, and Lady Diana 

Mitford (and her sister Unity) were close friends of Hitler.   Joseph Kennedy (father 

of US President John Kennedy) was US Ambassador to the UK and pro-Nazi and 

claimed credit for having influenced Chamberlain to trust Hitler and sign the "Munich 

Agreement". His daughter Kathleen married the son of the Duke of Devonshire, head 

of one of England's grandest aristocratic families. Kennedy's aim was an Anglo-Nazi 

pact to protect Germany's rear when it invades USSR. Hitler was ready to let Britain 

keep its overseas empire if it  lets him conquer the USSR. . On May 10th 1941, twelve 
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days before Hitler's invasion into USSR, his deputy, Rudolf Hess, flew to Scotland, to 

meet the Duke of Hamilton, whom he had met at the 1936 Berlin Olympics. Hess 

offered Britain peace and return of all west European countries conquered by Hitler to 

their former governments, and paying the costs of rebuilding these countries. In 

return, Britain would support Hitlerôs war against USSR. After WW2 Albert Speer, 

Hitler's friend and Minister of War Production was imprisoned with Hess in Spandau 

Prison. Hess told him he took to England the message: "We will guarantee England 

her empire and in return she will give us a free hand in Europe". Speer adds "This 

had also been one of Hitler's recurrent formula before, and occasionally even during, 

the war" ("Inside the Third Reich" by Albert Speer, Macmillan 1970, p.176) 

During WW2 Hess was imprisoned in Britain and committed no war crimes but in the 

Nuremberg war-crime trials in 1946 he got the longest prison sentence - solitary 

confinement for the rest of his life. No one was allowed to interview him during the 

40 years in prison. He died in his cell in suspicious circumstances on 17th July 1987 

aged 93. Later autopsies found strangulation marks on his neck. Someone didn't want 

anyone to know about any efforts to sign an Anglo-Nazi pact. When Churchill 

became Prime Minister in 1940 he dashed hopes to sign an Anglo-Nazi pact. He 

considered Hitlerôs Germany far more dangerous to the UK than the USSR - but many 

in British BB - and nobility - disagreed with Churchill and agreed with Hess.   

Hitler started his "Battle of France" in May 1940. To everyone's surprise France 

surrendered on June 22, 1940 after fighting only six weeks.  French BB preferred to 

be dominated by Nazis than by the French Left.  Britain was left alone to fight Hitler.  

He tried to win air superiority over Britain to enable his army to invade it. This started 

the aerial "Battle of Britain" which Hitler almost won by destroying most Royal Air 

Force airfields in the south of Britain. The Luftwaffe was winning the battle of the 

airfields. The RAF considered withdrawing its squadrons from the south of England. 

To prevent this Churchill ordered the RAF on August 25-26 to bomb Berlin to 

provoke Hitler to order the Luftwaffe to attack London rather than RAF airfields. The 

Berlin raid hurt Göring's pride as he had previously claimed the RAF would never be 

allowed to bomb Berlin. Hitler swallowed the bait. On September 4th he diverted the 

Luftwaffe to bomb London. This gave the RAF time to repair its airfields and continue 

fighting, causing Hitler to postpone his invasion of Britain. He did not covet tiny 

Britain.  He coveted the huge USSR and prepared to conquer it.  He wanted to destroy  

Russiaôs BG economy (thatôs why all BBs supported him) and turn Russia into a 
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German colony providing cheap grain, oil, gas, and minerals. The USSR population 

was to serve as slave labor.  Russia would become Germany's colony creating a Nazi 

Empire from the Baltic to the Pacific.  This would make Nazi Germany the most 

powerful state in Europe - and in the world.  This was Hitler's main purpose in WW2.   

On June 22, 1941 three million Nazi soldiers with 4000 tanks invaded the USSR. 

