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Preface This essay attempts to describe and analyse the role 
and outlook of the Soviet trade unions, the various 
phases of their evolution since the Bolshevik upheaval 

of 1917, and the functions they have performed in the planned 
economy of the U.S.S.R. It also attempts to explain to what 
extent the Soviet trade unions defend or fail to defend the 
interests of their members vis-d^vis the employer-State and in 

what relation they stand towards the Communist Party. 
The material for this monograph has been drawn mainly 

from Russian sources such as the verbatim reports of the Con¬ 

gresses of Soviet Trade Unions and of the Communist Party, 
the Russian trade union press, and the decrees and resolutions 
of Government and party bearing on labour policy. The view¬ 

points expressed by oppositions of every shade arc discussed 
here alongside the official Soviet attitudes. Soviet literature on 
this subject provided a wealth of information throughout the 

first decade or so after the revolution, when trade unionism 
was often the subject of dramatic controversy inside the 
Bolshevik Party, although even then the facts and data 

published were not always reliable. Since the late nineteen- 
twenties, however, the sources of information have been pro¬ 

gressively drying up. The monolithic nature of the regime has 
precluded any frank and honest discussion of this as of most 
other issues. Stalinist orthodoxy, propagandist distortion, and 

habitual secrecy have combined to surround even so utterly 
prosaic an institution as the trade unions with a thick web of 

legend and myth. 
TTus web, however, has every now and then been brushed 

aside for a moment by the rude fist of administrative <Mr 

economic necessity, which has compelled Government and 
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party to issue decrees, instructions, or orders regulating the 
work of the trade unions, These decrees and instructions, 
especially when they are read and analysed in the light of 
preceding controversies, those that took place in the nineteen- 
twenties, help the student to obtain a picture of the real 
structure and functions of the trade unions. 

The limitations of the source materials that are available 
make it impossible at present to attempt a comprehensive 
history of Soviet trade unions. This monograph does not 
pretend to offer a systematic historical narrative. The docu¬ 
mentation is enough to enable us to record and analyse the 
crucial features of the trade unions and to define their place 
in Soviet labour policy. From, this description and analysis 
the reader should be able to gauge to what extent the Soviet 
trade unions have developed away from, not only the patterns 
of trade unionism outside the U.S.S.R., but also from the 
standards once set for it by the Bolshevik leaders themselves. 
This ‘deviation’ has reflected more than the arbitrary whims 
of the leaders, even though there has been no lack of arbitrary 
decisions and practices. The functions of Soviet ‘trade 
unionism’ have been organically connected with the peculiar 
type of planned economy which has grown up, or has been 
built up, in the economically primitive and socially backward 
environment of the Soviet Union since the late nineteen- 
twenties. Oitly in the context of that economy and that 
environment can the strange evolution of the trade unions 
be understood. The author has therefore been compelled 
occasionally to stray away, at least seemingly, from his proper 
topic into the vast field of general Soviet economics, but he 
has tried to limit such excursions to the minimum consistent 
with the nature of the subject and its understanding. 

A few words of explanation are perhaps needed about the 
manner in which the various phases of Soviet trade uniommci 
have been treated. The trends that came to light in the early 
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years of the Soviet regime are discussed in greater detail than 
subsequent developments, so that the reader may get the 
impression of a certain chronological incongruity. Unfor¬ 
tunately, this could not be avoided. It is not only that the 
documentation on the early years is more abundant; those 
years were also in every sense the formative period of Soviet 
trade unionism. It was then that conflicting theories of labour 
policy and conceptions of trade unionism openly clashed in 
public debate. Some of those theories and conceptions were 
very shrewd, if not fully conscious, anticipations of the present 
condition of Soviet trade unionism. In later years the whole 
issue was drowned in floods of dull, uninformative propa¬ 
ganda. Thus, the stormy trade union debates of 1921-2 
still tell us much more about the principle underlying the 
present outlook of the trade unions than do the reports of 
their most recent Congress, that of April 1949. It is therefore 
proper to keep the searchlight closer and longer on some 
nearly forgotten but still highly instructive episodes than on a 
recent event from which we can learn very little. Incidentally, 
the full significance of the early formative phases of Soviet 
trade unionism has become apparent only in the light of 
much later developments; and so far it has not been critically 
analysed in that light either in the Soviet Union or elsewhere. 
For these reasons, chronological balance has up to a point 
been sacrificed to the analytical purpose of this study. 

I should like to express my thanks to the research and 
library staff of the Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
and especially to Mrs Jane Degras and Mrs Margaret Dewar, 
who have read my manuscript and have offered their helpful 
criticisms. 

IX 





1 
Trade Unions under Tsardom ONE of the striking featiires of the Russian labour move¬ 

ment before the revolution of 1917 was the relative 
insignificance of the trade unions. In part, this was 

due to the fact that Russian industry was still very young and 
that the mass of industrial workers consisted of recently prole- 
tarianized peasants. The trade unions of western Europe had 
behind them the long tradition of medieval guilds, whose 
descendants in a sense they were. No such tradition existed in 

Russia. More important still, up to the beginning of thb 
century trade union organization was as strictly prohibited 
and persecuted by tsardom as was any form of political oppo¬ 
sition. In suppressing trade unionism, tsardom unwittingly 
put a premium upon revolutionary political organization.^ 
Only the most politically-minded workers, those prepared to 
pay for their conviction with prison and exile, could be willing 
to join trade unions in these circumstances. But those who 
were already so politically-minded were, naturally enough, 
more attracted by political organizations. The broader and 
more inert mass of workers, who were inclined to shun politics 

but would have readily joined trade unions, were not only 
prevented from forming unions but were also gradually ac¬ 
customed to look for leadership to the clandestine political 

parties. ‘The most characteristic feature in the history of our 
Trade Unions,* says Stalin, % that they have emerged, de¬ 
veloped and grown strong only after the party, around the 

^ In 1902 Col Zubatov, chief of the Moscow political police, spoored 
dosely-iupervised trade unions designed to com^te with the revolutionary 
organizationi. These police-sponsored trade unions were no substitute for 
real ones; and they were soon infiltrated by the revoludonaries. 

I 
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party and in friendship with the party.’ This view, somewhat 
ovcr-sknple, is, nevertheless, essentially correct. Whereas in 
Britain the Labour Party was created by the trade unions, the 
Russian trade unions from their beginning led their existence 
in the shadow of the political movement. Although sp>oradic 
economic associations of workers occurred as early as in the 
eighties and even seventies of the last century, it is, broadly 
speaking, true that the political organization, more specifical¬ 
ly the Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party, and not the 
trade unions, held the birthright in the Russian labour move¬ 
ment. 

LENIN ON TRADE UNIONS 

Revolutionary socialist politics did not, however, gain 
ascendancy over the economic movement without some 
struggle. In 1899 a group of socialists, who were soon labelled 
‘Economists’, set out to dispute the supremacy of revolution¬ 
ary politics. For a short time they did so with some success; 
they foimd strong support even among underground circles 
of socialists. But their success was shortlived. By 1903, when 
the Social Democratic Party held its second Congress, at 
which it split into Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, the influence 
of the ‘Economists* had already waned. Among the Social 
Democrats who preached the primacy of revolutionary 
politics, the young Lenin played a Very prominent role. In 
his polemical writings against the ‘Economists’ he first 
developed his views on trade unionism, views which he was 
to hold, in almost unmodified form, up to 1917. Even after 
1917 his approach to trade unions was in the main governed 
by the broad view of the inter-relationship of economics and 
politics, class, party and trade unions, which he had esqpressed 
in those early polemics. It is therefore worthwhile briefly to 
survey Lenin’s ideas on the subject; 

When... the fint Internationa] was formed, the question of the signi¬ 
ficance of the Trade Umons and of the workers* economic struggle was 
raised at its first Congress in Geneva in t866. The resolutiem of that Con- 

2 
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gress underlined with precision the significance of the economic struggle, 
warning socialists and workers, on the one hand, against overrating its 
importance (which was characteristic for the English workers at that time) 
and, on the other, against underrating it (which was characteristic for the 
French and the Germans, especially the followers of Lassalle). The resolu* 
tion recognized that Trade Unions were not only legitimate but necessary 
as long as capitalism existed; it recognized them to be extremely important 
in the organization of the working class in its daily struggle against capital 
and for the abolition of wage labour. The resolution also stated that Trade 
Unions ought not to pay their attention exclusively to ‘the direct struggle 
against capital*, that they ought not to keep aloof from the political and 
social movement of the working class. They ought not to pursue ‘narrow* 
objectives, but they ought to strive for the general emancipation of the 
oppressed millions of the working people. . . The conviction that the 
single class struggle ought necessarily to unite the political and the econo* 
mic struggle has become part and parcel of the international social 
democratic outlook.^ 

The attitude of the ‘Economists’ was by no means uniform 
or clear-cut. Some of them were opposed to the creation of a 
political Social Democratic Party; others merely urged the 
party, then in its first formative period, to base its policy 
exclusively or primarily on the innimediate economic interests 
of the workers. Against this Lenin argued that (a) the party 
should, of course, base its activity inter alia on the workers’ 
immediate economic interests, and {b) that those interests 
formed a highly inadequate basis for the party’s policy as a 
whole; 

For the socialist the economic struggle serves as the basis for the organi¬ 
zation of workers in a revolutionary party, for the consolidation and 
development of the class struggle against the whole capitalist system. But 
if the economic struggle is regarded as something self-sufiicient, then there 
is nothing socialist in it. And in the experience of all European countries 
we have had many not only socialist but also anti-socialist Trade Unions. 

*To assist in die economic struggle the proletariat* [this was what the 
'Economists* wanted]—^is the job of the bourgeois politician. The task of 
the socialist is to make the economic struggle of the workers assist the 
socialist movement and contribute to the success of the revolutionary 
socialist party.* 

Tlie entire I^ninist conception of proletarian class struggle 
* Lenin, Sockttmm (Works), 4th ed. (Moscow, in progress), nr, 158-^ 
• ibid. IV, ayo. 
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was implied in this deliberately paradoxical epigram. Lenin 
saw the working class as a heterogeneous mass consisting of 
the most diverse elements and representing the most diverse 
levels of ‘class-consciousness’. Various groups of workers are 
immediately interested merely in securing their own, narrow, 
material advantage. They may try to secure it against the 
interests of other groups of workers, an attitude characteristic 
of craft trade unionism. Other groups may try to secure im¬ 
mediate advantages at the expense even of their own long¬ 
term interests. Sections of the working class thus try to assert 
themselves against the rest of the class; and at times even the 
whole working class sacrifices its collective and permanent 
interests for the sake of meretricious and transitory benefits. 
It was true in Lenin’s view, as Marx had pointed out, that 
modern industry tended to organize the proletariat for class 
struggle, to shape its collective mind and to discipline its will; 
but it was ako true that the unity of the working class was 
being constantly disrupted by centrifugal forces, that its class 
consciousness was constantly disintegrating, and that its col¬ 
lective will was being dissipated in the pursuit of the most 
diverse and contradictory objectives. 

This dialectical contradiction between the unifying and the 
disruptive tendencies formed the background against which 
Lenin viewed the respective roles of various labour organiza¬ 
tions, and analysed the relative antagonism between trade 
unionism and political socialism. It was the peculiar task of 
the Socialist (and later of the Communist) Party to unify the 
proletariat for the pursuit of its corporate and permanent 
interest—^the overthrow of capitalism and the establishment 
of socialism. To this objective the party had to subordinate 
the sectional or temporary interests of the working class. It 
was, on the other hand, inherent in trade unionism that it 
should devote its energy to the workers’ sectional and tem¬ 
porary advantages. 

4 
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From this fundamental difference in the functions of trade 
union and party followed the profound differences in the out¬ 
look and structure of the two organizations. The trade union 
tended to embrace the bulk of the working class. It was a mass 
organization par excellence. The party, on the other hand, 
ought to embrace only the most advanced, class conscious, 
and disciplined elements of the class. It was, or should be an 
Slite organization, for only such an ilite^ closely-knit and politi¬ 
cally-trained, could be the unifying and leading factor in the 
life of the working class. In this sense the Socialist Party 
was the ‘vanguard of the proletariat*. 

By definition the party embraced only a minority, perhaps 
a very small one, of the working class. It would be contrary 
to its nature and functions for it to try to embrace the majority 
—this would mean that the dlite of the class had become 
‘dissolved’ in the amorphous mass. It was only in 1903, when 
the Russian Social Democracy split into Bolsheviks and 
Mensheviks, that Lenin dotted the i’s and crossed the t’s of 
this theory, but he expounded its essential tenets even in the 
earlier years. 

At first sight this conception resembled various older 
theories of‘active minorities’ or groups of revolutionary initia¬ 
tive, of which Blanquism had been the best known. Lenin 
was, indeed, charged with following in the footsteps of Blanqui 
and expounded the idea of a revolution accomplished by a 
small minority. The resemblance, he replied, was superficial. 
Blanqui believed in revolution accomplished by a conspira¬ 
torial Aite^ without the participation, and regardless of the 
attitude, of the majority of the nation. Not so Lenin. His 
Hite or the proletarian vanguard, organized in the party, was 
not called upon to make the revolution by itself. Its task was 
to persuade, prepare, and organize the vast majority of the 
nation for the upheaval. Socialist revolution could win and 
succeed only if it was approved and supported by the majority; 
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but that majority had to be enlightened and guided by a 
class-conscious Marxist minority. In periods of reaction or 
slow social development the party might be isolated from the 
working class. But in the process of revolution it would assume 
the actual leadership of the broadest masses of the working 
people. 

In the light of this theory, the relationship between party 
and trade unions could not be free from some dualism. The 
Marxist vanguard must not turn its back upon the trade 
unions. Since its purpose was to influence and lead the mass of 
the workers, it had, on the contrary, to turn to the trade 
unions, in which that mass was organized; but it could turn 
to them only in the sense in which the leader turns to the led. 
In no circumstances could it place itself on an equal footing 
with the trade unions—this would amount to a renunciation 
of its own peculiar mission. It was the task of the party to see 
to it that the struggle for ‘bread and butter’, led by the trade 
unions, should not deflect the workers from, but that it should 
prepare them for the revolutionary transformation of society. 
As long as the trade unions were willing to be guided along 
that path, their role was, from the party’s viewpoint, pro¬ 
gressive. As soon, however, as they proclaimed their ‘neu¬ 
trality’ in politics, or, what was worse, the primacy of their 
narrowly economic pursuits, the party inevitably came in 
conflict with them, for the trade unions were now in fact 
reconciling themselves with the existing social order. From 
the Marxist viewpoint, their struggle for ‘bread and butter’ 
could, anyhow, not be effective in the long run, for even if 
they succeeded in obtaining higher wages or better labour 
conditions for their workers, the share of the working class 
in the national income was in the longer run bound to decline 
as long as capitalism existed. 

Social Democracy [wrote Lenin in the first issue of Mrs in December 
1900] represents the unification the [labour] movement with todaltim* 
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Its task is not to serve passively the labour movement.«. but to represent 
the interests of the movement as a whole, to put before that movement its 
final objective.. . Severed from Social Democracy, the labour movement 
grows insignificant and inevitably acquires a bourgeois outlook; waging 
the economic struggle only, the working class loses its political indepen¬ 
dence, becomes an appendage to other parties and betrays the high 
principle that ‘the emancipation of the workers should be achieved by the 
workers themselves*. In all countries there was a time when the labour 
movement and socialism existed separately and moved along separate 
roads—and in all countries this divorce led to the weakness of socialism 
and of the labour movement alike. . 

When one of Lenin’s opponents argued that Social De¬ 
mocracy should give up pure politics and try to lend a politi¬ 
cal character to the economic struggle (this was another shade 
of‘Economism’), Lenin replied: 

The economic struggle is a collective struggle of the workers against their 
employers for better terms in the sale of their labour power, for better conditions 
of life and labour. This is inevitably a Trade Union struggle, because the 
conditions of labour differ greatly from trade to trade. . . ‘To lend a 
political character to the economic struggle* means consequently to strive 
for the realization of these same Trade Union demands . . . ‘by way of 
legislative and administrative measures*... This exactly is what all Trade 
Unions have been and are doing. Look into the work of the solid scholars 
(and solid opportunists) Mr and Mrs Webb, and you will see that the 
English Trade Unions have long since recognized ... the task of‘lending a 
political character to the economic struggle’ . . . Thus behind this pom¬ 

pous phrase . . . there is in fact the customary attempt to lower Social 
Democratic policy to the level of Trade Unionism! ... 

Revolutionary Social Democracy has always included and still includes 
the fight for reforms in its activities. But it makes use of 'economic* agita¬ 
tion in order to confront the government not only with demands for ail 

sorts of measures, but also (and primarily) with the demand that this 
government cease to be an autocracy. . . In a word, Social Democracy 
subordinates the struggle for reforms to the revolutionary struggle for 
freedom and sodaltsm in the same way in which any part is subordinate 

to the whole.* 

In this same polemic Lenin emphasized another crucial 
difference between party and trade unions. The trade union 
is strictly a woricers’ oi:ganization» whereas the party concerns 

* Lenin, Sochinma, iv, 543. • ibid, v, 474-^6. 
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itsdf with the condition of all social classes. The central figure 
in the Social Democratic Party is not and should not be the 
man with the outlook of a trade union secretary but the 
tribune of the people. 

. . . the ‘Economists* always lapse from Social Democracy back into 
Trade Unionism.^ The political struggle waged by Social Democrats is far 
more extensive and complex than the economic struggle of the workers 
against the employers and the government. Similarly, the organization 
of a Revolutionary Social Democratic Party must inevitably ^ffer from 
the organizations of the workers for economic struggle. A workers* organi¬ 
zation must in the first place be a trade organization; secondly, it must 
be as wide as possible; and, thirdly, there must be as little clandestinity 
about it as possible. (Here and farther I have, of course, only autocratic 
Russia in mind.) On the contrary, the organization of revolutionaries 
ought to embrace first of all and mainly people for whom their revolution¬ 
ary activity is their [main] occupation.. . In view of this common charac¬ 
teristic of the members of such an organization, every distinctian between 
workers and intellectuals ought to vanish^ not to speak of distinctions between 
occupations . . .* 

TRADE UNIONS IN THE I9O5 REVOLUTION AND AFTER 

The supremacy of revolutionary politics over trade union¬ 
ism became apparent in the first Russian revolution of 1905. 
The tsarist autocracy was greatly weakened; and the trade 
unions, for the first time enjoying full freedom of organization, 
gained considerable membership. Nevertheless, their role in 
the turbulent strike movement of that year was only secon¬ 
dary. In St Petersburg, the capital and the centre of the 
revolution, they were completdy overshadowed by a new 
institution that had spontaneously sprung into being—^the 
Council of Workers’ Delegates, the first Soviet in history. So, 
incidentally, were also the political parties, some of which, 

^ Lenin uses the English expression *trade unionism’ in the Russian 
text to denote the negative aspects of the trade unionist’s attitude. In this 
pdorative sense the English expression has ever since been used by Russian 
Bwhevik writers. 

* Lenin, SoMmia, v, 421-2. 
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especially the Bolsheviks, were at first vaguely opposed to the 
Soviet. It was this Council of Workers’ Delegates that actually 
inspired the great general strike of November 1905, which, 
together with the December rising in Moscow, marked the 
culmination of the revolution. Even the campaign for the 
eight hours’ day was proclaimed primarily by the Soviet. 

The auxiliary role of the trade unions was emphasized in a 
resolution adopted by the Fourth Congress of the Russian 
Social Democratic Workers’ Party (April and May 1906), at 
which Bolsheviks and Mensheviks reunited into a single 
party. The resolution stated that ‘in the atmosphere of a 
revolutionary epoch the trade unions, apart from defending 
the economic interests of the workers, draw the working class 
into direct political struggle and assist in its broad organiza¬ 
tion and political unification.’^ The Congress obliged all 
members of the party to join trade unions and participate in 
their work; but, curiously enough, it pronounced itself in 
favour of setting up ‘non-party’ trade unions. (This was the 
common view of Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, since the clause 
about the non-party character of the trade unions can be 
found in the Bolshevik motion which was not passed by the 
Congress.) At the same time the Congress rejected any notion 
of political neutrality of the unions. 

A comparison between the resolution passed by the Con¬ 
gress and the Bolshevik motion discloses one significant dif¬ 
ference. The Bolsheviks insisted that the party ought to do 
its utmost to secure its actual leadership in the non-party 
unions, whereas the general resolution spoke vaguely about 
the need for an ‘organic connexion’ between party and unions. 
The same Congress adopted a brief resolution against the 
division of the unions along the lines of nationality. The trade 
tmion ought to embrace workers regardless of nationality, 

^ KiT.P. (b) 0 Prqfstf^mzakh (All-Union Gonununist Party on Trade 
Unions) and ©d. (Moscow, 1940), pp. 12-13. 
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creed, race, etc. The difficulty which was to split the trade 
union movement in the Austro-Hungarian empire along the 
lines of nationality was from the beginning solved in an 
internationalist spirit in Russia. 

The relationship between party and trade unions under¬ 
went some change after 1906, in the years of counter¬ 
revolution, under the so-called regime of the 3 June. For quite 
a few years the political parties were wrecked and demoraliz¬ 
ed by defeat. The Mensheviks never succeeded in reconstitut¬ 
ing a solid clandestine organization; the Bolsheviks did so 
only slowly and with great difficulty. The regime of 3 June 
did not spare the trade unions either. Many unions were 
banned; their members were severely punished for participa¬ 
tion in strikes or other economic activity. But some trade 
unions were allowed to exist under close police supervision. 
This soon gave rise to hesitation in the ranks of the Social 
Democratic Party. The so-called ‘Liquidators’ among the 
Mensheviks (those who were prepared to give up clandestine 
political organization altogether) were inclined to confine 
themselves to such forms of activity as were tolerated by the 
Government. They were consequently ready to accept virtu¬ 
ally non-political trade unions. At the London Congress of 
the party, in 1907, an attempt was made to revise the party’s 
attitude towards trade unions. A motion^ tabled at the Con¬ 
gress stated that ‘the premature establishment of an organiza¬ 
tional connexion [between the Social Democratic Party and 
the Trade Unions] may result... in separation and aliena¬ 
tion between the political and the economic organizations of 
the proletariat ... on the other hand, as experience has 
shown, the Trade Unions which are neutral the 
parties have, in the overwhelming majority of cases, adhered 
to a class policy and have not held aloof from the general 

^ F.iLP. (b) n Rezfdvtsiyakh (Resolutions of the AQ-Unioii Connnuaist 
Party) 5th (Moscow, 1936), i, pp* 116-17. 
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proletarian movement.’ The practical conclusion was that 
the Social Democrats should give up their aspiration to lead 
the trade unions wherever their insistence on this threatened 
to weaken the unions. This attempt to revise the party’s 
attitude brought forth a sharp protest from Lenin. The 
Congress was unable to reach a conclusion; and the four 
resolutions on the matter submitted to the Congress were not 
put to the vote. 

Soon afterwards, the joint Bolshevik-Menshevik Central 
Committee of the party restated its attitude in a manner 
which, on the whole, conformed with Lenin’s attitude. The 
idea of neutral trade unions was once again ruled out of court. 
The party was, on the other hand, warned that it should not 
try to impose itself upon the unions; it should rather secure 
its influence by way of solid propaganda and organization; 
and it should exercise that influence so as not to weaken the 
unity of the trade unionists in their economic struggle. Ac¬ 
knowledging that the Government of the 3 June had succeed¬ 
ed in routing many or most of the trade unions, the Central 
Committee pointed out that this was due to the fact that the 
unions had failed to build up strong nuclei within the factories 
and the workshops. To withstand further repression they 
should be firmly anchored in the factories and workshops. 
The Social Democratic Party, on the other hand, ought to 
form its own nuclei within those wider trade union nuclei in 
the factories, ‘ 

This resolution, endorsed by both Bolsheviks and Men¬ 
sheviks in February 1908, suggested the pattern for the so- 
called ‘fractions’ and cells which later were to become 
characteristic for the Communist method of organization. At 
the bottom of the organizational pyramid there is the broad 
mass of workers, many of than inert or backward; the more 
advanced or active part of that mass is organized in trade 

* V,K*P, (b) 0 Pmfsoyuzai^, pp. 30-1. 
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unions and leads the rest, especially in times of economic 
conflict with employers and or with the Gk>vemment; within 
the trade union the most politically-minded and organized 
elements form the party cell, which should, thanks to its moral 
authority, superior experience and skill, guide the trade 
unions directly or indirectly; the activities of the party cells 
in their turn are guided and co-ordinated, directly or indirect¬ 
ly, by the leadership of the party. Thus the leadership of the 
party should be able to exercise—through a whole series of 
intermediate links—its influence upon the broadest masses. 
(At a later period the trade unions were to be called the 
‘transmission belts’ between the party and the main body of 
the working class.) 

In subsequent years this scheme of organization could not 
be put into operation on any wide scale. The labour move¬ 
ment was in a state of depression until roughly 1912, when 
a political revival manifested itself in many strikes. This 
revival was for a time interrupted by the outbreak of the 
First World War. 

13 



Trade Unions and the Revolution The effect of the revolution which took place in Feb¬ 
ruary 1917 was in one way similar to that of the revolu¬ 
tion of 1905: the newly-won political freedom favoured 

the rapid growth of the trade unions. In 1905 the trade 
unions counted 250,000 members. During the first months of 
1917 their membership rose from a few scores of thousands 
to I • 5 million. These numbers reflected the general urge of 
workers to use the newly-won freedom of organization. 

The practical role of the trade unions in the revolution did 
not, however, correspond to their numerical strength. It was 
even less significant than in 1905. For one thing, in 1917 
strikes never assumed the scale and power they had in 1905. 
The economic ruin of Russia, the galloping inflation, the 
scarcity of consumers’ goods, and so on, made normal ‘bread 
and butter’ struggle look unreal. In addition, the threat of 
mobilization hung over would-be strikers. The working class 
was in no mood to strive for limited economic advantages 
and partial reforms. The entire social order of Russia was at 
stake. Even more than in 1905 the trade unions were now 
overshadowed by the Soviets, and at no significant turn of the 
revolution did they come to the fore. 

As in all labour organizations, so in the unions the extreme 
and the moderate parties—^Bolsheviks, Mensheviks, and Social 
Revolutionaries—confronted one another in a ceaseless and 

intense struggle for influence. At first the trade unions, like 
the Soviets, were dominated by the Mensheviks, who 
nominally favoured the trade unions* political neutrality. On 
behalf of the Labour Ministry of the Kerensky Government, 
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Maisky (the future Soviet ambassador in London, then still 
a Menshevik) claimed to guide the trade unions in this 
spirit.^ The claim was not very strongly based on the facts: 
under Menshevik leadership the trade unions supported the 
Kerensky Government and his war policy. The Menshevik 
advocacy of neutrality was mainly a form of their opposition 
to the growth of Bolshevik influence in the trade unions. 

As they were preparing for the seizure of power, Lenin 
and his followers tried to approach the trade unions from a 
new angle and to define their role in the Soviet system. The 
central economic idea which Lenin then expounded was 
‘workers* control’ over industry. This did not yet amount to 
wholesale socialization or nationalization of the economy. 
‘Workers’ control’ was to be a sort of dual control of em¬ 
ployers and workers over industry, a condominium in which 
the workers were to train themselves for future exclusive 
management and in which they were progressively to widen 
the sphere of their responsibility. Lenin did not envisage any 
prolonged collaboration between the classes; and his ‘workers’ 
control’ can therefore not be compared with, say, the Britbh 
joint production committees. ‘Workers’ control’, on the con¬ 
trary, provided the framework for the struggle between 
capitalists and workers in a transition |>criod, at the end of 
which the former were to be expropriated. The trade unions 
were expected to play their part in establishing ‘workers’ 
control’. 

A resolution of the Bolshevik Central Committee, passed 
some time before the October revolution, contained the 
following scheme of the control:* 

For such control it is necessary: (i) that in all important estabUshmenti 
there should be secured for the workers a majority of not less than three 

^ I. VsamsUskii Sjfezd Pfo/sojmzfiD (First All-Russian Congress of Trade 
Unions; Moscow, 1918), p. 10. 

* V»K,F, {b) 0 p. 6a. 
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quarters of all votes. It is thereby obligatory to draw into participation the 
industrialists who have not deserted their businesses and the educated 
technical and scientific personnel; (2) that the factory committees, the 
central and local Councils of Workers*, Peasants, and Soldiers* Delegates 
and the Trade Unions should obtain the right to participate in control, 
that all commercial books and bank accounts should be opened to them 
and all data obligatorily supplied to them; and (3) that representatives of 
all influential democratic and socialist parties should obtain the same 
rights. 

From these terms it is clear that the dual power of capitalists 
and workers in industry was designed to end in the complete 
elimination of the former—^very few capitalists could be ex¬ 
pected to reconcile themselves to a situation in which at 
least three-quarters of the controlling votes belonged to the 
workers. 

Another significant point is the order in which the various 
labour organizations participating in ‘workers* control’ were 
enumerated: the factory committees came first, then the 
Soviets, and only in the last instance the trade unions. This 
order corresponded to the actual importance which the three 
types of organization had in the economic upheaval, as 
distinct from the political revolution in which the Soviets 
came first. 

The factory committees constituted the most direct repre¬ 
sentation of the workers and employees of any factory and 
workshop. They were the primary and basic units of organiza¬ 
tion, much narrower tlum the trade unions or the Soviets, 
but of much greater weight in the establishment of workers’ 
control. The struggle for that control was waged within every 
factory or workshop of any significance, and its immediate 
purpose was control by the workers ‘on the spot’. At this 
stage the Bolsheviks appeared as adherents ofthe most extreme 
decentralization of economic power, which gave their 
Menshevik opponents the opportunity to charge them with 
abandoning Marxism in favour of anarchism. ActuaUy, Lenin 
and his followers remained firm upholders of the Marxist 

^5 



SOVIET TRADE UNIONS 

conception of the centralized State. Their immediate objec¬ 
tive, however, was not yet to set up the centralized proletarian 
dictatorship but to decentralize as much as possible the 
bourgeois State and the bourgeois economy. This was a 
necessary condition for the success of the revolution. In the 
economic field, therefore, the factory committee, the organ 
‘on the spot*, rather than the trade union, was the most 
potent and deadly instrument of upheaval. Thus the trade 
unions were relegated to the background not only by the 
Soviets but also by the factory committees. ^ 

Another body which stole the trade unions* thunder was 
the Workers’ Section of the Soviet. This consisted of those 
members of the Soviet who had been directly elected in 
factories and workshops. The Workers’ Section often held 

^ At the first All-Russian conference of factory committees which opened 
a few days before the October revolution, Schmidt, the future Commissar 
for Labour in Lenin’s Government, stated: ‘At the moment when the 
factory committees were formed the Trade Unions actually did not yet 
exist, and the factory committees filled the vacuum.’ Later on, after the 
trade unions gained in streng^, ‘control from below’ was exercised by the 
&ctory committees. (See Oktyabrskaya Revolutsiya i Fabzavkomy [The 
October Revolution and the Factory Committees] Moscow, 1927, n, 
188.) Another speaker stated at the conference: ‘. . . the growth of the 
influence of the factory committees has naturally occurred at the expense 
of centralized economic organizations of the working class such as the 
Trade Unions... This, of course, is a highly abnormal development which 
has in practice led to very undesirable results. . . .’ ibid. p. xgo. Against 
this an anarchist speaker argued: ‘The Trade Unions wish to devour the 
fisetory committees. There is no popular discontent with the factory com¬ 
mittees, but there is discontent with the Trade Unions... To the workers 
the Trade Union is a form of organization imposed from without. The 
factory committee is closer to them... Anarchists think that they should 
set up and develop the cells of future society. , . The factory committees 
are such cells of the future.. . They, not the state, will now administer.. .* 
ibid. p. 191. The anarchist influence in the factory committees was fairly 
strong at that time, but the antagonism between Bolshevism and anarchism 
was sdll largely hidden. In the first half of 1917 the Mensheviks, dominat¬ 
ing the trade unions, tried in vain to bring the factory committees tmder 
control. The Bolsheviks then juxtaposed the factory committees to the 
trade unions and so th^ had some common ground with the anarchists, 
ibid, p. X04. The Bolshevik attitude changed later in the year when, 
having gained the decisive influence in the trade unions, they sought to 
subi^dmate the fkcuary committees to the trade unimxs. 
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meetings and conferences independently of the Soviet as a 
whole and its decisions on matters of labour policy were 
accepted as authoritative by the workers. 

AFTER THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION 

This multiplicity of overlapping organizations gave rise to 
much confusion and friction soon after the October revolu¬ 
tion. Having assumed power, the Bolsheviks were anxious 
to bring some order out of the revolutionary chaos. The old 
machinery of the State had been crushed, and the economy of 
the country had lost any sign of coherence. Centralization of 
political power and of economic control was now indispen¬ 
sable if the newly-formed Soviet Government was to survive. 
At their first attempts at central control over industry, the 
Bolsheviks came into conflict with the factory committees, 
on which they had so strongly relied prior to the revolution. 

The anarchic characteristics of the committees made them¬ 
selves felt: every factory committee aspired to have the last 
and final say on all matters affecting the factory, its output, its 
stock of raw materials, its conditions of work, etc., and paid 
little or no attention to the needs of industry as a whole. A 
few weeks after the upheaval, the factory committees attempt¬ 
ed to form their own national organization which was to 
secure their virtual economic dictatorship. The Bolsheviks 
now called upon the trade unions to render a special service 
to the nascent Soviet State and to discipline the factory com¬ 
mittees. The unions came out firmly against the attempt of 
the factory committees to form a national organization of 
their own. They prevented the convocation of a planned All- 
Russian Congress of factory committees and demanded total 
subordination on the part of the committees. The committees, 
however, were too strong to surrender altogether. Towards 
the end of 1917 a compromise was reached, under which the 
factory committees accepted a new status: they were to form 
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the primary organizations upon which the trade unions based 
themselves; but by the same token they were, of course, in¬ 
corporated in the unions. Gradually they gave up the ambi¬ 
tion to act, either locally or nationally, in opposition to the 
trade unions or independently of them. The unions now 
became the main channels through which the Government 
was assuming effective control over industry. 

This was roughly the situation when the first All-Russian 
Congress of the Trade Unions assembled in Moscow in the 
second week of January 1918.^ The trade unions had asserted 
themselves against the factory committees, but in other re¬ 
spects their position had not been clearly defined. Not only 
did the spokesmen of the various parties—Bolsheviks, Men¬ 
sheviks, Social Revolutionaries and Anarchists—^advance 
conflicting views; but also within the ranks of Bolshevik 
trade unionists there was as yet little agreement on the 
principles of the new trade unionism. 

DEBATES AT THE FIRST TRADE UNION CONGRESS 

The issue before the Congress was in the words of Mikhail 
Tomsky, the leading Bolshevik trade unionist, whether ‘the 
trade unions should tie their fortunes to those of the Soviet 
government or whether they should remain independent 
organs of economic class struggle?’ Tomsky’s own answer was 
dear enough, if only general in character: 

Even before the October levolution the general condition of industry 
compelled the Trade Unions to give up strike action. . • Now, when the 
proletariat has assxuned the political and economic leadership of the 
country and removed the haurgeaisie from themanagement of industry, the 
struggle of the workers for the improvement of their portion has naturally 
had to take on new forms, the forms of an organized action, through the 
Trade Unions and through various regulating bodies, upon the economic 

^ This was the first fiiUy-fiedged Trade Union Ckmgress in the whole 
history of Russia. In 1905 and igo6 and then in the summer of 1917 
only conferences of active trade unionists but not of elected delegates tooa 
plai^« 
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policy of the working class as a whole. The sectional interests of groups of 
workers have had to be subordinated to the interests of the entire class. ^ 

Against this the Mensheviks advocated the independence 
of the trade unions. Their arg^ument was put briefly by 
Maisky: 

Comrades, although other views are now popular among many workers, 
we still think that our revolution remains, as we used to say, a bourgeois 
revolution, and that the Trade Unions have therefore to perform their 
customary jobs ... I suppose that capitalism will unfortunately very soon 
reassert itself with all its might and power. I think therefore that if 
capitalism remains intact, the tasks with which Trade Unions are con¬ 
fronted under capitalism remain unaltered as well.* 

This argument was in line with the traditional Menshevik 
view that the Russian revolution could not, because of 
Russia’s backward and more or less feudal outlook, be socialist 
in character, and that it could only usher in a bourgeois- 
democratic republic. What was implied in Maisky’s argu¬ 
ment was that if, contrary to the Menshevik forecast, the 
revolution should develop along socialist lines, then there was 
no reason for socialists to insist on the independence of the 
trade unions—their task would then be to assist the Govern¬ 
ment in the transformation of the economic and social system. 
In appearance at least, there was no diflFerence between the 
Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks on this crucial point. The role 
of the trade unions was seen by both to be secondary, and the 
discussion centred primarily on the prospects of the revolu¬ 
tion. 

A more sophisticated exposition of the Menshevik view was 
given at the Congress by Martov, the founder of the school, 
who also argued that Lenin’s experiment in socialism was 
utopian and bound to collapse. The trade unions, Martov 
concluded, should not be allowed to be involved in a fore¬ 
doomed experiment. To this characteristically Menshevik 

' See Tomb’s Preface to /. Vs§mssmkii Sjfez4 Pnifsqjmjonf. 
* /. Vstmsimn Sjujcd p. ii* 
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argument Martov added another point not necessarily con¬ 
nected with it: ‘In this historic situation this government can¬ 
not represent the working class only. It cannot but be a de 

facto administration connected with a heterogeneous mass of 
toiling people, with proletarian and non-proletarian elements 
alike. It cannot, therefore, conduct its economic policy along 
the lines of consistently and clearly expressed interests of the 
working class.’^ The trade unions, as exponents of the strictly 
proletarian interest, should reserve their freedom of action 
vis-d-vis the Government. Three years later, Lenin, while 
rejecting Martov’s general evaluation of the prospects of the 
revolution, was to repeat almost literally this part of Martov’s 
argument. For the time being, however, most Bolsheviks 
refused to accept it. Only a few of them, for instance Lozov¬ 
sky, the future leader of the Red Trade Union International 
(Profintem), and Ryazanov had their doubts. They argued 
that the socialist development of Russia would be possible 
only if socialist revolution won in western Europe as well and 
that, failing this, a capitalist restoration in Russia was 
probable—it was therefore dangerous for the working class to 
curtail the right of coalition: *. . . we, Marxists, should not 
conceal from ourselves,’ said Ryazanov, ‘that as long as the 
social revolution begun here has not merged with the social 
revolution of Europe and of the whole world , . . the Russian 
proletariat. . . must be on its guard and must not renounce 
a single one of its weapons ... it must maintain its Trade 
Union organization.’* In the light of this argument, too, the 
trade unions appeared to retain their usefulness mainly as a 
reserve weapon of the workers in case of counter-revolution. 
Under a socialist regime their usefulness appeared to be 
doubtful. 

The practical question, however, with which the CJongrcss 
was confronted was not how to provide against the contin- 

* ibid. p. 8o. * ibid. p. S7. 
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gencics of counter-revolution, but how to find for the trade 
unions a new place in the revolution. The question which 
Zinoviev, on behalf of the party, put before the Congress 
seemed to most delegates to admit one answer only: T ask 
you,’ said Zinoviev, ‘why and from whom do you need 
independence: from your own government. . . ? The Trade 
Unions have already issued decrees on requisitions and on 
many other measures of prime importance, decrees which are 
normally issued only by the state administration.’^ 

Thus, at this stage, the official Bolshevik view was that the 
trade unions should be subordinated to the Government, 
since they themselves acted as part of the administration. But 
did this mean that the trade unions should be completely 
absorbed by the administration, that they should be ‘stati- 
fied’?* If so, how were bodies which counted three million 
members* to be fitted in with the machinery of the new 
State? What was to be their relationship with the Soviets, 
that backbone of the new republic? Lozovsky described to 
the Congress the constant fi^iction between Soviets and trade 
unions that had developed in the few months since the 
revolution.* The Soviets demanded that the trade unions 
should take their orders from them. The All-Russian Central 
Council of Trade Unions (ACCTU) protested against this 
and impressed upon its branches that they did not come 
under the Soviets and that they should not allow the latter 
to interfere with the direction of the economic struggle. Al¬ 
though they accepted subordination to the Government as a 
matter of high policy, the Bolshevik trade unionists jealously 
guarded the prerogatives of their organization. At the same 
time the Central Council of the Trade Unions was gaining 
considerable influence inside the new governmental machine. 

‘ ibid. p. 75. 
* This IS a literal translation of the Russian word used throughout this 

controversy, for which there is no suitable English equivalent. 
* 1. VsmssHskH Jfyezd Prqfsqyuw^ p. 29. * ibid. p. 31 
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As Lozovsky told the Congress, ACCTU was, immediately 
after the revolution, accorded thirty-five scats, from one- 
fourth to one-third of all seats on the Central Executive Com¬ 
mittee of the Soviets, the highest legislative and executive 
body during the intervals between the All-Russian Congresses 
of the Soviets. ^ The trade unions were also invited to send 
their delegates to most of the other newly-formed govern¬ 
mental bodies. ACCTU was often prevented from accepting 
such invitations by shortage of personnel and it passed on 
the invitations to the central committees of particular trade 
unions. 

In spite of all this, Lozovsky objected to Zinoviev’s descrip¬ 
tion of trade unions as ‘organs of governmental power’: 

. . the Trade Unions would . . . lose very much. . . What 
would it mean for them to become “organs of state power*’? 
This would mean that the decisions of the Trade Unions 
would be carried out by compulsion .. . that they would not 
be connected with the .activity of the mass of productive 
workers.’* Coercion, Lozovsky went on, would take the place 
of spontaneous class solidarity. Under full socialism the 
statification of the trade unions would probably be justified, 
but Russia would become socialist only after the revolution 
had won in the west, and until then the trade unions should 
not allow themselves to be absorbed by the State.* This 
division between adherents and opponents of statification cut 
across normal party divisions: some Left Social Revolution¬ 
aries advocated the incorporation of the trade unions by the 
State more categorically than did the Bolsheviks.* 

The resolution adopted by the Congress reflected, at least 
in part, this conflict of views.* It rejected political neutrality 

^ ibid. p. 35. The Central Executive Committee of the Soviets consisted 
of 101 members in November 1917, immediately after the revolution. 
Through co-option and addition^ elections their number grew to too 
in the course 1918. 

* ibid. p. 97. * ibid. p. 197. *ibkL p. 128* * ibid. p. 364 If. 
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of the trade unions as a ‘bourgeois idea’, for ‘there is and there 
can be no neutrality in the great historic struggle between 
revolutionary socialism and its opponents’. The trade unions 
pledged their support to the Government in all essential 
matters: 

The centre of gravity of Trade Union work must now shift to the 
organizational-economic sphere . . . the Trade Unions ought to shoulder 
the main burden of organizing production and of rehabilitating the 
country’s shattered productive forces. Their most urgent tasks consist in 
their energetic participation in all central bodies called upon to regfulatc 
output, in the organization of workers’ control, registration and redistribu¬ 
tion of labour force, organization of exchange between town and country¬ 
side, in the most active participation in the demobilization of industry, 
in the struggle against sabotage and in enforcing the general obligation to 
work, and so on. 

The mere enumeration of these functions showed the trade 
unions as most important props of the new regime. Yet the 
Congress of the Trade Unions could not bring itself to declare 
that the trade unions would at once form part and parcel of 
the new administration—it spoke about their statification in 
vague and conditional terms: 

As they develop (v razvemutom vide) the Trade Unions should, in the 
process of the present socialist revolution, become organs of socialist 
power, and as such they should work in co-ordination with, and subordina¬ 
tion to other bodies in order to carry into effect the new principles... 

The Congress is convinced that in consequence of the foreshadowed 
process, the Trade Unions will inevitably become transformed into organs 
of the socialist state, and the participation ih the Trade Unions will for 
all people employed in any industry be their duty vis*d-^is the state. 