Stalin was stunned. He ignored repeated warnings about this invasion; being 

convinced they were a British ploy.  Stalin first thought some Nazi General had acted 

on his own initiative so he forbade his Army to fight back. When he realized it was an 

invasion on a vast scale he suffered a nervous breakdown and hid in his villa outside 

Moscow. It was Foreign Minister Molotov who had to inform the USSR's citizens 

they were at war. Ten days later, members of the Politburo came to ask Stalin to 

return to Moscow. He opened the door saying: "Have you come to execute me?" 

expecting them to behave as he would in such circumstances. He returned to Moscow 

to address the USSR's citizens on radio - for the first time since the war began - only 

on July 3.   Why was he silent during the first eleven crucial days?  

In 1937 Stalin believed his Generals were plotting against him. He executed most Red 

Army Generals: Chief of Staff Tukhachevsky, and 3 out of 5 Marshals (equivalent to 

6-star US Generals), 13 out of 15 army-commanders (equivalent to 5 and 4-star US 

Generals) 8 out of 9 admirals, 50 out of 57 army Corps Generals, 154 out of 186 

Division Generals, all 16 Army Commissars, and 25 out of 28 army Corps 

Commissars. The executions turned the ñRed Armyò into Stalinôs army.  Hitler knew 

it.  When Hitler's 3 million soldiers and 4000 tanks invaded the USSR on 22.6.1941 

Stalinôs Army was confused, unprepared, and lacked its experienced High Command.   

Stalin's view that Hitler would not attack the USSR gravely damaged his Army. In the 

first week of war the Nazis had taken 750,000 of Stalinôs soldiers prisoner, and 

destroyed 1200 airplanes, 800 on the ground.   It was all Stalin's fault. 

At first many USSR citizens welcomed the Nazi invaders as liberators. They hated 

Stalin and his terror believing the Nazi regime could not be worse.  Stalin knew it, so 

he called on the population to defend the Motherland - not the socialized economy.   

He named the war "The Great Patriotic War" not "The great Socialist war".  This 

nationalistic title contradicted Marx's and Lenin's internationalism but Stalin saw no 

other way to induce USSR citizens to fight.    Nazi public mass-executions soon 

convinced USSR citizens that Hitlerôs regime was worse than Stalin's. 
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In a mere 130 days Hitlerôs Army reached Moscow taking two million of Stalinôs 

soldiers prisoner. The USSR looked defeated. Hitler expected the war to end any 

moment. However, Stalin was informed that Japan, Germany's ally, would not attack 

the USSR in the East.  Japan's BB - lacking oil and raw materials - fought to colonize 

China and India. It avoided war against USSR to dedicate all its resources to its 

colonial war. This enabled Stalin to move half a million soldiers prepared to repel a 

Japanese invasion - to Moscow. The winter of 1941 was severe. It paralyzed Hitlerôs 

army. Hitlerôs soldiers wore summer uniforms, expecting to conquer Moscow before 

winter. They began to freeze. So did the oil in the engines of tanks, cars, airplanes. 

Stalinôs Army launched a counter attack with fresh troops from the east equipped for 

winter. They threw Hitlerôs army back and relieved the siege of Moscow.  It was 

never renewed.  In a series of battles, culminating in the Battle of Stalingrad (winter 

1942) and Kursk (spring 1943) Stalinôs Army pushed Hitlerôs Army back and 

conquered Berlin in May 1945. The turning point in WW2 was the battle of 

Stalingrad where 100,000 of Hitlerôs soldiers, with their Generals, surrendered. 

The battle of Stalingrad was the largest single battle in human history. It raged for 199 

days. Numbers of casualties are difficult to compile owing to the vast scope of the 

battle and the fact that Stalin didn't allow estimates to be published for fear this might 

create opposition. In its initial phase, Hitlerôs army conquered most of Stalingrad, but 

Stalinôs Army launched a pincer attack surrounding Hitlerôs army in the city, cutting 

off its supplies. Starved and frozen 100,000 surrendered with their Generals. Scholars 

have estimated Hitlerôs army had 850,000 casualties in all sectors of its - and its allies 

- forces:400,000 Germans, 200,000 Romanians, 130,000 Italians, 120,000 Hungarians 

were killed, wounded or captured. In addition, some 50,000 Russian "Whites" - allies 

of Hitler, were killed or captured by Stalinôs Army. It was the greatest military defeat 

in German history and the turning point in WW2.  Stalinôs Army suffered 478,741 

men killed and 650,878 wounded (for a total of 1,129,619). Also, more than 40,000 