The resolution implied that in the nearest future the trade 
unions would be hybrid organizations, performing many 
vital functions for the State, but remaining outside the formal 
framework of the governmental machine. Two general prin¬ 
ciples seemed to have been accepted: (a) that in a socialist 
economy the State would completely incorporate the trade 
unions, and (b) that socialist economy was not yet in existence 
and the trade unions still had a role of their own to perform. 
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But the main specific questions concerning that role were left 
open. The Congress could not make up its mind, for instance, 
on whether the unions should continue to resort to strike 
action in defence of their members. A motion, tabled by 
Tsyperovich, a prominent Bolshevik trade unionist, which 
answered the question in the affirmative, was rejected. ^ On 
the other hand the Bolshevik Party with its fresh memories of 
its own pre-revolutionary activity was not ready to come out 
explicitly against strikes. 

A number of administrative functions (‘State-functions’ as 
Lenin put it) was transferred to the trade unions. A decree 
issued in December 1917 entrusted the unions with the ad¬ 
ministration of all social insurance schemes, even though this 
might as well have been the job of the newly-formed Com¬ 
missariat of Labour, which it indeed became somewhat later. 
The Commissariat of Labour and the trade unions over¬ 
lapped from the beginning, although Schmidt, the head of 
the Commissariat, was appointed on a proposal of the trade 
unions and was himself a trade unionist. 

The trade unions further formed ‘control-distributive com¬ 
missions’ whose task it was to exercise direct and indirect con¬ 
trol over industry, through so-called local control commis¬ 
sions elected by workers in the workshops. The control- 
distributive commissions were half elected by the factory 
control commissions and half appointed by the trade unions. 
At that time, we know, the Soviet Grovemment was not yet 
committed to immediate and wholesale socialization of in¬ 
dustry. But privately-owned factories were under workers’ 
control, which, since the relegation of the factory committees, 
was carrietl out by the control-distributive commissions of the 
trade unions. A resolution on this subject stated irUer alia* 
that ‘it was the task of workers’ control to put an end to auto¬ 
cracy in the economic field just as an end has been put to k 

^ ibid. p. 367. • ibid. pp. 369-7^. 
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in the political field.’ Industrial management by committee 
as opposed to individual management was still the character- 
isticially revolutionary feature of economic policy. 

All forms of economic organization were in utter flux, 
however; and so the prerogatives of the trade unions could 
not be clearly defined. More important still, the whole con¬ 
cept of workers’ control over industry (with private ownership 
still tolerated) was soon to be abandoned, under the pressure 
of civil war; and the trade unions had to adjust themselves 
to the needs of a new situation. 

TRADE UNIONS IN THE CIVIL WAR 

When civil war flared up in 1918 the Bolsheviks possessed 
little more than the rudiments of an administrative machine 
of their own. The old army had disintegrated and a new one 
had to be formed. No governmental organization existed 
capable of recruiting men for the Red Army and of insuring 
supplies. The Soviets were apparently not solid enough and 
the party itself was too small in numbers to cope with these 
tasks. The trade unions, whose nominal membership grew 
to 3 • 5 million in the first year of the fighting, transformed 
themselves into organs of civil war. It was mainly through 
them that the Government assessed and mobilized man¬ 
power. The Central Council of the trade unions issued weekly 
progress reports on this work, and most trade unions formed 
special supply services for the Red Army. As the civil war 
dragged on the trade unions called up and armed 50 per cent 
of their own members. 

The unions assumed an entirely new and enormous re¬ 
sponsibility when the Government, afraid that privately- 
owned industry would not work for the needs of the Red 
Army, speeded up the process of total sociaUzatiem, at first 
as a matter of military rather than of economic policy. 
Workers’ control, in the sense given to it in 1917, came to an 
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end. Unexpectedly for both the Bolshevik Party and the trade 
unions, the ‘State functions’ of the latter expanded with 
enormous rapidity, even though the administration of social 
insurance, at this stage more nominal than real anyhow, was 
transferred back from the trade unions to the Commissariat 
of Labour in December 1918. 

In line with this development the second All-Russian 
Congress of Trade Unions (January 1919) placed more 
emphasis than did its predecessor on the ‘State functions’ of 
unions. The Congress sanctioned the arrangements under 
which the unions had become at once military recruiting 
offices, supply services, punitive organs, and so on. Tomsky 
had no hesitation in stating: ‘At this moment when the Trade 
Unions regulate wages and conditions of labour, when the 
appointment of the Commissar for Labour, too, depends on 
our Congress, no strikes can take place in Soviet Russia.’^ 
Addressing the Congress, Lenin spoke about the ‘inevitable 
statification of the Trade Unions’ and illustrated his point 
by saying that a Supreme Council of National Economy had 
just been set up primarily by the trade unions to direct the 
entire economy of the republic. ‘It is not enough to proclaim 
the dictatorship of the proletariat... it is necessary that the 
Trade Unions merge with the organs of state power and that 
they take over the entire large scale economic construction.. 
It was possible to argue over the pace of the merger, and 
Lenin held it to be a mistake to try and effect it ‘at a single 
stroke’. But the general trend of the development was—in 
Lenin’s view—^beyond dispute.* 

It would, nevertheless, be wrong to describe Lenin at this 

‘ 2, Vsmssiiskii Syezd Prqfsoyuzov, p. 96. This change in the trade unions, 
even though it had been caused by the civil war, cud not fail to provoke 
ferment in the Bolshevik Party. At the second Trade Union Congress, 
Lozovsky, having left the party, spoke as an independent ‘internationalist’ 
against Bolshevik policy in (he unions (ibid. p. 37}. 

• ibid. pp. 31-se. 
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Stage as an advocate of statification tout court. His view on the 
new trade unions was part of a wider conception of the Soviet 
State. He saw the trade unions as being incorporated by the 
State; but at the same time he kept on expounding his ideas 
about the ‘withering away’ of the State. The State was 
gradually to cease to be a distinct administrative machine 
separated from, opposed to, and elevated above the people. 
Every shepherd, ‘every cook’ was to learn the business of 
government so that there should be no need for a special body 
of civil servants. The trade unions were to educate the mass 
of the workers in the arts of administration. ‘We must ever 
more broaden*, these were Lenin’s words, ‘the participation 
of the workers themselves in the direction of the economy . . . 
if we fail to convert the Trade Unions into organs educating 
the masses, on a scale ten times larger than at present, for the 
immediate participation in the direction of the state, then we 
shall not achieve our objective in building communism’.^ 

However, the ‘withering away’ of the State, for all the 
doctrinal importance attached to this i>oint, was a matter 
of the future, whereas the merger of trade unions and the 
administration was of urgent practical significance. But the 
implications of the merger were not clear. Were the trade 
unions to absorb the State or vice versa! So far this question 
had not even been posed: and the two variants of the merger 
were often confused. Sometimes the claim of the unions to 
dominate a particular branch of the administration was openly 
recognized, as in the case of the Commissariat of Labour. At 
the second Congress of the Trade Unions Schmidt thus 
described the relationship between his Commissariat and the 
trade unions: 

The role of the Ck>mmissariat . . . should be to give obligatory effect 
to the recommendations and plans worked out by the Trade Unions. 

^ ibid. p. 33. The same idea wets expressed ii) the debate by Ryazanov: 
‘But our id^ is not fiirther statification but the de-«tatifi^tion of the 
entire social life* (ibid. p. 39). 
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Moreover, not only must the Commissariat not interfere with the preroga¬ 
tives of the Unions, but even the organs of the Commissariat. . . should, 
as far as possible, be formed by the Trade Unions themselves. Here, at 
the centre, we act consistently upon this principle. Not only docs the All- 
Russian Central Council of the Trade Unions propose the candidate for 
the post of the People*s Commissar for Labour—the Trade Unions have 
also organized the entire leading team [Collegium] of the Commissariat.^ 

At this stage already a conflict that was to loom large in 
Soviet labour policy began to cast its shadow ahead. The 
Supreme Council of National Economy had begun to func¬ 
tion. This was the nucleus of the new economic administra¬ 
tion, gradually extending its control, through the so-called 
Glavkiy the managements of national industrial trusts, over 
the whole field of industry. The trade unions had to be re¬ 
organized so that their vertical structure should correspond 
to that of the industrial administration. The apparatus of the 
Supreme Council of National Economy was, as we know, 
set up in co-operation with the trade unions, but it soon 
acquired an identity of its own. More and more often the 
trade unions and the Supreme Council of National Economy 
(VSNKh) came into conflict. The VSNKh was inclined to 
regard the Unions as its auxiliaries, whereas at least some 
trade unionists held that the actual direction of industry was 
a prerogative of the unions. The conflict was aggravated when 
the VSNKh secured the co-operation of a number of techni¬ 
cal specialists and old-time economic administrators, upon 
whom inany trade unionists habitually looked with the 
utmost distrust. Here was clearly a great and dramatic con¬ 
flict in the making. 

*POINT five’ of the I919 PROGRAMME 

An attempt to give a new programmatic definition to the 
position of the trade unions was made by the Goinmunist 

^ ibid. p. 47. Tbe Gongras adopted a special resoiutioii urging dose 
co-operatioii between the provindal branches of the two bodies, kur in the 
provinces their relations had by no means been smooth. 
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Party at its eighth Congress, in March 1919, when the party 
discussed and adopted a new programme. 

In its ‘Economic Section’ (Point 5) the new programme of 
the party stated: 

The organizational apparatus of socialized industry ought to be based, 
in the first instance, on the Trade Unions. These ought progressively to 
free themselves from craft-like narrovmess and transform themselves into 
large associations based on production and embracing the majority of 
the toilers in any branch of industry.. . 

Participating already, in accordance with the laws of the Soviet 
Republic and established practice, in all local and central organs of 
industrial administration, the Trade Unions ought in the end actually to con” 
centrate in their hands all the administration of the entire national economy. . . The 
participation of the Trade Unions in economic management . . . consti¬ 
tutes also the chief means of the struggle against the bureaucratization of 
the economic apparatus. . . (My italics. I. D.)^ 

This paragraph, the famous Point 5 of the Party Pro¬ 
gramme, was to be invoked in later years by Bolshevik groups 
advocating the economic supremacy of the trade unions in 
the Soviet State. ‘Point 5’ was, in the interpretation of those 
groups, the Magna Charta of the new trade unionism. And 
indeed, the view that ‘the Trade Unions ought in the end 
actually to concentrate in their hands all the administration 
of the entire national economy’ savoured of syndicalism, to 
which the Bolshevik Party, as a whole, had always been 
opposed. Lenin and the other Bolshevik leaders would soon 
have to do a lot of explaining away in order to invalidate this 
promissory note \diich the party so solemnly and authorita¬ 
tively handed to the trade unions. In all probability, ‘Point 
5* was a ‘syndicalist’ slip committed by the Bolshevik leader¬ 
ship ^in a mood of genuine gratitude to the trade unions for 
the work performed by them in the civil war. The 1919 
Programme, however, contained also other clauses which 
may be said to have cancelled out ‘Point 5* and limited, at 
any ra||| for the immediate future, the prerogatives of the 

‘ V,K.P, (b) c Pmfsoyujtytkk, p. 95. 
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trade unions by making labour policy a responsibility of the 
Soviets as well as of the unions: 

Moreover, the Soviet government . . . has established in the Code of 
Labour Laws . . . the participation of labour organizations in the solution 
of problems of employment and release of labour. . . [it has established] 
state-regelated wages on the basis of tariffs worked out by Trade Unions 
. . . and organs for the assessment and distribution of the labour force, 
organs which arc attached to Soviets and Trade Unions and are obliged 
to provide work for the unemployed.^ 

Other points of the Programme also dealt with the role of 
the trade unions. ‘Point 6* stated: ‘The next task of the 
economic policy of the Soviet government is . . . maximum 
utilization of all available labour force, its correct distribution 
and redistribution as between various geographic areas and 
various branches of the national economy, a task which [the 
Soviets] can accomplish only in close co-operation with the 
Trade Unions.’ ‘Point 7’: ‘In view of the disintegration of 
capitalist organization of labour, the productive forces of the 
country can be rehabilitated and further developed and the 
socialist method of production can be enhanced only on the 
basis of comradely discipline among the toilers and of an 
utmost expansion of active citizenship [samod^atelnost], . 
‘The attainment of this objective requires stubborn and 
systematic work for the re-education of the masses, which 
has now been made easier because the working masses see 
that the capitalists, landlords, and merchants have in feet 
been eliminated. Through their own experience the masses 
arrive at the conviction that the standard of their well-being 
depends exclusively on their own disciplined work. In the 
creation of a new socialist discipline the main role falls to the 
Trade Unions. Abandoning old cliches .. • the Trade Unions 
ought to adopt and try out in practice •.. labour accountancy, 
norms of output, responsibility [of workers] before special 
comradely workers’ courts, etc.’ 

^ ibid. p. 102. 
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In ‘Point 8’ the Programme urged the unions to impress 
upon the workers the need to work with, and learn from 
bourgeois technicians and specialists and to overcome the 
‘ultra-radical’ distrust of the latter. The workers, it was 
stated, could not build socialism without going through a 
.period of apprenticeship to the bourgeois intelligentsia. On 
social policy the Programme stated inter alia\ ‘Striving for 
equality of remuneration for every kind of work, striving for 
full communism, the Soviet government cannot set itself the 
task of bringing about that equality now, immediately, when 
only the first steps are being made in the transition from 
capitalism to communism.’ Payment of high salaries and 
premiums to bourgeois specialists was therefore sanctioned. 
This was, according to an expression used by Lenin, the 
ransom which the young proletarian State had to pay 
the bourgeois-bred technicians and scientists for services 
with which it could not dispense. Wages to manual workers, 
however, were still regulated in a more or less egalitarian 
spirit.' 

Although the Programme and many other resolutions 
tried to clarify the position of the unions, the trade unions, 
the Supreme Coimcil of National Economy, the Commissariat 
of Labour, and the multiple organs of the Soviets continued 
to overlap and clash with one another. The more confused 
their mutual relations, the more strongly did the Communist 
Party insist on its own supreme control over all those bodies. 
This was exercised through the system of party cells inside 
the trade unions. 

The eighth conference of the party (December 1919) 
worked out a statute which defined rigidly the rights and 
prerogatives of the cells. ■ The general idea of the statute was 
not new—^it dated back to pre-revolutionary Bolshevik 
schemes of organization. What was new was the elaborate 

* ilad. pp. 95^102. • ibid. pp. 109-10. 
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detail of the scheme calculated to secure for the party a 
leading role in every organization. These were the main 
provisions: 

{a) Wherever at least three members of the party belonged 
to a trade union, they were obliged to form a cell {frakt^a— 
fraction) which was to take its orders from the corresponding 
regional or local party committee outside the trade union. 

(6) If, inside a trade union, members of the party formed a 
fairly large group their fraktsya elected a bureau which was 
in charge of the entire party work inside the union, 

(r) The fraktsya enjoyed autonomy vis-d-vis the party 
hierarchy in matters concerning the internal affairs of the 
fraktsya; but in case of a conflict between it and the party 
committee outside the trade union, the party committee had 
the last word. The party committee also had unrestricted 
right of appointment and dismissal: it could send any Com¬ 
munist, even if he was not a member of the trade union, to 
serve on the Communist fraktsya inside the trade union; and 
it could order any Communist to leave any office in the 
trade union to which he had been elected. 

(rf) The fraktsya proposed its candidates to trade union 
offices in agreement with the local, regional, or central com¬ 
mittee of the party. 

{i) The fraktsya, or its bureau, discussed and took prelimin¬ 
ary decisions on every issue which was expected to be placed 
on the agenda of any trade union body. Communist trade 
unionists were obliged to vote unanimously at the gen¬ 
eral meetings of the trade unions in accordance with de¬ 
cisions taken inside the fraktsya, but they were free to oppose 
those decisions during the preliminary discussion inside the 
fraktsya. 

This system ran through the entire structure of the trade 
unions, from factory committee at the bottom to central com¬ 
mittees of the trade unions and to the AU-Russian Central 
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Council of the Trade Unions at the top. ^ The Communist 
trade unionist was thus a Communist first and only then a 
trade unionist, and by his disciplined behaviour he enabled 
the party to lead the trade unions. 

INDIVIDUAL MANAGEMENT AND LABOUR ARMIES 

The ninth Congress of the party (March-April 1920) and 
the third All-Russian Congress of the Trade Unions (April 
1920) marked a new turn. The Bolshevik leaders then hoped 
that the civil war was at an end and that they would soon be 
free to turn towards the peaceful reconstruction of Russia’s 
ruined economy. This hope was deferred, for the Russo- 
Polish war and the campaign against General Wrangel were 
still ahead. Nevertheless, the ninth Congress of the party 
sanctioned certain preparations for the transition to peace. 
The measures adopted were, as later developments showed, 
not always well suited to smooth that transition. The 
Bolshevik leaders were not fully aware of the vastness of the 
devastation and the chaos left behind by the civil war. Nor 
did they make sufficient allowance for the weariness of the 
urban working class and the discontent of the peasantry. By 
inertia they carried on with the system of military com¬ 
munism established during the civil war. The main features 
of this were: conscription of all available man-power and 
wealth; socialization of all industrial property; prohibition 
of private trade; compulsory direction of labour; strict ration¬ 
ing of consumers’ goods; payment of wages in kind; and 
requisitioning of agricultural produce from the peasants (in 
lieu of taxation). The ninth Congress foreshadowed the con¬ 
tinuation and extension of these methods in time of peace. 
Two new measures stood in the centre of debate: (a) the 
introduction of individual management in industry in place 

^ This system of cells was built up in every non-party organization, not 
only in the trade unions. 

33 



SOVIET TRADE UNIONS 

of management by committee, prevalent hitherto; and (b) 
further militarization of labour and formation of labour 

armies. 
The substitution of individual for collective management 

in industry met with considerable opposition inside the trade 
unions, and its actual realization was delayed until 1922. 
The motive for this reform was economic expediency. Man¬ 
agement by committee was found to be inefficient; the need 
for greater industrial discipline had become painfully obvious; 
and greater efficiency could be secured by individual manage¬ 
ment. It is enough to recall that only recently the trade 
unions had proclaimed an end to ‘economic autocracy in 
industry’ to understand why the return to individual manage¬ 

ment could not but be decried by many trade unionists as 
the reappearance of that autocracy, even though the present 

managers were not the old industrialists or their nominees 

but directors appointed by the proletarian State* The 
authoritative spokesmen of the party—Lenin, Trotsky, and 
Bukharin—^met the objections to individual management 
with the argument that the standing of the working class, as 

the ruling class in the Soviet Republic, was not involved in 
this controversy over individual or collective management. 
The working class, they stated, would through its representa¬ 
tive organs merely delegate its power of economic disposition 

to industrial managers: ‘Individual management does not 
in any degree limit or infiinge upon the rights of the [work¬ 
ing] class or the “rights” of the Trade Unions, because the 

class can exercise its rule in one form or another, as technical 
expediency may dictate. It is the ruling class at large which 
in every case “appoints” persons for the managerial and 
administrative jobs’* ‘ 

A resolution submitted by Trotsky and adopted by the 

1 F.iT.?. (b) 0 Fm/sqyuzakh, p. ia8. 
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Congress of the party did in fact allow the trade unions to 
exercise a very strong influence upon the appointment of 
industrial managers. The organization of industrial manage¬ 
ment ‘should be carried out by agreement between the 
organs of the Supreme Coimcil of National Economy and the 
corresponding organs of the Central Council of the Trade 
Unions.’^ 

Four types of industrial management were provided for: 
(a) Intelligent and energetic trade unionists might be 

appointed to posts of industrial managers. This was the most 
favoured variant, but the difficulty was that not many trade 
unionists with managerial abilities were available. 

(b) Bourgeois technicians or specialists might be appointed 
to managerial posts. A manager of this category was super¬ 
vised by a trade unionist commissar, in the same way in 
which the military specialist in the Army was supervised by 
the political commissar, who could veto his orders. 

(r) Alternatively, a bourgeois technician could be appoint¬ 
ed as manager with two trade unionists as assistant managers, 
who could, however, exercise no veto over his decisions, (This 
was apparently the case when the bourgeois technician was 
beyond suspicion of hostility towards the Soviet regime.) 

(d) Management by committee was left in existence if the 
work of the managerial team had been satisfactory, but even 
then the powers of the chairman of the team were extended. 

Meanwhile it was the task of the trade unions to train their 
advanced members for managerial responsibilities. Special 
trade union training centres were set up for this purpose. 

The labour armies represented a more flmdamental issue 
of economic and labour policy affecting the trade unions. The 
originator of the labour armies was Trotsky, but at that time 
(1920) his scheme had the backing of the entire party leader- 

^ibid. p. 117. 
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ship.i It arose empirically, in connexion with the planned 
demobilization of the Red Army. Towards the end of the 
civil war transport was completely paralysed, because of the 
destruction of rolling-stock and railway lines. It was impos¬ 
sible to release the soldiers and send them home. Entire divi¬ 
sions and armies wasted their time in inactivity, while indus¬ 
trial and in part agricultural production were at a standstill. 
It was then decided to employ idle detachments in coal¬ 
mining, timber-felling, harvesting, etc. Later the Gkivemment 
proceeded to mobilize civilian labour as well—it was only a 
step from the employment of armed forces as labour battalions 
to the organization of civilian labour into military units. In 
the aftermath of the civil war, amid its appalling misery and 
complete breakdown of labour discipline, the Government 
hoped to break in this way what looked like a hopeless 
economic deadlock.* 

At the third Congress of the Trade Unions Trotsky defend¬ 
ed the labour armies. His most vocal, though not the only, 
critics were the Mensheviks, who still enjoyed some freedom 
of expression and argued that militarization of labour would 
lower and not raise productivity, for high productivity could 
be obtained with free labour only. The central point in 
Trotsky’s counter-argument was the denial of any real 
difference between voluntary and compulsory labour:^ 

Let thcMenshevik speakers explain to us [these were Trotsky's words] 
what is meant by free, non-compulsory labour? We have known slave- 

* In later years it became the fashion to decry the labour armies and to 
suggest that Trotsky exclusively was responsible for them. Yet Stalin 
him^lf served as the chairman of the Ukrainian Council of the Labour 
Army, while Trotsky, as chairman the Council of Labour and Defence, 
headed the alhRussian organization. 

* In his report to the third Congress of the Trade Unions, Rykov, then 
chief of the Supreme Council of National Economy, stated that because of 
lack of fuel not a single furnace was in operation in the entire Donetz 
Basin. The output of the Donetz coal mines was only about 300,000 tons 
a month, about 10 per cent of pre-war. The entire output of the steel 
industry was less than 5 per cent of pre-war. Only 6 per cent of all textile 
spindles were in operation. (5. Vserossmkii Syezd Pfofsqyuzfi^i P* ^0 
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labour, serf-labour, compulsory regimented labour in the medieval 
crafts, and the labour of free wage-earners which the bourgeoisie calls free 
labour. We are now heading towards the type of labour that is socially 
regulated on the basis of an economic plan, obligatory for the whole 
country, compulsory for every worker. This is the basis of socialism. . . 
The militarization of labour, in this fundamental meaning of which I 
have spoken, is the indispensable, basic method for the organization of our 
labour forces. . . If our new form of organization of labour were to result 
in lower productivity, then, ipso facto^ we would be heading for disaster... 
But is it true that compulsory labour is always unproductive? . . . This is 
the most wretched and miserable liberal prejudice: chattel-slavery, too, 
was productive. Its productivity was higher than that of slave-labour, and 
in so far as serfdom and feudal lordship guaranteed the security of the 
towns . . . and of peasant labour, in so far it was a progressive form of 
labour. Compulsory serf-labour did not grow out of the feudal lords* ill- 
will. It was a progressive phenomenon. . . The whole history of mankind 
is the history of its education for work, for higher productivity of labour. 
This is by no means so simple a task, for man is lazy and he has the right 

to be so. . . Even free wage-labour was not productive at first . . . 
it became so gradually after a process of social education. All sorts of 
methods were used for that education. The bourgeoisie at first drove the 
peasant out to the high roads and grabbed his land. When the peasant 
refused to work in the factories, the bourgeoisie branded him with hot iron, 
hanged, or shot him and so forcibly trained him for manufacture. . . 
Our task is to educate the working class on socialist principles. What arc 
our methods for that? 

They arc not less varied than those used by the bourgeoisie, but they arc 
more honest, more direct and frank, uncorrupted by mendacity and fraud. 
The bourgeoisie had to pretend that its system of labour was free, and it 
deceived the simple-minded about the productivity of that labour. We 
know that every labour is socially compulsory labour. Man must work in 
order not to die. He does not want to work. But the social organization 
compels and whips him into that direction. The new, socialist order differs 
from the bourgeois one in that with us labour is performed in the interest 
of society, and therefore we need no priestly, church-like, liberal or 
Menshevik recipes for raising the labour energy of the proletariat... The 
first way of disciplining and organizing labour is to make the economic 
plan dear to the widest masses of the toilers. When we transfer a worker 
from one spot to another, when we call up the peasant for labour duty, 

those called up should first of all be convinced that they are not being 
called up for nothing, that those who have mobilized them have a definite 
pkn, that a necessary economic job must be perfermed at the spot vdiere 
the labour force has now been placed*. • 
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Wages, under present conditions, must not be viewed from the angle of 
securing the personal existence of the individual worker; they should above 
all serve to evaluate what that individual worker contributes to the workers* 
republic. Wages should measure the conscientiousness, usefulness, and 
efficiency of the work of every labourer. As long as we are poor, as long 
as we do not have enough food to satisfy minimum needs, we cannot 
distribute it equally to all workers, and we shall allocate consumers* 
goods ... to essential workers. . . We are obliged to act in this way for 
the sake of the country’s future and in order to save the working masses.^ 

This is, as far as we know, the frankest statement of what 
may conditionally be termed a totalitarian labour policy, 
perhaps the only attempt at a sociological and philosophical 
justification of such a policy that has ever been made in 
Russia or elsewhere. Trotsky proclaimed the unrestricted 
right of the proletarian State to use the labour power of the 
nation in the way it considered proper and the duty of the 
trade unions to concern themselves with the worker as a 
producer and not as a consumer. The trade unions ought to 
discipline the worker, to raise his efficiency, to get him in¬ 
terested in the management and organization of industry 
rather than to defend his claims to higher wages and better 
working conditions. All these would no doubt become 
available with the growth of the national income earned by 
the "Socialized economy, and therefore the trade unions 
should preoccupy themselves with the national income t*ather 
than with the individual incomes of the workers. In view of all 
this—^such was Trotsky’s as yet unspoken conclusion—the 
trade unions, in their old form, had played out their role. As 
producers’ organizations they would have little in common 
with the old trade linions, except the name. 

In making his striking statements, Trotsky elevated an 
expedient to a principle, and, as so often happens, made an 
ideological virtue out of a bitter necessity. His inunediate 
purpose was to justify the labour armies and to prove the 
inescapable need for them; but he could have easily done this 

Vssrossiiskii Syezd Profsoyuzm^ pp, 87, 96. 
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on the ground that the labour armies were a desperate 

emergency measure, without necessarily proclaiming the un¬ 

limited right of the State permanently to conscript labour 

and without declaring militarization of labour to be of the 

essence of socialist planning. In later years Trotsky himself 

became the strongest critic of a labour policy of which he had 

unwittingly been an inspirer. Trotsky’s philosophy of labour 

came to underlie Stalin’s practical labour policy in the 

thirties, although Stalin and his adherents would for obvious 

reasons (and for one special reason to be discussed later) 

never admit it. Moreover, in Stalin’s practice Trotsky’s 

theory was not only embodied, but also exaggerated and 

brutalized ad absurdum. 

From a Marxist viewpoint, Trotsky’s argument contained 

a half-truth only. Marxist economic theory, like any other 

sociological theory, does in fact stress the social necessity of 

labour. ‘Man must work in order not to die’ remains true 

under any social system. In this broad sense it is, of course, 

true that all labour is compulsory. But here the real problem 

only begins. Marx and his followers devoted their main 

attention to the differences of form which this compulsion of 

labour took under different social systems; and to these 

‘differences of form’ they attached the greatest importance. 

In a society based on slave or serf labour the compulsion was 

direct, legal, and political. It manifested itself in a social 

relationship under which the producer himself and/or his 

product or part of his product were owned by the slave¬ 

owner or the feudal lord. In the capitalist order the compul¬ 

sion became indirect and purely economic. The wage-earner 

is legally and politically free. He must sell his labour power 

because, xmlike the artisan or the peasant, he does not own 

his means of production, and because he must cam his living. 

Marx, bitterly as he criticized the capitalist order, repeatedly 

stressed the ‘progressive’ implications of this change from 
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direct to indirect compulsion. That labour is free under 

capitalism is an illusion, but that illusion (and the modern 

worker’s ‘formal’ freedom on which it is based) has neverthe¬ 

less heightened the self-confidence of the worker and helped to 

develop his mental faculties and human dignity. Without it 

the growth of modern industry and the consequent struggle 

of the working classes for socialism would hardly have been 

pvossible.^ All Marxists, including the Bolshevik leaders, 

had hitherto taken it for granted that in comparison with 

capitalism socialism would ease, and not aggravate, the com¬ 

pulsion of labour and that it would thereby powerfully 

stimulate its productivity. What Trotsky now dismissed as a 

‘wretched and miserable liberal prejudice’—the view that 

compulsory labour was relatively unproductive—belonged 

in fact to the essence of Marxism. His statement—one of the 

exaggerations and over-simplifications of military communism 

—^reflected no doubt the strains and stresses of the civil war; 

but it also suggested a continuation of the methods of war 

communism into peace.* 

^ In a famous footnote to Capital Marx wrote: ‘This is one of the circum¬ 
stances that makes production by slave labour such a costly process. The 
labourer here is, to use a striking expression of the ancients, distinguishable 
only as instrumentum vocale, from an animal as instrumentum semi vocale, and 
from an implement as instrumentum mutum. But he himself takes care to let 
both beast and implement feel that he is none of them, but is a man. He 
convinces himself with immense satisfaction that he is a different being, 
by treating the one unmercifully and damaging the other con amore. Hence 
the principle, universally applied in this method of production, only to 
employ the rudest and heaviest implements and such as are difficult to 
damage owing to their sheer clumsiness. In the slave states bordering on 
the Gulf of Mexico, down to the date of the civil war, ploughs constructed 
on old Chinese models, which turned up the soil like a hog or a mole, 
instead of making furrows, were alone to be found.* 

* Trotsky, however, was justified in claiming that he had urged the 
Politbureau to end military communism as early as February 1920 but 
that his advice had been rejected. He revealed this at the tentn Congress 
in the presence of Lenin and other Bolshevik leaders, without being con¬ 
tradicted (/o. Syezd R,K,P, (b), pp. 191-2). Since it had been decided to 
continue with military communism, militarization of labour was inescap*^ 
able; and Trotsky drew the conclusions of a decision taken against his 
advice. 
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Throughout 1920 the trade unions were in a ferment. 

Opposition groups appeared at almost every level of the 

organization. In the latter part of the year, after the conclu¬ 

sion of the Russo-Polish war, the repressed discontent broke 

into the open. The trade unions reacted against the inter¬ 

ference of the party in their affairs, and they protested against 

the appointment and dismissal of trade union officials by the 

party. The All-Russian Central Council of the Trade Unions 

split into two factions: one acted on the principle enunciated 

by Trotsky that the trade unions should view their tasks in 

the ‘productionist’ and not ‘consumptionist’ spirit, while the 

other faction, headed by Tomsky, insisted on the need for 

the trade unions to resume, in some measure, the defence of 

the interests of their members. In this conflict the Politbureau 

repeatedly intervened, first in favour of Trotsky (August 

1920), then against him, until in November he was forbidden 

to debate the issue in public. ^ 

The cause cSlibre in this controversy was the Tsektran or the 

Central Committee of Transport. This body, headed by 

Trotsky, was formed at a time when the Russian railways 

had practically ceased to function, and its task was to revive 

the transport system. Endowed with wide emergency powers, 

Trotsky dismissed the leadership of the trade union of rail- 

waymen, proclaimed a state of emergency in transport, 

militarized labour, and rapidly brought the railways into 

some working order. The feat was hailed, but Trotsky, carried 

away by his success, intimated that a ‘shake-up* in other 

trade unions, similar to that which had taken place in the 

railwaymen’s union, was needed, to replace ‘irresponsible 

agitators* by production-minded trade unionists.* This 

brought the trade unions to their feet and at the fifth trade 

union conference (November 1920) Tomsky openly attacked 

Trotsky. 

^ /o. Syezd R,K.P, (^), pp. 214-15. • ibid. p. 214. 
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The Central Committee of the party, to which the dispute 

was referred, was itself divided on the issue. A resolution on 

the Tsektran adopted at a plenary session of the Central 

Committee was in part a rebuff to Trotsky. It ordered the 

disbandment of the so-called political departments in trans¬ 

port and called for the democratization of the trade unions 

and for a stop to the practice of appointing from above 

officials who should be democratically elected to their posts. 

But on other essential points the Central Committee backed 

Trotsky: ‘The party ought to educate and support... a new 

type of Trade Unionist, the energetic and imaginative 

economic organizer who will approach economic issues not 

from the angle of distribution and consumption but from 

that of expanding production, who will view them not with 

the eyes of somebody accustomed to confront the Soviet 

government with demands and to bargain, but with the eyes 

of the true economic organizer.’^ 

However, the debates in the Central Committee revealed 

so profound and many-sided a division of opinion among the 

Bolshevik chiefs that it was decided to put the whole matter 

to public debate. Extremely turbulent and confused, the 

debate lasted throughout the whole winter of 19120-1; it 

culminated in the tenth Congress of the party (March 1921), 

one of the most dramatic assemblies in the history of Bol¬ 

shevism. 

THE TRADE UNION CONTROVERSY AT THE TENTH 

PARTY CONGRESS 

In the course of the pre-Congress discussion a great number 

of factions and groups emerged, each with its own views and 

^theses’ on trade unions. The differences between some of 

those groups were very subtle indeed, and nearly all groups 

referred to so many common principles that sometimes the 

' Quoted from G. Zinoviev, Sochinma (Moscow, 1924-6), vi, 599-600* 
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object of the debate seemed almost unreal. However, as the 

controversy unfolded various groups merged with one 

another, and in the end only three resolutions were put before 

the Congress. One motion, put forward by Trotsky and 

Bukharin, urged the complete ‘statification’ of the trade 

unions. A motion emanating from the so-called Workers’ 

Opposition (its leader was the former Commissar of Labour, 

A. Shlyapnikov) demanded the transfer of the entire econo¬ 

mic administration to the trade unions. These were the two 

extreme attitudes. Lenin, backed by nine other members 

of the Central Committee, tried to strike a balance between 

the extremes—his set of resolutions was commonly referred 

to as the ‘Platform of the Ten’. 

(a) The Views of Trotsky-Bukharin. Trotsky now drew the 

logical conclusion from the statement on labour policy he had 

made at the third Congress of the Trade Unions^: ‘The trans¬ 

formation of the Trade Unions into Production Unions—^not 

only in name but in content and method of work as well— 

forms the greatest task of our epoch.’* The educational work 

of the trade unions—^Trotsky’s motion went on—^should be 

focused on the participation of the workers in organizing in¬ 

dustry. Their struggle for better living conditions ought to be 

carried more and more into the sphere of economic organiza¬ 

tion, and should be directed, for instance, towards raising the 

productivity of consumers’ industries. . the Union ought to 

embrace all workers . . . from the unskilled ones to the most 

* The ‘Trotskyist* motion was signed by the following members of the 
Central Committee: Trotsky, Bukharin, Andreev, Dzerzhinsky, Krestin- 
sky, Preobrazhensky, Rakovsky, Serebriakov. Among prominent Bol- 
she^dks who backed it were Pyatakov, F. Kon, Larin, and SokoJnikov. 
In the motion submitted to the Congress Trotsky’s view appeared in a 
diluted form. In the pre-Congress discussion he had urged mil and im¬ 
mediate statification of the trade unions, but then he soflened his attimde, 
in part under the influence of Lenin’s severe criticism and in order to 
facilitate coalition with Bukharin’s so-called ‘bufler group’, which bad 
taken an intermediate position between Lenin and Trotsky. 

• so, R*K,P (d), p. 454. 
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qualified technicians, all subordinated to the regime of the 

proletarian class organization. The Union ought permanently 

to assess its membership from the angle of production and it 

should always possess a full and precise characterization of the 

productive value of any worker. . It is necessary that the 

working masses be fully aware that their interests are best 

defended by those who raise the productivity of labour, 

rehabilitate the economy and increase the volume of material 

goods available. It was from this viewpoint, too, that the 

election of the leading bodies of the trade unions should be 

organized. 

Trotsky’s motion further asserted that: 

(a) the statification of the trade unions had in actual 

fact already been carried very far; 

(b) the workers’ share in organizing the national economy 

was insufficient; 

(c) the gradual transfer of the economic administration to 

the trade unions, which the party programme of 1919 had 

promised, presupposed ‘the planned transformation of the 

Unions into apparatuses of the workers’ state’. This, however, 

was to be achieved gradually, and not by a single juridical 

act. For the present, it was proposed that the trade unions 

and the economic administration should be overhauled so 

that their leading bodies, the Praesidiums of the Central 

Council of the Trade Unions and of the Supreme Council 

of National Economy, should have between one-third and 

^ The Trotskykt motion, of course, presupposed compulsory member¬ 
ship of trade unions, which had actually been in force throughout the 
period of military communism. In practice, the workers and employees 
of a factory ‘collectively’ adhered to a union, and the individual work^ or 
employee had no right to secede. This explained the phenomenal growth 
of the trade union membership during the civil war. According to fibres 
fiven by Zinoviev at the tenth Congress the membership was 1 • 5 million 
mjuly 1917, 2-6 in January 1918, 3*5 in 1919,4*3 in 1920 and 7 million 
in 1921. Another reason for tms expansion in membership was the inclii- 
sion in the trade unions^of all employees, civil servants, ^d professional 
men who had not been organized before the revolution (ibid. pp» 187-8). 
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one-half of their members in common. This was to put an 

end to the ‘alienation’ or antagonism between the trade 

unions and the economic administration, an ‘alienation’ on 

which Trotsky’s motion dwelt with considerable emphasis. 

The Central Council of the Trade Unions and the Supreme 

Council of National Economy were to hold joint sessions 

periodically. Personal union was also to be established be¬ 

tween the two organizations in their lower grades. No doubt 

was left, however, that the trade unions should be subordinate 

to the economic administration, although it was proposed 

that they alone should be in charge of distribution and pro¬ 

tection of labour and of regulation of wages and working 

conditions. The Commissariat of Labour, hitherto in charge 

of those matters, was to be disbanded altogether. It was 

further proposed that the unions should settle conflicts be¬ 

tween the economic administration and the workers, acting 

as a sort of an arbitration body directly responsible to the 

Government. 

Finally, the position of industrial managers was at least in 

part to be determined by their standing with the trade 

unions. Bourgeois technicians and administrators who had 

become full members of a union were to be entitled to hold 

managerial posts, without supervision by commissars; those 

who were only candidates to trade union membership could 

hold managerial posts but were to be sui>ervised by com¬ 

missars; and, lastly, politically unreliable persons could serve 

only as assistant managers on probation. 

The wages policy of the statified trade unions should be 

guided by two principles: (a) shock competition {udami- 

chestvo) between workers at production; and {h) the levelling 

out of wages, at least in so far that premiums for high output 

should be paid out only after a real minimum wage had been 

secured to all workers. In this respect Trotsky had shifted 

his ground since the third Congress of the Trade Unions, 
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where he had more emphatically favoured differentiation of 

wages. 

(b) The Workers^ Opposition. The motion of the Workers* 

Opposition was labelled by its opponents as syndicalist or 

anarcho-syndicalist. Explicitly or implicitly, it postulated the 

domination of the trade unions over the State, the abolition 

of the normal economic administration, and its substitution 

by the trade unions. 

The Workers’ Opposition referred, of course, to ‘Point 5’ 

of the 1919 programme and charged the leadership of the 

party with violating its pledges towards the trade unions. Tn 

practice the leadership of the party and the governmental 

bodies have in the last two years systematically narrowed the 

scope of Trade Union work and reduced almost to nil the 

influence of the working class associations in the Soviet 

state. The participation of the trade unions in industrial 

management meant in practice that the unions were used by 

the economic administration as reference bureaux or advisory 

bodies. Conflicts between trade unions, party committees, 

and the economic authorities had dangerously piled up; and 

—the Workers’ Opposition claimed—the party and the 

economic authorities, having been swamped by bourgeois 

technicians and other non-proletarian elements, displayed 

outright hostility towards the trade unions, a hostility which 

reflected ‘bourgeois class hatred of the proletariat*. 

The remedy for all these evils was ‘the concentration of 

industrial management in the hands of the Trade Unions*. 

The transition to the new system should begin from the 

lowest industrial unit and extend upwards. At the factory 

level the factory committee should regain the dominant 

position it had had at the beginning of the revolution.* This 

demand, it will be remembered, had been raised by anarcho- 

syndicalist elements in 1917, when it was bitterly opposed by 

* 10. Syezd RJC.P. {b), p. 360. ■ ibid. pp. 361-a. 
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the Bolshevik-led trade unions. To some extent, therefore, 

both Lenin and Trotsky were justified in describing the atti¬ 

tude of the Workers’ Opposition as anarcho-syndicalist. 

The Workers’ Opposition proposed the following specific 

measures: the nominal parity of representation of trade unions 

and of the economic administration in various controlling 

bodies should be abolished in favour of predominantly trade 

union control. ‘Not a single person is to be appointed to any 

administrative-economic post without the agreement of the 

Trade Unions.’ Candidatures proposed by the latter should 

be binding on the economic authorities. Officials recommend¬ 

ed by the trade unions were to remain accountable for their 

conduct to the unions, who should also have the right to 

recall them from their posts at any time. This programme 

culminated in the demand that an ‘All-Russian Producers* 

Congress’ be convened to elect the central management of 

the entire national economy. National congresses of separate 

trade unions were similarly to elect managements for the 

various branches of the economy. Local and regional manage¬ 

ments should be formed by local trade union conferences, 

while the management of single factories was to belong to the 

factory committees which were to remain part of the trade 

union organization. 

Last but not least, the Workers’ Opposition proposed a 

radical revision of the wages policy in an extremely egali¬ 

tarian spirit: money wages were to be progressively replaced 

by rewards in kind; the basic food ration was to be made 

available to workers without any payment; the same was to 

apply to meals in factory canteens, essential travelling facili¬ 

ties, and facilities for education and leisure, lodging, lighting, 

etc. No attempt was made to explain how this programme of 

full commxmism, theoretically designed for an economy of 

great plenty, was to be made to work amid the utter poverty 

of Russian society after the civil war. The only specific 
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palliative suggested was that factories should run their own 

auxiliary farms to secure the supply of food to their workers. ^ 

(c) ^Platform of Ten\ The motion tabled by Lenin was the 

most elaborate and carefully balanced of all the resolutions 

placed before the Congress. Its polemical edge was directed 

primarily against the Workers’ Opposition and only in the 

second instance against Trotsky—both Lenin and Trotsky 

made a common front against the Workers’ Opposition. The 

Leninist motion began with a verbal reaffirmation of the 

principles embodied in ‘Point 5’ of the 1919 programme, 

promising the transfer of all economic administration to the 

trade unions. ‘The present situation’, the motion went on, 

‘urgently requires that the Trade Unions should take a more 

direct part in the organization of production not only through 

detailing their members to work in the economic administra¬ 

tion but through the whole of their own machinery as well.’ 