Russian civilians died in Stalingrad and its suburbs during a single week of aerial 

bombing as Hitlerôs 6th and 4th Tank (ñPanzerò) armies approached the city. The total 

number of civilians killed in the regions outside the city is unknown. In all, a total of 

anywhere from 1.7 million to 2 million German and Russian casualties were caused 

by this one battle, making it the largest in human history. This battle was the turning 

point in WW2.  It transferred the initiative to Stalinôs Army enabling it to conquer 

Berlin and to dictate an unconditional surrender to Hitlerôs army on May 8, 1945      
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In the 1930s Hitler repeatedly declared his commitment to crush Communism but to 

everybody's surprise (including Stalinôs) WW2 turned the USSR into the world's most 

powerful State. No other State had an army as big.  Stalin's army numbered 4 Million 

experienced soldiers, equipped with 20,000 tanks, and 10,000 airplanes. The British 

and US armies together numbered less than one million soldiers. Stalin could conquer 

the whole of Europe within a month.  Many Europeans saw Stalinôs Army as liberator 

because it defeated their Nazi occupiers. Many wanted a state-owned economy. Some 

USSR Generals advised Stalin to conquer all of Europe. But he rejected this proposal, 

saying: "How shall we feed all these people?"  The war ruined Europe, fields lay in 

waste, farmers were killed, factories, roads, and railways were destroyed.  A ruler of 

Europe faced the immense task of re-building it. Stalin had to rebuild the USSR; he 

preferred that Britain and USA, who invaded Europe in June 1944, conquering half of 

Germany, should rebuild Europe.   They did. 

President Roosevelt died a month before the end of WW2. George Marshall, the US 

Chief of Staff during WW2, warned the new US President Harry Truman, that most 

people in Europe might decide to set up BGs - state-run economies - as the best way 

to reconstruct their countries. Truman convinced US Congress to provide enormous 

economic aid to resurrect the European BB economies. This was later called "The 

Marshall Plan" and Marshall received the Nobel Peace Prize for it.  Marshall was 

named Secretary of State in 1947.  In this role, on June 5 1947 at a speech at Harvard 

University; he explained the U.S aid to European recovery:  

"Our policy is directed not against any country or doctrine but against hunger, 

poverty, desperation, and chaos. Its purpose should be the revival of a working 

economy in the world so as to permit the emergence of political and social conditions 

in which free institutions can exist."      

By "doctrine" he meant Communism and the term "Free institutions" is the American 

euphemism for "BB economy". The European Recovery Plan, known as the "Marshall 

Plan", helped rebuild Europe's BB economies.  What motivated the "Marshall Plan" 

was the US BB fear that Europeans would set up their own BG with socialized 

economies.  Marshall estimated that the hardships of WW2 caused by BB economies 

and people's mistrust of politicians and businessmen, who had caused it and exploited 

it, might motivate many Europeans to set up BGs with socialized economies. US 

foreign policy since Lenin's revolution was committed to prevent this. From 1917 
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onwards BB and all governments of USA, Britain, and France acted against Lenin's 

BG and its state-owned economy. In 1935 they allowed Hitler to resurrect the German 

army hoping he would use it against the USSR.  In 1938 they agreed to Hitler's 

annexation of part of Czechoslovakia hoping this would start a war between him and 

the USSR. They told Hitler they would not honour their pact with Czechoslovakia, 

but did not inform Stalin, hoping he would honour his pact with Czechoslovakia and 

get into war with Hitler.  After WW2 the US sent aid to war-ravaged Europe to 

prevent creation of socialized economies there. This was the continuation of BB's pre-

WW2 policy to prevent the emergence of more BGs. 

War in Europe ended on May 8, 1945 but war against Japan went on.  The US began 

to bomb Japan.   On March 9, 1945, the US bombed Tokyo killing 100,000 civilians. 

In February 1945 Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill met in Yalta, in the Crimea, and 

agreed that the USSR would join the war against Japan on land in Manchuria three 

months after Germanyôs defeat. This gave the USSR time to move troops from 

Germany to Japan. Germany surrendered on May 8, 1945, so the date for the USSR's 

entry to war against Japan was to be August 8, 1945, which it kept exactly to the day. 