But, apart from this, the whole tenor of the motion suggested 

the need for the strictest subordination of trade union 

policy to the Government. Nevertheless, the idea about the 

statification of the trade unions was described as erroneous on 

the ground that statification would not help to improve 

Russia’s economic position and that trade unions absorbed 

by the State would not be able to perform their proper 

functions.* 

What were these functions? The trade unions were to pro¬ 

vide a broad social base for the proletarian dictatorship 

exercised by the party. The need for that base was dictated 

by the peasant character of the country. The ruling class, the 

^ Before the Congress another opposition group, the so-called Group of 
Democratic Centralism or Decemists (Bubnov, Sapronov, Ossimky, and 
others), advocated similar views. At t^ Congress, however, the Deemists 
withdrew their ‘Theses* and stated that they would not take part in the 
•shadow-boxing* over the trade unions, for the real problem was how to 
bring the party back to democratic ways. Compared vdth this the position 
of the trade unions was a secondary issue. 

• F.iT.P, (b) V RezoUOsiyakht i, 381. 
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proletariat, was in a minority, which had to be effectively 

organized in order to be able to keep under steady political 

influence the vast peasant majority. The trade unions were, 

or should be, the broadest voluntary organization of indus¬ 

trial workers. Absorbed by the State they would become a 

mere bureaucratic machine. The trade unions were further 

to be the ‘school of communism’ for their seven million mem¬ 

bers. Again and again it was pointed out that the Commimist 

Party had only half a million people in its ranks, a minority 

within the proletarian minority. The Communists must not 

attempt to impose themselves as the Gk)vernment’s nominees 

upon the trade unions. Instead they should strive to be ac¬ 

cepted by the mass of the trade unionists as its leaders on the 

strength of their merits and qualities of leadership. Only then 

could they hope to turn the trade unions into schools of 

communism for the entire working class. 

Trotsky had insisted that the militarization of labour was 

in the long run essential for the socialist reorganization of 

economy. Against this the Leninist motion stressed that mili¬ 

tarization could not be regarded as a permanent feature of 

socialist labour policy. The proletarian dictatorship must use 

persuasion as well as coercion, and it ought carefully to 

balance the one against the other. Coercion was peculiar to 

the State, even though the State, too, must, wherever possible, 

try to attain its ends by persuasion. As a social organization, 

distinct from the State, the trade unions were in their real 

clement when they worked through persuasion, even though 

in exceptional cases they, too, might use coercion. It was 

normal for the State to appoint officials from above. ‘The 

reorganization of the Trade Unions firom above would be 

utterly inexpedient. The methods of a workers’ democracy, 

severely curtailed in the three years of the most savage civil* 

war, ought to be re-established, in the first instance and on the 

widest possible scale, in the Trade Union movement. It is 
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necessary that the leading bodies of the Trade Unions should 

in actual fact be elected and broadly based. . The methods 

of coercion and command which had been used to such 

salutary effect in the Red Army during the civil war must 

not be extended to the field of economic policy.^ 

A similar balance ought to be struck between the produc- 

tionist and the consumptionist viewpoints. The trade unions 

were to take part in the working out of economic plans; they 

were to propose candidates for administrative-economic jobs, 

although their proposals were to have the strength of recom¬ 

mendations only; they were to inspect, through specialized 

departments, the work of the economic administration, to 

keep account of industrial man-power and its distribution; 

they were to work out norms of output, this being their exclu¬ 

sive prerogative. ‘In view of the fact that the working out of 

norms of labour . . . has been concentrated in the Trade 

Unions . . . and that the protection of labour . . . ought to be 

entirely transferred to the Trade Unions, the Congress con¬ 

siders it necessary that the departments for wage-rate fixing 

and protection of labour attached hitherto to the Commis¬ 

sariat of Labour . . . should be wound up and transferred to 

the All-Russian Central Council of Trade Unions.’* As 

^ ibid. The Leninist motion enumerated the tasks of the trade unions as 
follows: STo study systematically the work of the economic administration. 

To exercise functions of control and inspection. (3) To participate 
in the working out of economic plans and production programmes and 
in the fixing of economic priorities. (4) To study labour processes from 
the technical an^le. (5) To take part in building up the machinery of 
economic administration. (6) To watch closely over the assessment and 
distribution of the manual labour force and technical skill and over the 
correct utilization of raw materials and fuels. (7) To work out ways and 
means of combating infringements of labour discipline, (8) To analyse 
the accumulating technical experience which should be communicated 
and exchanged at meetings of workers* delegates, in factory committees, 
etc., with the purpose of immediate utilization of that experience by 
the economic administration. 
The trade unions were to form specialized economic departments to 

deal with those matters. • V,K*P, (S) v Rezolutsiyakh, i, 385. 
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‘schools of labour discipline* the trade unions were to estab¬ 

lish ‘comradely’ disciplinary courts for trying offenders in 

open session. In addition, trade union ‘plenipotentiaries’ 

were to supervise labour discipline in the factories and to 

supply daily reports to the trade unions. 

The motion concluded with a proposal for an overhaul of 

the trade unions and the economic administration. At the 

time of the Congress there existed twenty-three national trade 

unions which had replaced a much greater number of organi¬ 

zations in the previous period. A further reduction of the 

number of the national trade unions was envisaged, although 

it was admitted that this would have its disadvantages: while 

craft sectionalism had been overcome in the trade unions as 

they merged, every union had now to deal with many more 

economic authorities than before. The economic administra¬ 

tion was therefore to be reorganized so that its structure 

should correspond to that of the trade unions. 

As regards wages, the Leninist motion, too, declared the 

levelling of wages to be the ultimate objective, but more 

emphatically than the Trotskyist motion it rejected the ex¬ 

treme egalitarianism of the Workers’ Opposition. Wages 

policy was to be designed so as to ‘discipline labour and 

increase its productivity’. Workers’ emulation for higher out¬ 

put, so Lenin argued against Trotsky, could not be squared 

with equality in consumption. Since wages were paid in 

kind as well as in money, this implied the need for a differen¬ 

tial rationing system to be worked out and put into effect by 

the joint efforts of the trade unions, the food offices, and the 

industrial managements. 

These then were the three motions that competed for 

acceptance by the tenth Congress of the party. A comparison 

between these motions tends up to a point to obscure rather 

than throw into relief the issue with which the Congress tried 

to come to grips, because, for tactical reasons, the authors of 
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every motion incorporated passages from their opponents’ 

motions and thereby blurred the real differences. Nor did the 

Congress try to solve the problem of the trade unions only— 

the entire structure of the Soviet regime was at stake in this 

debate. 

PROLETARIAN DICTATORSHIP, PROLETARIAN 

DEMOCRACY, AND TRADE UNIONS 

The complete ruin of the Russian industry and the virtual 

dispersal of the industrial working class formed the back¬ 

ground to this controversy. At the fourth Congress of the 

Trade Unions (May 1921) Miliutin, rapporteur oi the Supreme 

Council of National Economy, stated that the output of 

metal was only 4 per cent of pre-war, while the volume of 

consumers’ goods was only 30 per cent. The cities were de¬ 

populated, Petersburg having less than three-quarters of a 

million inhabitants and Moscow only slightly more than a 

million. The industrial workers were fleeing from the town 

into the countryside; those who stayed behind produced very 

little and spent most of their time trading on the black 

markets. ^ The disorganization of the entire economy and the 

demoralization of the working class were further illustrated 

by statements, made at the fourth Congress of the Trade 

Unions, that workers in factories were stealing 50 per cent 

of the goods produced and that the average worker could 

pay with his wage only one-fifth of his cost of living, being 

compelled to earn the rest by illicit trading.* Bukharin, 

addressing the Congress on behalf of the party, stated: *Thc 

fundamental danger which now confironts us is that chaos is 

washing away the strength of the proletariat as a class in 

action. . . If this class becomes demoralized and hollowed 

out from inside, the problem is really very grave. . . Tht 

workers become petty traders.** In the days of the tenth 

14, Syezd Prqfsopizov, pp. 72-7. • ibid. p. 119. • ibid. p. 22. 
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Congress of the party, popular discontent flared up in the 
armed risings of Kronstadt, Tambov, and other places in 
which disillusioned Bolsheviks as well as anti-Bolsheviks took 
part. For the first time the Bolshevik regime, having emerged 
triumphantly from the civil war, was really isolated, lacking 
support from the mass of the p)eople. 

Hitherto the entire Bolshevik conception of the Soviet 
regime and of the place of the trade unions in it had been 
based on the premiss that at least the industrial working class 
stood solidly behind the revolution and would continue to 
do so. Now, three and a half years after the October revolu¬ 
tion, this premiss was disproved by the facts. The crisis which 
ensued was reflected in the trade union debate. Hitherto the 
Bolshevik Party had taken it for granted that proletarian 
dictatorship and proletarian democracy (as distinct from 
formal or bourgeois democracy), far from contradicting one 
another, were identical, or at least complementary: the 
dictatorship was suppressing the resistance of landlords and 
capitalists, but it was based on freedom of expression inside 
the working classes. Now a conflict arose between proletarian 
dictatorship and proletarian democracy. In the trade unions, 
that broadest mass organization of the proletariat, this was 
felt most acutely. The Workers’ Opposition willynilly was 
the mouthpiece of that same popular discontent that had led 
even Bolsheviks to join in the Kronstadt rising. The emergence 
of that opposition inside the ruling party was itself a measure 
of the social disorganization in the background. It repre» 
sented a revolt inside the trade unions against dictation by 
the party and by the economic administration. In quasi¬ 
anarchist fashion it evoked the principle of proletarian 
democracy against the dictatorship. 

Most Bolshevik leaders were dimly aware of the sympto¬ 
matic significance of the Workers’ Opposition. But they held 
that the Opposition expressed the denqtoralization of the 
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working class, the psychology of the working man turned 
into the black marketeer and incapable of any constructive 
attitude towards the new State. They were determined to 
maintain the proletarian dictatorship, of which they con¬ 
sidered the Bolshevik Party to be the trustee, even though for 
the moment it lacked the democratic support of the prole¬ 
tariat; and they hoped that with economic recovery and 
political stabilization the dictatorship would be able to base 
itself once again on proletarian democracy. 

This then was the issue which underlay the controversy 
over the trade unions. The Workers* Opposition argued in 
fact against the dictatorship of the party when it demanded 
that the entire management of the national economy be 
transferred to an All-Russian Congress of Producers. ‘We 
ought to shift,’ so Shlyapnikov, the leader of the Opposition, 
stated, ‘the centre of our attention to the factories and 
workshops. There we ought to start with the organization of 
our economy... At present communists are thrown out of the 
factory committees. The basis of our Trade Unions, the 
factory committees, acquire a non-party outlook because the 
rights that we [the party] leave to our Trade Unions and 
party cells are negligible.’^ The spokesmen of the opposition 
blamed both Lenin and Trotsky as ‘economic militarizers* 
and complained that for all their differences of views they 
had in fact made common cause against the opposition and 
the proletarian rank and file. On the other side, Zinoviev, 
who throughout these debates acted as Lenin’s mouthpiece, 
used the following significant argument against the demand 
for a Producers’ Congress: ‘At this Producers’ Congress which 
you want to be convened at this great moment [Zinoviev was 
referring to the Kronstadt rising still in progress] the majority 
will consist of non-party people. A good many of them will be 
Social Revolutionaries and Mensheviks. Should we hand over 

1 JO, Syezd R,K,P. {b), pp. 213-14. 
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everything to them? To whom is it not clear that to put the 
question thus would be to stake the head of the entire pro¬ 
letarian movement?’^ Trotsky put the issue with even greater 
bluntness; 

The Workers* Opposition has come out with dangerous slogans, 
making a fetish of democratic principles. They place the workers* right to 
elect their representatives—above the party, as it were, as if the party 
were not entitled to assert its dictatorship even if that dictatorship tem¬ 
porarily clashed with the passing moods of the workers’ democracy. 

It is necessary to create among us the awareness of the revolutionaiy 
historical birthright of the party, which is obliged to maintain its dictator* 
ship, regardless of temporary wavering in the spontaneous moods of the 
masses, regardless of the temporary waverings even in the working classes. 
This awareness is for us the indispensable unifying element. The dictator¬ 
ship does not base itself at every given moment on the formal principle of 
a workers* democracy, although the workers* democracy is, of course, the 
only method by which the masses can be drawn more and more into 

political life. 
When I argued that workers* democracy should be subordinated to the 

criterion of the economic interest of the working class. . . Comrade 

Kamenev stated that in Trotsky’s eyes workers* democracy is a conditional 
proposition. Of course it is, although it is not a conditional but a condition¬ 
ed proposition. If we were to assume that workers* democracy is uncon¬ 
ditional, that it is above everything else, then Comrade Shlyapnikov 
would have been right when, in his first draft, he stated that every factory 
should elect its own management, that every district conference of pro¬ 
ducers should elect its leading bodies, and so forth up to the All-Russian 

Producers* Congress.* 

In conclusion Trotsky suggested that the party should, for 
the time being, cease to advocate and practise proletarian 
democracy, and that instead it should concentrate on build¬ 
ing up a ‘producers’ democracy’. A regime based on publicly- 
owned industry, producing not for profit but for the satis- 
fiiction of social needs, was by definition proletarian, even 
though the working class was temporarily in virtual opposi¬ 

tion to it. That regime represented the general interest of the 
proletariat, as distinct from sectional or temporary benefits. 

^ ibid. p. 190, * ibid. p. 192. 
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The State (or the party) had therefore the right to impose its 
policies upon the working class. This determined the attitude 
of the party towards the trade unions. The latter ought to be 
made to serve the workers’ State; they were not entitled to 
confront that State with traditional claims and demands. 

At this point begins the real difference between Trotsky 
and Lenin. Taking up an argument which had first been 
advanced by the Menshevik Martov in 1918, Lenin now dis¬ 
missed as a false syllogism the view that the trade unions had 
nothing to defend against the workers’ State. The Soviet 
State of the day, he said, was not a workers’ State. It was a 
State of workers and peasants; and in addition it had been 
‘bureaucratically deformed’. The position was therefore more 
complex than Trotsky (or Bukharin) had described it. The 
workers were, of course, bound in duty to defend that State, 
and this must determine the attitude of the trade unions 
towards it. The unions should not indulge in systematic 
opposition; they must adopt a constructive attitude towards 
the State. But the workers were still bound to defend them¬ 
selves from the State, because: (a) its policy might at times 
be the resultant of conflicting pressures from peasants and 
workers, and (b) elements of arbitrary bureaucratic rule 
might necessitate such acts of defence on the part of the 
workers. The trade unions should therefore have a measure 
of autonomy vis-d-vis the Government. Nor should adherence 
to the trade unions be made compulsory for the workers, as 
Trotsky had suggested. ‘First of all,’ Lenin again pleaded, 
‘we ought to try and prevail by persuasion and only then by 
coercion.’^ Lenin as much as Trotsky, however, insisted on 
the ‘revolutionary historical birthright of the party’ and on 
the need for the trade unions to accept the party’s guidance. 
The difference was one of emphasis: Trotsky dwelt more on 
the party’s supremacy, whereas Lenin placed the greater 

^ ibid. p. 2o8. 
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stress on the democratic, voluntary, ‘educational’ character 
of the trade unions. 

The difference was one of precept, not of practice. Im¬ 
mediately the party leadership as a whole was determined to 
overrule the trade unions. This was soon illustrated by a 
striking incident, when the Central Committee of the party 
demoted the most prominent Bolshevik trade unionist. Tom- 
sky, from the trade union leadership. Such demotions were 
later to occur with some frequency; and the procedure 
adopted was as follows: the decision of the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the party about the dismissal of, say, Tomsky, was 
conveyed not strictly to the All-Russian Council of Trade 
Unions (of which Tomsky had been the chairman) but to the 
Communist fraktsya or cell within that council. The members 
of the fraktsya were bound by the statutes of the party to act 
on instructions from the Central Committee. The fraktjya 

then placed a proposal for a change in the leadership before 
the plenary session of the Trade Union Council. The non- 
party members of the council might insist on retaining Tomsky 
as leader of the trade unions, but they could hardly carry the 
day. The entire fraktsya, including Tomsky, would vote for 
the proposal embodying the party’s instruction. In this way 
the party could almost always impose its will. ^ 

For all that, Lenin’s insistence on relative autonomy for 
the trade unions was not without significance. In the com¬ 
bination of coercion and persuasion which Lenin envisaged, 
he aimed at progressively reducing the share of the former and 
increasing that of the latter. He hoped that economic recovery 
would enable the ruling party to reinfuse proletarian demo¬ 
cracy into the proletarian dictatorship and to restore a wide 
measure of free expression of working-class opinion. Whether 

^ Oae of the charges made against Lenin and Trotsky by Shlyapnikov 
was that they systematically abused thefraktsyas inside the trade unions 
to overrule the opinion of Bolshevik Urade unionists (ibid. p. 212). 
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this was practicable or not is, of course, a different question— 
there were enough symptoms already to show that ce n^est que 

le provisoire qui dure. But in his motion on the trade unions 
Lenin was anxious to underline the provisional character of 
the curtailment of workers’ rights. 

His motion was accepted by an overwhelming majority at 
the Congress. For it there voted 336 delegates as against 50 
who voted for Trotsky’s motion and only 18 for the Workers’ 
Opposition. The actual division of opinion was deeper and 
wider than the vote suggested. The Leninist attitude, because 
of its moderate and inconclusive character, was acceptable to 
various groups in the party: to the economic administrators 
who wished for greater submission on the part of the trade 
unions, and to trade unionists anxious to obtain more elbow 
room. Whatever the motives, the view that the trade unions 
should not be swallowed up by the State but that they should 
voluntarily co-operate with it obtained the sanction of the 
Congress. Since this conception was associated with Lenin’s 
name and since Lenin himself never revised it (a year later 
illness removed him from the stage), it became part of the 
Leninist orthodoxy, which came to be established after his 
death, that the trade unions should remain a non-govern¬ 
mental, a non-State organization. This could have some 
reality, in the long run, only if the State had become more 
democratic, if the idea at least of proletarian democracy had 
made genuine progress. This was not to happen. As we shall 
sec later, in practice Trotsky’s formula came to govern the 
position of the trade unions in later years, in the period of 
planned economy. To all intents and purposes the unions then 
became part of the governmental machinery. In theory, 
however, Lenin’s formula, unrevised, was to remain in force. 
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TRANSITION TO NEP The controversy at the tenth Congress was based on 
the assumption of a totally State-owned and State- 
managed industry. The problem whether the trade 

unions should or should not form part of the State was so 
acute precisely in this context. Yet at the same Congress 
Lenin initiated the New Economic Policy (NEP) which 
introduced a mixed, socialist-capitalist economy. Soon after¬ 
wards, private capital, Russian and foreign, was readmitted 
into industry and commerce, while the State retained its 
‘commanding posts’ in large-scale industry. This change was 
bound to create a new situation for the trade unions. Yet by 
the time of the tenth Congress the implications of NEP had 
apparently not yet been worked out by the Bolshevik leaders. 

The first consequences of NEP for the imions became ap¬ 
parent when their fourth Congress was convened in May 
1921. Curiously enough, only the faintest echo of the recent 
stormy debates was heard at this national gathering of trade 
unionists. The Bolsheviks, having decided the issue at the Con¬ 
gress of the party, did not reopen it before the trade union 
forum. For them the matter had been settled; all members of 
the party, whatever their private views, had now to vote un¬ 
animously for the official resolutions. This circumstance again 
indicated to what extent matters of vital importance to the 
trade unions were now settled outside the unions. The non- 
Bolshevik groups at the fourth Trade Union Congress tried 
to provoke discussion, but with little effect. The Left Social 
Revolutionaries, who as a party had been banned but were 
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Still allowed to act as a group at the Trade Union Congress, 
demanded, like the Workers’ Opposition in the Bolshevik 
ranks, complete trade union control over industry. The Men¬ 
sheviks, on the other hand, denounced the extent to which 
the statification of the trade unions had, regardless of Bol¬ 
shevik resolutions to the contrary, already taken place; and 
they pressed for complete separation between trade unions 
and State, on the ground that under the NEP the workers 
would be compelled to defend themselves against private 
and State capitalism. The Menshevik motion also demanded 
free elections, freedom of speech, and freedom of action for 
all socialist parties in and outside the trade unions. ^ All these 
motions were, of course, voted down by the Bolshevik 
majority. 

Meanwhile the scale of the revival of capitalism in industry 
was unknown. The Congress was confused by contradictory 
news and rumours about the prevailing economic chaos and 
the proposed readmission of private capital into industry. 
The spokesmen of the ruling party made conflicting forecasts. 
Lozovsky, who had in the meantime rejoined the Bolsheviks, 
spoke about the reinfiltration of foreign capitalism as com¬ 
pelling the trade unions to resume a militant attitude towards 
employers. The spokesman of the Supreme Council of 
National Economy, Miliutin, denied rumours about whole¬ 
sale readmission of private capital into industry, but stated 
that factories which the Government was unable to put into 
operation would have to be handed over to private entre¬ 
preneurs. ‘We cannot behave,’ said Miliutin, ‘like the dog 
that lies on the hay, himself does not eat it and does not let 
others cat it’.* A motion submitted by the Central Council 
of the Trade Unions anticipated not only the defence of 
workers against small capitalists but also the formation of 
q>ecial organs through which the trade unions would exercise 

* Syezd Prqfsqjmzov, p. 69 ff. ■ ibid. p. 77. 
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control over privately-owned industry, a reminiscence of the 
‘workers’ control’ of 1917.* The prevailing attitude seems to 
have been that the trade unions would adopt a dual attitude, 
a productionist one in State-owned industry and a consump- 
tionist one towards private employers. But it was already 
pointed out by delegates that such a dual attitude might be 
untenable: if the trade unions succeeded in raising wages and 
improving conditions in private industry, workers would 
rush from governmental to privately-owned factories. 

The implications of NEP became much clearer the follow¬ 
ing year, at the eleventh Congress of the party, in March 
1922, and at the fifth Congress of the Trade Unions in 
September. The eleventh Congress of the party reasserted 
the main principles of the Leninist resolution passed by the 
tenth Congress. But it also introduced a few essential correc¬ 
tives, which further curtailed the influence of the trade 
unions. True enough, it was now re-emphasized that the 
unions ought to support the claims of labour in private and 
leased enterprises and also in such socialized concerns where 
workers suffered from bureaucratic encroachments.* The 
Congress did not ban strikes, but appealed to the trade unions 
to refrain from calling them: ‘Neither the Communist Party, 
nor the Soviet Government, nor the Trade Unions can forget 
and conceal from the workers .. . that strike action in a state 
with a proletarian government can be explained and justified 
exclusively by bureaucratic deformations of that state and 
by remnants of capitalism. . If mistakes of the economic 
administration, backwardness of certain groups of workers, 
provocation by coimter-rcvolutionary elements, or impru¬ 
dence on the part of the trade unions led to labour conflicts 
in State-owned enterprises, the unions were obliged to do 
their utmost to liqmdate such conflicts. In private industry 
they were apparently to allow labour conflicts to run their 

^ ibid. p. 66 ff. • V.K.P. (1) 0 p, 165. »ibid. 
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spontaneous course. But contrary to what the previous 
Congress had said on the matter, the party now resolved that 
‘the Trade Unions should not assume directly any functions 
of control over production in private businesses and in busi¬ 
nesses leased to private hands’. ^ This was in striking contrast 
to the Bolshevik attitude of 1917-18, when the trade unions 
were entrusted with controlling privately-owned industry. 
The contrast was explained on the ground that in 1917-18 
the machinery of the proletarian State had not yet been set 
up—the working class therefore had to establish control over 
industry mainly through the trade unions. At present 
the working class was in possession of its own State and con¬ 
trolled the entire economy through it, and not through the 
unions. 

More important still was the decision of the eleventh 
Congress to eliminate the trade unions from participation 
in actual industrial management. Individual management 
instead of management by committee was now to be firmly 
established. ‘The main , . . task of the proletariat after it has 
conquered power ... is to increase the volume of output and 
to raise... the productive forces of society... [This] demands 
that the managements of the factories should concentrate full 
power in their hands. . . Any direct interference of the trade 
unions with the management of enterprises must in such 
circumstances be regarded as absolutely harmful and inadmis¬ 
sible,’* 

The Congress dealt another blow at the trade unions when 
it decided that industrial managers alone should be respon* 
sible for fixing wages and rations and for the distribution of 
working clothes to workers, though they should do this 
in accordance with collective agreements concluded with 
trade unions. The Leninist resolution adopted by the pre¬ 
vious Congress had made all these the joint responsibility 

^ ibid. p. 168, • ibid. pp. 167-6. 
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of trade unions, food offices, and industrial managements.^ 
These reforms deepened a split in the Central Council of 

Trade Unions. Tomsky, opposed to the reforms, was tem¬ 
porarily removed from work at the council and ostensibly 
sent on a ‘mission* to Turkestan. Andreev, who had backed 
Trotsky in the trade union debate and consistently repre¬ 
sented the productionist viewpoint, took Tomsky’s place. 
When Tomsky and his adherents protested that the trade 
unions had been reduced to impotence, the productionists 
replied that this was not so, because the trade unions were 
expected to supply an ever-growing contingent of industrial 
managers from their members.* This was true enough. But 
those who shared Tomsky’s viewpoint argued that, although 
many individual trade unionists had become industrial mana¬ 
gers, the trade unions as bodies were losing influence, especi¬ 
ally as the workers promoted to managers tended to lose 
touch with their original unions. The party then urged the 
new worker-managers to remain good trade unionists. This 
was no more than a pium desideratum. The worker promoted 
to manager gradually became accustomed to approach his 
problems from the managerial and not the trade unionist 
angle. The trade unions were once again offered the consola¬ 
tion that they would participate in over-all economic plan- 

' Hitherto the trade unions had been in charge of the distribution of 
some consumers* goods. Since wa^es were often still paid in kind and not 
in money, it was a matter of some importance who fixed rations for various 
categories of workers. At the fourth Congress of the Trade Unions it was 
stated that seven categories of radons were in existence and that the 
differences between them were very considerable. 

• *(i) The Trade Unions take part in the formation of all economic and 
state authorities . . . putting forward their own candidates . . . [but] the 
power of decision belongs exclusively to the economic authorities. . . 
These take into account the opinions on all candidates expressed by the 
corresponding Trade Unions.* *(2) One of the most important tasks of any 
Trade Union is the promodon and training of administrators from among 
workers ... if at present we have only tens of really competent industrial 
administrators [drafted from Trade Unions] and hundred of more or less 
coix^>etent ones, we shall very soon need hundreds of the former category 
and thousands of the latter* {V.K.P. (6) 0 Profsojmzakh, p. 168). 
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ning and advise the Government which factories should and 
which should not be handed over to private capital. The pill 
was hardly sweetened. 

The new economic course was justified on grounds of 
expediency. But there was more to it than that. The party 
was now engaged in building up, on the basis of its monopoly 
of power, the monolithic State. ^ The subordination of the 
trade unions was a prerequisite as well as one of the results 
of that process. Yet this whole development was still in one 
of its initial phases. Nominally, the party still insisted on the 
need for the trade unions to keep the balance, so subtly drawn 
by Lenin, between the various aspects of their activity: per¬ 
suasion and coercion; defence of the material interests of the 
workers and pressure on the workers for higher productivity; 
the need to take into account the moods of the rank and file 
and the need to resist those moods, when from an economic 
viewpoint they were not sound. ‘These contradictions’, stated 
the eleventh Congress, ‘are not accidental and they cannot 
be removed in the course even of a number of decades.’* ‘The 
aforementioned contradictions will inevitably give rise to 
conflicts, lack of harmony, friction, etc. A higher authority... 
is necessary to settle such conflicts at once. Such an authority 
is the Communist Party and the international association of 
the Communist Parties of all countries, the Comintern.’* 
This curious phrase meant that the trade unions had the 
right to appeal from the Soviet Government to the Russian 
Communist Party and fix^m the latter to the Communist 
International. They have never made .use of this right. In 
later years, after Stalin had firmly established himself in 
power, the very idea of such an appeal would have seemed 
wild, not only because the Comintern was completely in the 

^ It was not pure coincidence that on the day afier the conclusion of 
the eleventh Ckmgress .of the party, which aaopted these resolutionti 
Stalin was appoint^ General Secretary of the Central Gcmunittee. 

* V.K,P. (i) 0 p. 171, »ibid. p. 17a. 
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hands of the Russian party, but because the mere thought 
of such an appeal smacked of treason.^ Meanwhile it was 
significant that the Bolshevik leaders still anticipated that 
within the framework of the single-party State, now taking 
shape, the trade unions would for a long time to come (for 
a ‘number of decades’) maintain their relative autonomy and 
consequently their dual attitude towards the State. 

Nevertheless, the eleventh Congress made another long 
step towards the complete destruction of the democratic con¬ 
stitution of the trade unions. It resolved that the secretaries 
and chairmen of the central committees of the unions must 
be members of the party of long standing, men who had be¬ 
longed to it before the revolution. Similarly, the chairmen, 
secretaries, and members of the leading regional trade union 
bodies had also to be party members of at least three years’ 
standing. • The Congress at the same time adopted one more 
of a series of resolutions in favour of normal elections in trade 
unions; but it did not say what should happen if in normal 
elections other than party members were elected. In practice, 
elections were already rigged to such an extent that the 
dilemma could hardly arise. 

The productionist viewpoint foimd eloquent expression in 
the resolutions of the twelfth Congress of the party (April 
19123), the first Congress in which Lenin did not participate: 

Aiming by all means at an improvement in the condition of the working 
class, the state authorities and the Trade Unions ought to remember that 
a prolonged and all-round improvement is possible only on the basis of 
an expanding, that is profit-bearing industry. . . To keep in operation 
businesses with low employment or to keep employed in any factory a 
number of workers which does not correspond with the actual produc¬ 
tivity of that factory is a wasteful and irrational form of social security and 
is therefore detrimental to the working class interests of to-morrow. The 

saddling of industrial enterprises with all sorts of overhead costs .. . dis- 

^This was how the ai>peals of the Trotskyist Opposition from the 
Russian party to the Ck>mmtem were in fact treated. 

• Kir.r. {k) a p. 173. 
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rupts the possibility of correct calculation and imposes . .. upon the state 
expenses which it is not at present in a position to bear. Arbitrary . . . 
‘grants* by trusts represent nothing else but wastage of governmental 

property and should be punished by law. . . 
The appointment, transfer, and replacement of the economic personnel 

is the responsibility of the leading economic authorities—a necessary condi¬ 
tion for the genuine management of industry. . . The recommendations 
and testimonials of the trade unions should be attentively taken into 
account, but they can in no case lift the responsibility [for taking decisions] 
from the corresponding economic authorities, to whom the existing 

legislation leaves complete freedom of choice and appointment. 
The economic administrator is always confronted with two dangers; 

(a) the danger that his exacting demands may antagonize the workers, 
their representative bodies, the local branches of the party and Soviet 
institutions; and (b) the danger of taking in matters of production, wages, 

etc., the line of least resistance and of sacrificing thereby the profitability 
of the business, and consequently its future. It goes without saying that 
the manager of a Soviet factory ought to show the greatest attentiveness to 
the material and spiritual needs of the workers, to their feelings and moods. 
But at the same time he must not lose sight of his supreme duty towards the 
working class, as a whole, a duty which consists in raising productivity of 
labour, lowering costs of production and increasing the volume of material 
goods available to the proletarian state. Trade Unionists and party mem¬ 
bers ought to co-operate in every way with the Soviet manager for this 

purpose. Attentiveness, determination and discrimination are the indis¬ 
pensable qualities of the Soviet manager. But his best testimonial is the 
favourable balance sheet of the business.^ 

TRADE UNIONS UNDER NEP 

The further evolution of the trade unions was bound up 
with two factors: {a) the general economic situation and the 
changing social structure of Russia; and (6) the political 
evolution of the regime, i.e. the progressive crystallization of 
the single-party system. 

The mixed economy of NEP existed from 1921 till roughly 
the end of 1928, when the first Five-Year Plan was initiated. 
The effect upon the trade unions of the partial readmission 
of capitalism was not as far-reaching as had been expected. 

^ ibid. pp. 186-7. The author of this resolution was Trotsky. 
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In industry, capitalist enterprise regained relatively little 
ground. Foreign concessionaires were less interested in invest¬ 
ment in Russia than Lenin and his colleagues had hoped. 
Private enterprise was strong only in trade and, of course, in 
farming. At the height of NEP only i8 -8 per cent (i *6 out of 
9*6 million) of the total number of wage and salary earners 
were employed in the private sector of the economy. How¬ 
ever, although the State employed four-fifths of the mass of 
wage earners, the circumstance that a fraction of the working 
class was again employed by private capital could not but 
affect in some degree the outlook of the trade unions as a 
whole. In relation to private employers the trade unions pre¬ 
served their independence and made demands on behalf of 
the workers. This alone tended to give them some indepen¬ 
dence in relation to the State as well, altogether apart from 
the fact that, in virtue of the resolutions of the last three party 
Congresses, the State was committed to respect their relative 
autonomy. The trade unions could not adopt a totally pro- 
ductionist attitude in governmental factories and a totally 
consumptionist one in private industry. Throughout the 
years of NEP their ix)licy was the resultant of the two 
attitudes. 

One of the dominant economic features of this period was 
mass imemployment. Due to a combination of industrial 
underemployment and agricultural over-population, it per¬ 
sisted throughout the NEP. At the height of NEP about two 
million people were without jobs, a very large number for a 
country in which total industrial employment was only i *2 
million in 1920 and 2 * i million in 1925.^ The problem with 

^ Latent agricultural over-population was reflected in the steady 
gro%vth of seasonal employment of peasants outside farming: 

PEASANTS SEASONALLY EMPLOYED IN INDUSTRY 
1923-4 1*7 million 1927-8 4*0 million 
1926-7 3*2 million 19^^^ 4*3 million 

SmishEQfa EntsikhfwHya, S.S.S.K. (^948), p. 1124.) 
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which Russia had to contend in the next decade—that of 
securing, under conditions of full employment, a steady sup¬ 
ply of fresh labour to an expanding industry—did not yet 
exist. 

Direction of labour which had been part and parcel of mili¬ 
tary communism was no longer needed—it was in fact aban¬ 
doned in February 1922. The ‘reserve army of unemployed’, 
to use the Marxian term, performed in the Russian economy 
of the twenties the same function which it performs in any 
capitalist economy: it pressed upon the wages and living 
conditions of the employed workers. Throughout most of this 
period real wages were considerably below the pre-1914 
level, which was understandable in view of the disastrous 
impoverishment of the country. Fear of unemployment pre¬ 
vented workers from demanding higher wages and from 
pressing the trade unions to stake out claims on their behalf, 
claims that might have brought the unions into conflict with 
the employer State. In 1924 only 24,000 workers went on 
strike in State-owned industry; in 1925—34,000, in 1926— 
33,000; in 1927—20,000; and in 1928 even fewer than 20,000. 
This is not to say that labour conflicts in milder form were 
not widespread. By the end of NEP, at the eighth Congress 
of the Trade Unions (December 1928) Schmidt, the Com¬ 
missar for Labour, stated that in the previous few years 
industrial conflicts had involved nearly 2*5 million workers 
annually. But as the workers were weary of resorting to 
strikes, most conflicts were settled by arbitration. 

The attitude of the trade unions towards private industry 
fluctuated and was ambiguous. At the beginning of NEP and 
up to the middle twenties, private employers were often able 
to offer better conditions of labour than those prevailing in 
State-owned industry. Private capital re-entrenched itself in 
consumers’ industries, the produce of which was in very 
heavy demand. The profits of private industry were sufficient- 
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ly high to make it worth while for employers to raise wages. ^ 
The trade unions witnessed the paradox that small capitalist 
businesses compelled the proletarian State to compete with 
them in the improvement of labour conditions. • But this could 
not, of course, last very long. In the middle twenties State- 
owned industry was rehabilitated and reached the pre-war 
level of output; and so private industry was quickly losing the 
advantages it had enjoyed. The normal antagonism between 
employer and trade union returned. However, the Gk)vem- 
ment, determined to speed up economic recovery, did not 
want to see the working of private industry interrupted by 
strikes. The private employers certainly worked for their 
profit, but the output of their factories, it was pointed out, 
was essential to the economic balance of the proletarian State. 
The trade xmions, therefore, often adopted the ‘productionist’ 
attitude even in private industry. ® But equally often, compel¬ 
led to tread warily in State-owned industry, they compensated 
themselves by excessive militancy towards private employers, 
until they (i.e. trade unions) were curbed by the Government. 
Between these two extremes the trade unions wavered. 

The NEP period saw the introduction of a mass of pro¬ 
gressive labour legislation. But the trade unions did not re¬ 
gain real freedom of action, in spite of the relative liberalism 
in the Government’s economic policy. This became striking 
after the recovery of industry was more or less complete. In 
March 1927 the Central Committee of the party ordered a 

^ This caused the fifth Congress of the Trade Unions to complain that 
heavy industry was at a disadvantage in its competition with light industry 
and to ask the Government to protect heavy industry against unfair 
comoetition. 

• In 192a wages in State-owned industry were increased by 100 per 
cent, but the increase was soon swallowed up by monetary infiation. 

•At the seventh Congress of the Trade Unions (December 1926) 
Dogadov, one of the prominent leaders of that period, complained about 
a ^deviation’ in the trade unions which consisted in the treatment of 
pdvate businesses on an equal footing with the socialist ones (7. 

p. 84). 
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large-scale release of redundant labour from State-owned in¬ 
dustry. ^ The release was explained on the ground that indus¬ 
try was already fully utilizing its old plant and that expansion 
was now possible only through technical rationalization, 
higher efficiency, and construction of new plant. The trade 
unions were asked not only to agree to the release of redundant 
labour, but also to work out higher norms of output and to 
co-operate with the economic administration in the processes 
of rationalization. The Commissariat of Labour was to shift 
the released workers to new places of employment. This, of 
course, implied a degree of direction of labour. But for some 
time yet this implication was to be devoid of practical signifi¬ 
cance, because industry was still developing too slowly to 
require and absorb the redundant labour. The resolution of 
the Central Committee brought forth a vehement protest 
fi-om the opposition led by Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev. 
One of the charges levelled against the economic administra¬ 
tion and the trade unions was that in the scheme for rationali¬ 
zation the emphasis was not on higher technical efficiency but 
on exacting more physical exertion from the workers.* The 
trade unions, nevertheless, responded to the appeal of the 
Central Committee, although they did so half-heartedly and 
not without provoking protests from the ranks. 

In their attempt to balance between the State and the 
workers, between the economic administration and their own 
rank and file, the trade unions most often inclined towards 
the State and the economic administration.* Nevertheless, 

^ V,K,P, (b) 0 Prqfsoyuzakhj p. 310. 
* L. Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia (London, Allen & Unwin, igstH) 

p. 
•’Some parallel n^ht perhaps be drawn between the position of the 

Soviet trade unions in those years and the attitude of the T.U.G. towards 
Mr Attlee’s Govermnent in 1^45-9, but it would be wrong to overlook 
the differences in the economic and social background, since even unckr 
the N£P 80 per cent of the Soviet workers were employed in the socialist 
sector of the economy. 
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they were in almost constant conflict with everybody: the 
State, the economic administration, the party, and their own 
rank and file. At the fifth Congress of the Trade Unions 
Tomsky related with melancholy irony how . at every 
congress, conference, meeting, wherever four people assem¬ 
bled, the first and the most important point on the agenda is 
the problem of our mutual relations. . . If you ask any 
branch, sub-branch or responsible official for a report or an 
organizational plan, you may rest assured that three-quarters, 
or at best a good half of that report will be devoted to the 
problem of our mutual relations.’^ The fourteenth Congress 
of the party (December 1925) thus rebuked the trade.unions; 
‘It is necessary to fight against that deviation which takes the 
form of a strange bloc of some Trade Unionists and Trade 
Unions with the economic authorities, a bloc based on un¬ 
critical wholesale approval and defence... before the workers 
of all measures and proposals emanating from the economic 
administration. This transforms the Trade Unions into an 
appendage and political department of the economic ad¬ 
ministration and leads them to forget what is their main 
function. At the same time the Congress rebuked the unions 
for meddling with the business of the economic administra¬ 
tion; it also remonstrated with the economic administration 
for dealing with the workers behind the back of the trade 
unions. At a Congress of the Trade Unions Dogadov charged 
the Supreme Council of National Economy with trying to 
decree industrial wages without any reference to the unions. 
At the same Congress other delegates stated that collective 
bargaining had become a mere sham.* 

The extent to which the trade unions’ influence was 
diminishing can be seen in their changing attitudes towards 
governmental arbitration in labour conflicts. In the opening 

^5. Ffqfst^oOy p. 118. • V,K,P, {h) 0 Profsti^jmzakl^, p. 271. 
• 7. Prqfsqjm^, p. 86 and passim. 
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years of NEP it was thought almost impossible that compul¬ 
sory arbitration should be imposed upon the unions. At the 
fifth Trade Union Cbngress (1922) Schmidt, the Commissar 
for Labour, reported on a governmental decision investing 
power of arbitration in his Commissariat. The Commissar 
himself, as we know, was appointed on the proposal of the 
Central Council of Trade Unions and could in principle be 
dismissed by that council. Even so, the idea that he should 
act as an arbiter, independently of the unions, still shocked 
many trade unionists. And so Schmidt told the Congress 
that the decree on compulsory arbitration had been passed 
by the Gk)vemment against his opinion and that he would 
in practice interpret it in favour of the unions. ^ Com¬ 
pulsory arbitration, he stated, would be applied in individual 
conflicts only, where no collective agreement was involved, 
and in cases of flagrant violation of labour legislation. If 
there must be arbitration, then it should be carried out not 
by a branch of the administration but by a special chamber, 
and in no case should the trade unions be denied the right 

to call strikes. * On behalf of the trade imions, Tomsky then 
spoke in favour of local arbitration commissions, composed 
of trade unionists and representatives of factory manage* 
ments, and of the advisability of their referring conflicts to 
the local branches of the Commissariat of Labour. The trade 
unions, he added, would call strikes only in extreme cases.* 
Another leading trade unionist, Rudzutak, the future vice* 
Premier, declared that the unions would suppress unauthoriz¬ 
ed strikes, but they would insist that in all strikes backed 
by themselves the demands of the workers must be met, and 
that the administrative organs that provoked strikes must be 

* In later yean no member of the Soviet Grovemment would have dared 
to reveal his disagreement with the Gk>vemment. Schmidt remained 
Commissar for Labour for six years longer. 

* 3* Syezd PrqfsoyuzpVt p, 87. * ibid. p. 105 and passim. 

72 



THE NEW ECONOMIC POLICY 

held responsible for this and the guilty officials must be dis¬ 
missed, as a matter of principle. Some speakers at the Con¬ 
gress demanded that full powers of arbitration should be 
vested exclusively in the trade unions, but this was resisted 
by the Government. The debate on the whole revealed how 
great relatively was still the strength of the trade unions. 