Churchill called this:"...another example of the fidelity and punctuality with which 

Marshal Stalin and his valiant armies always kept their military engagements."         

                                                                    (Winston Churchill, House of Commons.) 

Truman wanted Japan to surrender only to USA as surrender to the USSR would grant 

the USSR rights in Japan. US Generals wanted to see the damage nuclear bombs 

cause real cities. They needed a city that was not bombed by conventional bombs.  

Hiroshima was such a city, so it was selected for the "experiment" on August 6, 1945. 

Was the dropping of atomic bombs on Japan a military necessity? 

" Based on a detailed investigation of all the facts, and supported by the testimony of 

the surviving Japanese leaders involved, it is the Survey's opinion that certainly prior 

to 31 December 1945, and in all probability prior to 1 November 1945, Japan would 

have surrendered even if the atomic bombs had not been dropped, even if Russia had 

not entered the war, and even if no invasion had been planned or contemplated.." 

(US Strategic Bombing Survey 4, "Summary Report on the Pacific War" (Washington 

D.C.  1.July 1946)      Thomas K. Finletter, Chairman of US Air Policy Council, said: 

" There was not enough time between 16 July when we saw at New Mexico that the 

atom bomb works, and 8 August, the Russian deadline date, for us to have set up the 

very complicated machinery of a test atomic bombing involving time-consuming 
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problems of area preparations, etc... No, any test would have been impossible if the 

purpose was to knock Japan out before Russia came in - or at least before Russia 

could do anything other than a token of participation prior to a Japanese collapse."                  

                                                    ("Saturday Review of Literature" 15.6.1946).  

Leo Szilard, the physicist who discovered the nuclear chain-reaction that made the 

bomb possible and later drafted Einstein's letter to president Roosevelt that initiated 

work on the bomb, met with Secretary of State Byrnes in 1945.  In an interview with 

three of the top scientists in the Manhattan Project early in June, Mr. Byrnes did not, 

according to Leo Szilard, argue that the bomb was needed to defeat Japan, but rather 

that it should be dropped to "make Russia more manageable in Europe."  

                                        (Szilard, "A personal history of the atomic bomb" p. 14-15) 

 Japan was effectively defeated and had already offered to surrender. The Japanese 

had asked the Soviet Union to mediate in peace negotiations discussing surrender 

terms as early as March 1945. Truman decided at the beginning of July 1945 to drop 

the atom bomb on Japan and Japan's offer of surrender on July 22, 1945 was rejected. 

British Prime Minister Clement Attlee said: "...The decision to use the atomic weapon 

against Japan was taken at the beginning of July, 1945. The first atomic bomb was 

dropped on August 6 and the offer of peace made by Japan on July 22 was not 

accepted till August 10.       ("News Chronicle", Dec 5, 1946.) 

Why didn't the US respond to Japan's offer to surrender made on July 22? 

The US was informed again, on July 28 at the Potsdam Conference, before the bomb 

was used, that Japan was prepared to surrender: Stalin: "I want to inform you that we, 

the Russian delegation, have received a new proposal from Japan - it is offering to 

cooperate with us. We intend to reply to them in the same spirit as last time."  

Truman: "We do not object."  Attlee: "We agree."  (Protocol of the Potsdam 

Conference, July 28, 1945.)          But the US did not respond to this offer either. 

Joseph Rotblat, A Physicist who worked on the nuclear bomb in the "Manhattan 

Project" in Los-Alamos, told the London "Times": "In March 1944 I experienced a 

disagreeable shock.   In a casual conversation, General Leslie Groves, the head of the 

Manhattan Project, said, "You realize, of course, that the real purpose of making the 

bomb is to subdue our chief enemy, the Russians!". Until then I thought that our work 

was to prevent a Nazi victory."   ("The Times" July 17 1985.)  

Building A-bombs began in 1942 to face a possibility that Hitler might build them.   

When Groves spoke, the USSR was an ally of USA fighting against Germany.  

On hearing Grovesô comment Rotblat resigned from the "Manhattan Project". 