Three years later, in December 1925, the fourteenth Con¬ 
gress of the party adopted another resolution on compulsory 
arbitration which showed to what an extent the position of 
the trade unions had in the meantime changed.^ The resolu¬ 
tion asserted that it had become customary for the party com¬ 
mittees, instead of the branches of the Commissariat of 
Labour, to arbitrate in labour conflicts. The Congress urged 
that this practice be discontinued. Yet the habit of those 
concerned to refer their conflicts to the party committees, and 
not to the trade unions or the Commissariat of Labour, 
reflected the real relationship between the respective institu¬ 
tions. The Congress further gave the economic administration 
the right to ask for compulsory arbitration and it strengthened 
the influence of the industrial managements in local arbitra¬ 
tion committees. This was a far cry from Schmidt’s assurance 
that compulsory arbitration would not be used against trade 
unions. The Trotsky-Zinoviev oppK>sition commented on this 
reform that it ‘. . . reduced to nothing the collective contract 
itself, changing it from a two-sided act of agreement into an 
administrative organ. . . The past years have been charac¬ 
terized by a sharp increase in labour conflicts, most of them 
being settled by compulsory rather than by conciliatory 
measures.’* The opposition pressed for the annulment of the 
rights just given to the industrial managements. The trade 
union leaders, including Tomsky, still endorsed the extension 

* V.K.P, {b^ Prqfsoyuzakh, p. 272 ff. 
* Trotsky, iTu Heal Situation in Russia^ p. 49. 
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of the prerogatives of the industrial managers, but two or 
three years later Tomsky and his adherents were to repeat 
almost literally Trotsky’s and Zinoviev’s criticisms and 
demands. 
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Planned Economy IN the years the Soviets reaped the fruits of NEP; 
but the Bolshevik Party was divided by a bitter con¬ 
troversy, in which the trade unions were anything but 

disinterested spectators. Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev 
demanded that private enterprise should be curbed with a 
stronger hand than hitherto, and that the Government should 
embark upon more rapid industrialization and upon gradual 
collectivization of farming. The opposition at the same time 
criticized the ‘bureaucratic centralism’ of the regime and 
demanded a return to ‘proletarian democracy’, in which the 
trade unions would once again be free to defend the workers 
against the managements. 

In those years the ruling group in party and CJovernment 
still consisted of a coalition of the so-called right wing of the 
party, which was in principle opposed to the demands of the 
opposition, and of the centre, led by Stalin, which wavered 
between the opposed wings but for the time being stuck to the 
coalition with the right. The ruling circle favoured a con¬ 
tinuation of NEP and was reluctant to embark upon rapid 
industrialization and collectivization. It is difficult to say 
exactly what was the attitude of the mass of trade unionists, 
since they never had the chance to speak their minds frankly. 
The whole dispute was conducted under immense adminis¬ 
trative pressure against the opposition. The leadership of the 
trade unions, however, sided unequivocally with the right 
wing of the party and resisted demands for rapid industriali¬ 
zation, Tomsky, still the most auth<uitative leader of the 

unions, was cme of the three chie&—^the other two were 
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Bukharin and Rykov—of the right-wing Bolsheviks. At the 
Congresses of the Trade Unions which took place in this 
period the Trotskyist opposition (or the ‘joint opposition’ as it 
was officially called) still had its spokesmen, but the over¬ 
whelming majority of delegates, who may or may not have 
faithfully reflected the mood of the rank and file, voted for 
the official party line, as represented by Tomsky. 

TRANSITION TO PLANNED ECONOMY 

This lack of enthusiasm for industrialization displayed by 
the trade union leadership may appear puzzling. The trade 
unions, so it might seem, should have grasped how much 
they stood to gain from a policy which promised to increase 
the numbers of industrial workers and, generally speaking, to 
add weight to the industrial and trade unionist elements. 
Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev therefore charged the trade 
union leadership with lack of imagination and ‘bureaucratic 
conservatism’, charges that are so often levelled by the 
political sections of the labour movements against the chie& 
of the trade unions in other countries as well. And indeed, 
the economic policy advocated by the opposition, and later 
applied with extreme brutality by Stalin himself, did involve 
enormous uncertainties and risks, which a cautious, more or 
less honest but narrow-minded and already routine-ridden 
trade union officialdom wished to avoid. But, altogether 
apart from this, Tomsky and his adherents had their specific 
reasons for viewing with anxiety the prospects of rapid 
industrialization. 

It was, or it must have been clear to them that this would 
be accompanied by a further considerable increase in the 
powers of the economic administration as against the trade 
unions. For all the readiness of the unions, and of Tomsky 
personally, to co-operate with and to submit to the Govern¬ 
ment and the Supreme Council of National Economy, there 
was, as we saw, almost permanent friction between than, 
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friction which was not necessarily harmful—it had in theory 

been accepted as part of the normal processes of proletarian 

democracy—and which was inevitable as long as the trade 

unions enjoyed a modicum of autonomy. The trade union 

leadership clung to that modicum of autonomy. 

Planned industrialization implied direction of labour. 

When the issue was posed in the middle twenties, it was a 

theoretical point only, in view of the large unemployment 

still existing. But it was not difficult to foresee that with 

expansion of industry unemployment would vanish, and that 

the next problem would be how to secure additional labour. 

The trade union leaders must also have been aware that 

rapid industrialization demanded the expansion of producers’ 

industries, in the first instance. The individual worker was 

immediately interested in the development of consumers’ 

industries, and the union leaders tended to voice his consump- 

tionist bias. Apart from such strictly trade unionist considera¬ 

tions, Tomsky and the right-wing Bolsheviks were appre¬ 

hensive of the ruthlessness with which the new policy, if 

adopted, was likely to be sponsored. 

Tomsky gave all these reasons for his opposition in a speech 

at the eighth Congress of the Trade Unions (December 1928). 

Stalin had just fallen out with the right wing of the party and 

sponsored the first Five-Year Plan; and this was the last time 

that Tomsky appeared at a Congress as the recognized leader 

of the trade unions. He revealed that industry had been 

troubled by many unofficial strikes which had been due to 

the ‘Trade Unions paying inadequate attention to the needs 

of the masses, to their being detached fh>m the masses and 

showing contempt for the small matters of the workers’ life’. ^ 

He demanded real elections in the unions, implying that 

hitherto elections had been rigged. The rank and file, he 

went on, were afraid of speaking their minds, because 

critics were sure to be labelled Mensheviks or counter- 

^ 8, Sjmd JPrtfsojmtnf, p. 24 and passim* 
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revolutionaries.^ The friction between the trade unions and 

the economic administration had been getting worse. The 

economic administration had been pressing down the level 

of wages and failing to observe collective agreements. It was 

the industrial managements rather than the unions that 

needed more discipline. ‘There should be no friendship,’ 

Tomsky said, ‘between the economic administrator and the 

Trade Unionist, when it comes to carrying out the collective 

agreement—both sides must fulfil their commitments.’ ‘Very 

often pathetic things are concealed behind planning. Plan¬ 

ning is often understood in this way: “Talk according to plan, 

do not say a word which is not according to plan”.’ Factory 

meetings were convened only three times a year; even 

so they were regarded as a nuisance by industrial managers. 

The resolutions of the party which had urged systematic 

education of workers in the administration of the national 

economy had not been honoured. Planned economy, 

Tomsky argued just as Trotsky had done some time earlier, 

could not properly function without some freedom of discus¬ 

sion, for only through discussion was it possible to correct 

mistakes and bring precision into the plans. He did not 

discard the productionist attitude in principle, and he re¬ 

peated emphatically that the trade unions need not be 

ashamed of pressing workers for higher productivity, but this 

pressure ‘must take civilized forms. . . This means that you 

and we have left behind the period of military communism, 

when ... in some Trade Unions they set up gaols [i.e. for 

their undisciplined members], Tliis, of course, was no 

civilized form of action, when Trade Unions together with 

managers imposed disciplinary punishment upon the wor¬ 

kers.’* Tomsky was supported in the debate by other spoke^ 

men, among them by the representative of the most important 

^ ibid. p. 38. 
* ibid, pp, 44, and passim. It is surprising to see that the Webbs 

attributed to Tomiucy the view that ‘It was not for the Trade Unl<Mis to 
press for improvoxients in foctory techniqiie, even if these would lead to 
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trade union, that of the metal workers, who spoke about the 

disregard shown for the needs of the consumers. ^ 

The case for rapid industrialization was made by Kuiby¬ 

shev, Orjonikidze, Zhdanov, and other leaders of the 

Stalinist group. Kuibyshev acquainted the Congress with 

one of the early variants of the first Five-Year Plan and made 

a striking comparison between the productivity of the Ameri¬ 

can and the Russian workers. He said that whereas the output 

of one American worker at the furnace was 3,300 tons of 

steel per year, the output of the Russian worker was only 330 

tons, exactly one-tenth. This comparison provided an index 

of Russian industrial backwardness. * The country could not 

overcome that backwardness as long as it was satisfied with 

industrialization ‘at the snail’s pace’, advocated by right- 

wing Bolsheviks. According to another spokesman, the Five- 

Year Plan provided for a 95 per cent increase in productivity 

of labour, which in the case given by Kuibyshev would still 

have left Russian productivity at one-fifth of the American. 

The economic administration could not but press for higher 

output; and—^this was the unspoken but obvious conclusion 

—^it could not be very choosy about the forms of that pressure. • 

Dramatic as was the controversy on the floor of the Con¬ 

gress, the real fight took place not there but at a closed 

increased productivity’, and to describe him as an advocate of an 'anarchic 
scramHe after rises in wages ... irrcspecth’e of their effect on the required 
universal increase of industrial productivity . . .* (Sidney ana Beatrice 
Webb, Soviet Communism [London, Longmans, 19^], p. 131}. This is, of 
course, an uncritical repetition of the official distortions and charm 
direct^ against Tomsky. Another echo of an official l^end is the Wcbw* 
assertion mat the purp^ of the anti-Tomsky purge in the trade unions 
was to remove unco-operative persons 'not sprung from the manual 
labour class’ (loc. cit.). Whether any of the disputants was of working- 
class origin was completely irrelevant to this controversy, but what the 
Webbs apparently did not know is that for many years Tomsky had been 
tlan only authentic worker among the members of the PoHtbureau. 

^ Snzji Prqfsoyutw, p« 96. * ibid. p. 373 and passim. 
* Kmb^^hev dcnkd the statement made by Tomsky’s adherents that 

the Government had started the new policy of industrialiaation with a 
cut in the social services. 
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session of the Ck>mmumstfraktsya, that is, at a conference of 

the Communist delegates to the Congress. The fraktsya fol¬ 

lowed the Politbureau’s instruction not to re-elect Tomsky as 

chairman of the Central Council. The Stalinist group in the 

trade union leadership was strengthened by the election of 

Kaganovich to the council—^Kaganovich was the main driv¬ 

ing power behind the subsequent purge in the unions. The 

nominal successor to Tomsky as chairman of the council was 

Shvernik, who was later to become present President of the 

U.S.S.R. Schmidt, the Commissar for Labour, who was 

inclined towards the right-wing Bolsheviks, announced at 

the Congress his resignation from the commissariat.^ 

The eighth Congress of the Trade Unions, and even more 

so the sixteenth conference of the party which took place four 

months later, in April 1929, opened a new chapter in the 

history of the trade unions and indeed of the Soviet regime 

at large. * A long series of controversies had been brought to 

an end. After the Trotskyist opposition, the group of Buk¬ 

harin, Rykov, and Tomsky was silenced. Henceforth no 

open discussion of policy would be permitted. The totalitarian 

* It was during this debate that A. Zhdanov, then known only as one 
of the leaders of Communist Youth, moved into the limelight. He was ‘in 
the front line’ of the attack against the right-wing Bolsheviks. It was he 
who from the floor of the Congress demanded Tomsky’s dismissal. Yaglom, 
the editor of Trud, the official organ of the trade unions, in the course of 
a turbulent exchamge spoke about Zhdanov’s ‘Hottentot morals’, while 
Tomsky spoke of Zhdanov as a ‘good but superficial man’ wasting his 
considerable talents in the wrong causes {8, Syezd Profsoyuzov, p. 177). 

• A resolution of the sixteenth conference stated inter alia: . in Traac 
Union problems Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky are prepared to oppose in 
the most dangerous fashion the Trade Unions to the party, actually 
aiming at the weakening of party leadership in the Unions, blurring 
defects in the work of the Unions, defending craft trends and the manifesta¬ 
tions of bureaucratic ossification in parts of the Trade Union machinery, 
and presenting the party’s struggle against these defects as a Trotskyist 
‘shake up’ of the Ti^c Unions . , Referring to Tomsky’s demand for 
freedom of expression, the resolution stated: ‘The party . . . rejects with 
determination such “freedom’^ of cridcism whicn the right elements 
demand in order to defend their anti-Lcninist political lin^ {V*K.P. (b) 
9 Pr^sqyuzakk, p. 389). 
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State with its rigid uniformity and absolute discipline, under 

a single leader, had taken final shape. True enough, the 

clauses of the old Leninist resolutions of 1921 and 1922, which 

guaranteed the trade unions their relative freedom, were 

never declared null and void, for the regime, professing a 

strict Leninist orthodoxy, coiJd not openly discard a principle 

established by Lenin himself. But the relative autonomy of 

the trade unions could have no meaning when no institution 

and no organization whatsoever could maintain even a 

shred of independence vis-d-vis the State. To be sure, the 

single-party system had been in existence at least since the 

end of the civil war—all opposition parties had been sup¬ 

pressed by then. Yet in the early twenties the Bolshevik 

leaders were still inclined to regard that suppression as an 

emergency measure to be reversed as soon as the regime 

regained enough stability to tolerate organized opposition. 

And in those years Mensheviks, Social Revolutionaries, and 

other anti-Bolshevik groups still enjoyed some freedom of 

expression and organization inside the trade unions, even 

though their parties had been banned. ^ In the middle twenties 

the open controversies inside the ruling party continued to 

prevent the regime from acquiring the monolithic outlook. 

Thus, although the basis for the totalitarian State had been 

laid during and after the civil war, it took nearly a decade 

before the whole edifice grew up. In the course of that decade 

the trade unions availed themselves of such margins of free¬ 

dom and relative independence as there were. Now, towards 

the end of the twenties, those margins vanished. 

TRADE UNIONS AND PLANNED ECONOMY 

Towards the end of 1928 the first Five-Year Plan was pro¬ 

claimed. Unlike previous plans, emanating from the Gosplm, 

^ Thus, for instance, the compositors’ and printers’ union in Moscow 
was ted hy the Menshe^dks as late as 1923. 
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the central planning authority, which were no more than loose 

prognostications, this Plan had the character of a ‘law’, enforced 

by the Government upon the whole country. Plsuining inclu¬ 

ded labour policy, and consequently the activity of the trade 

unions was now strictly confined within the limits set to it. 

The problem with which the planners had to contend over 

the greater part of the period under discussion was the 

extreme shortage of industrial labour, especially of skilled. 

In the effort to overcome this, the Government gradually 

worked out a very wide assortment of methods, ip the applica¬ 

tion of which the trade unions played a crucial part. 

As stated before, direction of labour was abolished in 1922; 

and up to the Second World War it was never nominally re¬ 

enacted. In actual fact, however, more and more elements 

of compulsory direction were introduced in the course of the 

three pre-war Five-Year Plans. Moreover, some of the forms 

of direction of labour were much more drastic than any of 

those that had been associated with militarization of labour 

during the civil war. The notorious mammoth forced labour 

camps, which came into existence during the thirtTes, are a 

case in point. From a legislative viewpoint, the fact that the 

Soviet Government, in spite of such drastic and brutal 

practices, up to the Second World War never claimed for 

itself overall powers of direction of labour, represents a 

curious anomaly. For this the Leninist orthodoxy, to which 

Stalinism had committed itself, was responsible; Lenin, we 

remember, had dismissed compulsory direction of labour and 

the use of the trade unions for this purpose as unjustifiable in 

a socialist regime, under normal conditions. This principle 

came to be enshrined in the party tradition, and to it the 

Stalinist rc^me had to pay its tribute. In theory, labour 

remained ‘free*. Elements of direction were introduced on an 

increasing scale and ever more brutally, but in a way that 

should not openly clash with precept. This extreme diserqp* 
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ancy between precept and practice imparted to the Stalinist 
labour policy that strong streak of hypocrisy which was 
entirely lacking in the labour policy of military communism, 
including Trotsky’s militarization of labour. Under military 
communism the powers of the Government and the limits to 
which it went to enforce them were at least known, and they 
were the object of discussion and criticism. This alone pro¬ 
vided a safeguard against gross abuses, a safeguard which 
has not been available to the Russian workers under the 
evasive policies of the thirties and forties. 

Given the purposes of national policy which the Soviet 
Government had set itself when it embarked upon rapid in¬ 
dustrialization, a degree of direction of labour was practically 
inevitable. At the beginning of the first Five-Year Plan this 
need was in part revealed and in part veiled by the fact that, 
while industry was already experiencing an acute shortage of 
labour, the labour exchanges still registered more than a 
million of unemployed. In December 1929 the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the party instructed the Central Council of the 
Trade Unions to find out ‘within the shortest possible time 
what were the needs for skilled labour in various branches of 
industry and transport and in the various regions of the 
country . . . and to find out what were the changes in the 
composition and training of laboiu* caused by the reconstruc¬ 
tion and rationalization of industry’. The trade unions were 
also expected to help in the . . working out of a system of 
measures guaranteeing the timely and full supply of skilled 
labour. , The Commissariat of Labour and the trade 
unions were further instructed to check the registered im- 
employment and to find out how much of it was real and how 
much was iMiusory. In the course of 1930 unemployment 
virtually disappeared, and the Gk^vernment was confronted 
with a new problem: how to expand industry rapidly, while 

^ F.iTJ*. (b) 0 Ptqfsqyujfiakh, pp. 459-68. 
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the actual industrial labour force of the nation was already 
fully employed. There was, first and foremost, the question 
how to increase the total labour force, and then—^the more 
specific issue: how to increase the supply of skilled labour. 

(a) Industrial Recruitment. The solution to the first problem 
lay in transferring the surplus man-power of an over-popu¬ 
lated countryside into the old and new industrial centres. 
This had been, broadly speaking, the main source from which 
other countries in the process of industrialization had drawn 
their man-power. But in those coimtries masses of migrant 
peasants were drawn into the laissez-faire mechanism of 
supply and demand on labour markets; and the unregu¬ 
lated, ‘spontaneous’ supply of labour dictated up to a point 
the rhythm of industrialization. Other circumstances being 
equal, scarcity of labour slowed down industrialization, 
whereas an over-abundant supply si>eeded it up, at the 
expense of the living standard of the working population. 
The Soviet Gk)vernment was determined itself to dictate 
the tempo of industrialization, which it could not do unless 
it regulated the transfer of the rural surplus population into 
industry. This was arranged in the following way: industrial 
managements concluded annual agreements with the 
managements of collective forms, under which the latter were 
obliged to supply specified numbers of their ‘redundant 
members’ to the foctories, mines, etc. Through this ‘organized 
intake’ of labour, industry received between i *5 million and 
2 million new workers annually, throughout the pre-war 
Five-Year periods. Thus was made possible a phenomenal 
influx of the rural population into the cities and towns of the 
Soviet Union, an influx for which hardly a single historic 
precedent can be found—^it involved 24 million people be¬ 
tween 1926 and 1939.' 

^ The total growth of the urban population in the same period, inchid* 
ing the normal increase in the town-dwelling population, amounted to 
nearly 30 million. 
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The contracts between factories and collective farms were 
to be strictly voluntary. This they were—in part. Rural over¬ 
population was only too real, and it became even more 
pronounced when the collective farms were mechanized and 
much more new labour was ‘set free*. That the great mass of 
raw peasants had no need to wander helplessly in search of 
work in remote cities, that it had no need to experience the 
lot of migrant peasants exposed to the horrors of early capi¬ 
talist industrial revolutions, might have been of obvious social 
advantage. From this angle, the Soviet Government could 
make a very strong case for the ‘organized recruitment* of 
peasant labour. ^ On the other hand, there was massive com¬ 
pulsion. The individual peasant singled out as redundant by 
the chairman of the collective farm had no choice but to 
leave; he was as good as expropriated; and he had to go to 
the factory or mine to which he was directed, although once 
there he was, as a rule, free to change his job. 

A much more rigid method of ‘organized intake* was en¬ 
forced shortly before the German invasion of Russia, when 
the Government considered it necessary to increase even more 
rapidly than hitherto the reserves of industrial man-power. 
Under the decree on the State Labour Reserves, of 2 Decerii- 
ber 1940, chairmen of collective farms were obliged to call up 
for the labour reserves specified numbers of young men. The 
quotas were somewhat oddly fixed: 20 boys between 14-15 
years and 2 between 16-17 for every 100 members of any 
collective farm aged between 14 and 55 years. • In proportion 
to the young members of the collective &rms the number of 
those called up was, of course, very high; and the method of 

* This does not apply, of course, to the forced labour camps, among 
the inmates of which political offenders or suspects formed a very high, 
perhaps the highest, proportion. But the forced labour camp is a mon¬ 
strous excess, not the typical form of Soviet direction of labour. The 
typical form is precisely this 'organized intake’ of peasant labour, on the 
b^is of contracts between the industrial concerns and collective fiurms. 

3 Cktober 1940. 

83 



SOVIET TRADE UNIONS 

recruitment resembled the manner in which Russians had 
been called up for the army a hundred years before under 
Tsar Nicholas I. 

In this ‘organized intake’ of peasant labour the trade 
unions played and still play an important auxiliary role. 
The contracts with the collective farms are signed by the 
industrial managements. But the trade union, or more strictly 
the factory committee—^its basic unit—^acts as a sort of 
recruiting agent. Like every recruiting agent, it tries to make 
the industrial job look as attractive as possible in the eyes of 
the recruit. But, unlike the recruiting agent of the early 
capitalist industrial revolution, it continues to watch and, 
within limits, protect the recruit at the factory. The trade 
union is in part or entirely responsible for inuring the new¬ 
comer to labour discipline and imparting to him the habits 
and rudimentary skills of the industrial worker. It sees to it 
that the wages of the recruit, however low he may be in the 
scale, should at any rate not be lower than those paid to any 
worker of no higher skill and diligence. Nominally, the trade 
unions are also jointly responsible for the housing of the new 
workers, which in most cases was and still is abominable; and 
they are actually responsible for such matters as the protec¬ 
tion of their labour, social insurance, etc. By standards of old- 
time trade unionism the functions of the Russian trade unions 
are highly mixed. No self-respecting union in the capitalist 
countries would act as the recruiting agent for the industrial 
management; but, on the other hand, few trade unions have 
ever concerned themselves with the raw industrial recruit (as 
distinct from the skilled or half-skilled and settled worker) 
as the Soviet trade unions have. 

The organized transfer of the rural surplus population to 
the industrial centres solved the one great problem, without 
which rapid industrialization would have been impossible: 
it supplied industry with an almost automatically expamiing 
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reserve of man-power. But it did not solve another no less 
vital problem—it did not secure stability of employment. 
Over many years Soviet industry suffered from the so-called 
fluidity of labour, the real scourge of the Russian economy 
in the thirties. Indeed, the effect of industrialization was 
greatly diminished by that fluidity. Workers refused to stay 
on their jobs; they constantly shifted from mine to mine and 
from factory to factory. This peculiarly Soviet phenomenon 
affected, as we shall see later, skilled as well as unskilled 
labour, but it was most characteristic for the millions of 
peasants drawn into industry. The causes and effects of 
‘fluidity* and the problems which it created for the trade 
unions are not difficult to gauge. In general, the poor living 
conditions, and quite especially the desi>erate shortage of 
housing in the cities and towns, which had been unprepared 
for the formidable influx of a new population, made for 
instability of labour. Workers moved from place to place in 
search of better living conditions. There was also the lack 
of industrial tradition and discipline in the proletarianized 
peasantry. All the habits of settled industrial life, regulated 
by the factory siren, that had in other countries been im¬ 
parted to the working class over generations, often with 
the help of ruthless legislation—all those habits were con¬ 
spicuously lacking in Russia. The p>easant, who had been 
accustomed to work in his field according to the rhythm of 
nature, to toil from sunrise to sunset in the summer and to 
sleep through most of the winter, had now to be forced and 
conditioned into an entirely new routine of work. Against 
that he revolted and restlessly shifted from place to place. 
The threat of unemployment, which so often prevents a 
worker from leaving even the most unsatisfactory job, was 
absent. The fears which the laissezifaite mechanism of 
supply and demand of labour normally produced and im« 
pressed upon the mind of ^ worker were not there to 
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chain the Soviet worker to the bench; and new fears were not 

yet substituted for the old ones. On the other hand, the 

Soviet worker was not free to struggle for the improvement 

of his living conditions as the worker in other countries had 

struggled under the leadership of the trade unions: he could 

not strike. The Soviet trade union firmly discouraged strikes, 

and behind the union stood the political police. Fluidity of 

labour was the substitute for strikes. The workers did not now 

coalesce to down tools. Instead, the individual worker or 

millions of workers individually downed tools and left their 

places of work to hire themselves elsewhere. 

The effect of fluidity was to hamper the acquisition of 

industrial skill by the new worker, to disturb the functioning 

of industry and to make the very basis of planning uncertain. 

The fact that throughout the thirties fluidity was the central 

point of every discussion on labour policy, the subject of 

innumerable exhortations, instructions, and decrees, shows 

to what extent this spontaneous and unforeseen process 

obstructed the working of the planned economy. The result¬ 

ing confusion was up to a point inevitable in the circum¬ 

stances, but it was made even worse than it need have been 

by inconsistencies of policy and a neglect of consumers’ needs, 

which only an autocratic administration could afford. 

Direction of labour was at first confined to the initial stage 

of supplying labour to industry, i.e. to the transfer of people 

from the countryside to the industrial centres. At the next 

stage direction ceased, or at any rate ceased to be effective. 

A brief survey of the measures taken by the Government 

and the trade unions to overcome fluidity will perhaps not 

be out of place here. The Government was first alarmed by 

this development in the latter part of 1930. On 3 September, 

the Central Committee of the party dealt with it in its mes¬ 

sage on the third year of the first Five-Year Plan. ‘ It appealed 

to the trade unions (and to other organizations) to take 

* F.iT.P. {b) 0 Profsqjmzakh, p. 506. 
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specific measures against fluidity. It proposed that workers 

drafted into industry should accept the obligation to remain 

in their factories for specified periods, that special incentives 

be offered to those who honoured the obligation, and that 

notorious ‘deserters from production’ be placed under boy¬ 

cott by the trade unions and other bodies. At the same time 

it was decided to abolish the labour exchanges which had 

apparently facilitated ‘desertion’, by enabling any worker 

who had left his job to register for unemployment assistance 

and to find a new job. 

A few weeks later, in October 1930, the Central Com¬ 

mittee, realizing that exhortation was not enough, proposed 

specific incentives and deterrents calculated to ensure 

stability of labour. Workers who stayed on the same job for 

two years were to receive somewhat longer holidays than 

others; and the penalty imposed on ‘deserters* and absentees 

was the loss of the right to industrial employment for six 

months.^ The incentives were still feeble. The deterrents 

would have been all too powerful had it not been for the 

endemic character of fluidity; industrial managers, chro¬ 

nically short of labour and desperately anxious to reach 

their targets of output, were certain to disregard the sanc¬ 

tions decreed and to give a job to any ‘deserter’ from another 

factory who applied for one. Incidentally, the same instruc¬ 

tion by which ‘deserters’ were deprived of the right of em¬ 

ployment urged the Central Council of Trade Unions to sec 

that no administrative pressure or compulsion should be 

exerted in order to make workers enter into obligations for 

long-term employment. This injimction once again illus¬ 

trated the dilemmas of an administration which was com¬ 

pelled by policy and circumstance to resort to direction of 

labour and yet was anxious to maintain the appearance that 

it was t^ot doing so. 

At the beginnmg dF the second Five-Year Plan (1933) 

^ iUd, p. 516. 
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fluidity of labour was as widespread and severe as ever, even 

though sanctions introduced in the meantime included the 

denial to ‘deserters’ of ration cards, living quarters, and so 

on. A resolution issued under the joint authority of Grovern- 

ment and party, and signed by Molotov and Stalin on 8 

April 1933, indicated the extent of the trouble in the coal 

industry of the Donetz Basin, on whose output depended the 

fulfilment or non-fulfilment of the Five-Year Plan. The 

resolution stated that: 

according to the information of the statistical offices, 423,000 workers 
and employees left the mines in 1932. During the same period 458,000 
workers and employees entered employment. In January of 1933 alone, 
32,000 left and 35,000 workers and employees entered employment. This 
means that a considerable part of workers and employees, if not the 
majority, drifts restlessly from mine to mine, from the mines into the 
countryside, and from the countryside into the mines rather than work... 
It goes without saying that in view of such fluidity it is impossible to assimi¬ 
late, if only in a half-satisfactory manner, the new technique and to 
master the new machines. Yet the mastery of the new technique is the key 
to the rise of the entire coal industry of the Donbas.^ 

[The disorder indicated] would not have taken place, if the managers 
of the pits . . . had given effect to the law against loiterers and absentees 
and deprived them of their ration cards and the right to living quarters.. .* 

Five years later, at the beginning of the third Five-Year 

Plan (1938), the same disorder was still plaguing Soviet 

industry. New and more drastic measures were taken to tie 

the worker to his workshop, and these were enforced directly 

by the trade unions. The whole system of social insurance 

was remodelled so as to help to promote stability of labour; 

and, as the trade unions had (in 1933) been made responsible 

for the administration of the social insurance funds,* they 

were the chief executors of the new policy. 

A decree of 28 December 1938, signed by Stalin (for the 

party), Molotov (for the Gk>vemment), and Shvemik (for the 

trade unions) embodied the following provisions:* 

^ ibid. p. 545. • ibid. pp. 546-7. * See page 117, below, 
* r.ir.P. (h) 0 Frq/^jmzakk, pp. 594-401, 

90 



PLANNED ECONOMY 

The worker’s right to a holiday with pay after five and a 

half months’ employment was abolished—^henceforth holi¬ 

days were to be granted only after eleven months of uninter¬ 

rupted work. 

Notorious ‘loiterers’ and absentees were to be uncondi¬ 

tionally dismissed from jobs. 

‘A worker or employee guilty of coming late to work 

without a valid reason, of leaving for lunch too early or 

returning too late, of leaving the factory or office before time 

or idling during working hours is liable to administrative 

prosecution: to be rebuked or rebuked with notice of dis¬ 

missal; to be transferred to a job with less pay for three 

months; or to be altogether transferred to a lower grade. A 

worker or employee guilty of committing three such offences 

in one month, or four in two consecutive months, is dismissed 

as ... an offender against the law of labour and labour 

discipline.’* Industrial managers failing to impose the pre¬ 

scribed punishments were themselves made liable to dismissal 

or prosecution. 

The payment of insurance allowances to workers tem- 

ix)rarily incapacitated was, under the same decree, made 

dependent on the length of time during which the person 

concerned stayed in his or her job. * Only after six years of 

permanent employment was lOO per cent of the wage or 

salary to be paid to the incapacitated; 8o per cent was paid 

after three to six years; 6o per cent after two to three years; 

and only 50 per cent if the worker or employee had stayed 

in his job less than two years. • (These allowances were paid 

to members of trade unions. Non-members received only 50 

* ibid. p. 5^. 
* The sanctions did not, of course, apply to workers who changed jobs 

by order or permission of their superiors. 
•In the coal industry allowances were more liberal. CSoal-getters 

reocsived too per cent after two years, and 60 per cent after less than two 
years of permanent employment. 
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per cent of the appropriate rates. Thus, although member¬ 
ship of the trade unions was, in accordance with the Leninist 
principle, nominally voluntary, it carried with it substantial 
material benefits, and non-membership entailed equally sub¬ 
stantial loss.) 

Pensions for permanent invalids were also graded in rela¬ 
tion to the length of employment. In addition to the basic 
pension, bonuses were granted to invalids with satisfactory 
employment records. To give one example, invalids of the 
‘first category’ (i.e. those who had been employed in mines, 
underground, or in harmful occupations) received lo per 
cent over and above the pension after 3-5 years of permanent 
employment in one concern, 20 per cent after 5-10 years, and 
25 per cent after more than 10 years. ^ Since all these measures 
were certain not only to reduce fluidity of labour, but also 
to reduce the sum total of pensions paid out by the trade 
unions, the latter were instructed to use the saved money 
for building additional houses for workers. 

Perhaps the most drastic provision of the decree was that 
people who had left their jobs without permission or been 
guilty of grave offences against labour discipline were ‘liable 
to compulsory administrative Action [from their dwellings] 
within 10 days, without any living quarters being provided 
for them’. ■ Since houses, as a rule, belonged to municipalities 
or other public corporations, the evicted offender had prac¬ 
tically no chance to obtain new quarters. Often this entailed 
deportation to a forced labour camp. The fear of the forced 
labour camp came now to play the role that the fear of un¬ 
employment had played imder capitalism—it maintained 
labour discipline. This stage, however, was reached only in 
the latter part of the thirties, when mass deportation of 
political suspects, too, became a normal practice. Yet even 

^ For a more detailed scale of bonuses tee V.K,P, {b) 0 PrqfsojmiSiiMf 
p. 599- • ibid. p. 598. 
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now the slender pretence that workers were not tied to their 
workshops was still kept up. The decree just quoted states 
inter alia that workers desiring to leave their jobs ought to give 
one month’s notice of their intention, as if they had still been 
free to carry out such an intention. More curiously still, some 
of these legislative measures were introduced by the Govern¬ 
ment allegedly in response to demands from the trade unions 
themselves. 

(b) Training of Labour, With the progress of industrializa¬ 
tion and the enforcement of Draconic legislation, fluidity of 
labour tended to weaken, if not to disapi>ear altogether. In 
the late thirties complaints about fluidity became less fre¬ 
quent, and after the Second World War they became rare. 
A considerable proportion of the 20 millions or so of the 
industrial proletariat already consisted of people who 
had acquired, if only recently, the habits and outlook of 
industrial workers, and were capable of imparting these to 
newcomers from the countryside.^ Government, industry, and 
trade imions had also acquired considerable experience in 
handling the influx of new and raw labour. In addition, the 
recruits now drafted into industry were no longer quite the 
same raw, backward muzhiks of the early thirties, who had 
never handled a machine. The mechanized collective farm 
became the first training groimd for industrial workers. Thus 
the most painful phase of the industrial revolution, and some 
of its ugliest repercussions in labour policy, should have been 
largely left behind. 

For the history of the Soviet trade unions and labour policy 
the i>criod of the initial accumulation of industrial skill in 
the rapidly growing working class presents enormous interest. 

^ The total number of workers and employees was approaching 30 
million before the Second World War (it was about 33 million in 1949), 
but it has never been stated how many of these were manual workers 
and how many were office employees. Indirect indications suggest that 
industrial workers formed about two-thirds or slightly more of me total. 
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The problem was first tackled on a fairly large scale towards 
the end of 1929, when the trade unions, jointly with the 
Supreme Council of National Economy and the Commis¬ 
sariat of Education, started experimental factory schools, 
where cadres of skilled workers were trained without inter¬ 
rupting normal work at the bench. From this developed the 
system of fabzavuchi^ the factory school which played an 
important role in later years. At the same time, the Central 
Committee of the party decreed that the technical colleges 
and schools should have at least 70 per cent of workers 
among their pupils. ^ The Central Council of Trade Unions 
organized general educational courses—^it was essential for 
industrialization that the general standards of education be 
raised. The cost of those courses was borne by the trade 
unions, whose revenue was assured—the economic adminis¬ 
tration deducted 2 per cent of workers* wages as membership 
fees for the unions. * The trade unions were also responsible 
for choosing from among the workers candidates for technical 
schools of all grades. They distributed scholarships among 
their advanced members who had shown diligence and 
technical ability and displayed initiative at so-called factory 
production meetings.* As the rapidly expanding industry 
badly needed managerial personnel the Central Council of 
the Trade Unions was also asked to submit a list of 1,500- 
2,000 of its ablest organizers for promotion to managerial 
posts. 

A year later, in 1930, economic development was so 
severely impeded by the shortage of skilled labour that trade 
unions were ordered to prepare, within twenty days, a 
practical plan for the training of labour in 1931. It was esti¬ 
mated that the additional demand for skilled labour in the 

^ V*K,P, {b) 0 PfofioyuzMf p. 450. 
* In the late thirties the membership fee was reduced to 1 per cent of 

wages. 
• Sec p. laS, below. 
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basic industries alone would amount to i *3 million men in 
the course of that year. These were trained in the fabzazmchi 

and technical schools in a manner which was of necessity 
extremely hasty and superficial. At the same time the trade 
unions helped the Commissariat of Labour to comb out 
inessential industries for skilled labour, which was to be 
directed to essential industries. The trade unions further 
established a permanent register of skilled workers which 
enabled them to respond instantaneously to the demands of 
the economic administration for labour. The pressure under 
which industry was working was illustrated by the fhet that 
the Central Committee of the party now prohibited the pro¬ 
motion of skilled workers to administrative posts, the pro¬ 
hibition being valid for two years. Industrial managers were 
made liable to prosecution for obstructing or delaying the 
transfer of skilled workers, for the improper use of skilled 
labour, for luring workers and technicians from other under¬ 
takings by offers of higher wages, and for employing more 
workers than was allowed by govemmentally-fixed standards.' 

Along these and similar lines the programme for training 
labour develoi>ed throughout the thirties. It culminated in 
the 1940 decree on State Labour Reserves which ordered 
inter alia that a high proportion of those called up for in¬ 
dustrial labour be directed to training schools. In the same 
year were opened 1,500 such schools, training 800,000 pupils; 
and for the following years the programme provided for the 
training of one million apprentices annually. This system 
worked throughout the war. It will be remembered that the 
State Labour Reserves consisted of boys in their middle 
teens. When war broke out the following year, these were too 
young to be called up for the forces, but vast numbers of 
them had already received sufficient training to fill gaps in 
industrial man-power caused by the mobilization of the 

* Kir,P. {b) 0 Frofsoyuzakh^ p. 515* 
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older age-groups. It was to a large extent with the help of 
that juvenile labour that Soviet industry kept its wheels 
turning during the war. 

(r) ^Socialist Emulation\ In its striving for higher efficiency 
Soviet industry gradually came to rely upon ‘socialist emula¬ 
tion’ and upon an elaborate system of incentive wages. 

At the beginning of 1929 the sixteenth party conference 
initiated ‘socialist emulation’ en masse. The idea dated back 
to the first years of the Soviet regime. The sixteenth conference 
in fact recalled the following words from a resolution adopted 
by the ninth Congress of the party (1920): 

Every social system . . . has had its own methods and ways of labour 
compulsion and education for labour in the interest of the exploiting 
classes. 

The Soviet order is confronted with the task ... of developing its own 
methods, designed to raise the intensity and efficiency of labour on the 
basis of a socialized economy and in the interests of the whole people. 

On a par with the propaganda of ideas, which should influence the 
mind of the toiling masses, and with repressive measures, used against 
deliberate idlers, drones and disorganizers, emulation is the most powerful 
means towards raising productivity of labour. 

In capitalist society emulation had had the character of competition 
and had led to the exploitation of man by man. In a society in which the 
means of production have been nationalized, emulation in labour ought, 
without impinging upon the solidarity [of workers] only to raise the sum 
total of the products of labour. 

Emulation between factories, regions, shopMi, workshops and individual 
workers should be the object of careful organization and attentive research 
on the part of the Trade Unions and the economic administration.^ 

A serious ideological dilemma was implicit in this idea 
of emulation. It will be noted that the resolution just quoted 
stressed that the workers’ emulation in production should not 
‘impinge upon their solidarity’. This proviso implicitly 

^ ibid. p. 414* The author of this resolution was Trotsky, although the 
same idea was frequently expounded also by Lenin. There was a touch of 
irony in the fact that Trotsky’s words, without the authorship being men¬ 
tion^, were approvingly quoted in the solemn message of the sixteenth 
^rty conference only a few weeks after the Politbhreau had expelled 
Trowy from Russia. 
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referred back to Marx’s theory of the development of the 
modem industrial working class, given in his Misere de la 

Philosophie and in other writings. Marx distinguished two 
historic stages, not strictly separated from one another but 
rather overlapping, in the evolution of the proletariat. In the 
first, the outlook of the working class is characterized pri¬ 
marily by individualistic competition between its members. 
In the workshop and factory members of an immature work¬ 
ing class compete with one another for jobs, better wages, 
etc. They have not yet learned to act in solidarity. They 
are still opposed to one another and only individually opposed 
to their employers. In the next phase, marked by the emer¬ 
gence of trade unions and other class organizations, com¬ 
petition between individual members of the working class 
tends to give place to their solidarity vis-d-vis the capitalists. 
This supersession of competition by solidarity reflects the 
growing maturity of the proletariat, enables it to overcome 
centrifugal tendencies in its own midst and to act as a class. 
This broad view of the evolution of the working class, which 
became part and parcel of the socialist and communist out¬ 
look, presupposed, of course, that in a socialist regime com¬ 
petition between individual members of the working class 
would tend to disappear, making room for full solidarity first 
of the workers and then of all members of a classless society. 

No wonder that in the first Bolshevik appeals for socialist 
emulation mental reservations could be read between the 
lines. Emulation was ‘not to impinge upon solidarity’. Emu¬ 
lation may take various forms: there ought to be emulation 
between factories, regions, shops, and workshops; that is, 
between collectives; but—^in the last instance—it should 
also develop between individual workers. Its purpose was to 
be ‘only to raise the sum total of the products of labour’. 
Who will produce more and better? But already behind 
these first appeals there loomed the tricky question whether 
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those who produce more and better should also receive 
higher rewards? At first the dilemma presented itself in the 
dimmest of forms; and the answers were tentative and at 
times self-contradictory. One answer, formulated by Lenin, 
was that if there was to be competition, that is, inequality in 
production (if some people were to produce more than others), 
then there must also be inequality in consumption. Other¬ 
wise there would be no incentive to higher production. The 
levellers (among whom Trotsky might be classed only with 
the strongest of qualifications) argued in favour of ‘shock 
methods’ in production and equality in consumption. But in 
those early years all Bolshevik leaders were levellers in the 
sense that, even when they admitted the need for differential 
wages in the period of transition to socialism, they still saw 
in the gradual equalization of wages the sine qua non of socialist 
labour policy. 

This egalitarian frame of mind was still very strong when, 
in 1929, the sixteenth party conference, already under Stalin’s 
exclusive leadership, launched its full-scale campaign for 
‘socialist emulation’. The conference still appealed, mainly 
if not exclusively, to the communist idealism of the working 
masses rather than to their immediate interests. It stated that 
‘the Trade Unions and the economic oi^ans ought to adopt 
a broad system of incentives’. * But the incentives proposed 
were mainly of a moral character, designed to spur the 
worker’s ambition and to stir his imagination. ‘The names of 
the best workers, best specialists, best economic administra¬ 
tors and agronomists, the names of factories and mines and 
of the best Soviet and collective f^urms ought to become known 
to the entire country. * , The heroic traditions of the past 
years have been preserved and enriched by the worWng 
class of our country. The Leninist idea of “the organiatation 
of emulation on socialist principles” finds an ever more 

^ V.K.F. (b) 0 Prqfsqptzakhf p. 415. 

98 



PLANNED ECONOMY 

practical realization. The principles of a communist attitude 
towards labour begin to strike ever deeper roots’, etc., etc.^ 
The emphasis so far was on emulation between collective 
bodies rather than individual workers. Material rewards 
were to be given primarily to collective bodies, factories, 
regions, and so on. The emulation took the form of factories 
challenging one another to raise and improve output. These 
practices tended all too quickly to become stale routine or 
unproductive pageantry, and the trade unions were urged to 
take care of the economic realities behind the reports on 
emulation. 

In 1930-1 the emphasis shifted to emulation between 
individual workers and to individual material rewards for 
records achieved in production. The shock-worker, the 
industrial record-man, became in a sense the central figure 
of Russian society. The trade unions proclaimed an All- 
Union Day of the Shock-Worker (or the udamik) on i Octo¬ 
ber 1930. In this movement there was undoubtedly a strong 
streak of idealism. The young worker was encouraged in 
the hope that a few years of unsparing exertion on his part 
would transform the whole country, modernize it, and make 
it into a ‘Socialist America’. The trade unions displayed much 
initiative and shrewd propagandist techniques in promoting 
emulation. At the same time the shock-worker was given a 
privileged position. In the factories special canteens and 
restaurants were opened exclusively for the udamiki; and 
they were immeasurably better supplied than the canteens 
for ordinary workers. Better living quarters, facilities for 
education and rest, better supplies of rare consumer goods and 
so on were reserved for shock-workers and their families. 
Socialist emulation began most drastically to ‘impinge upon 
solidarity’; and soon a radical revision of wages policy 
followed. 

^ ibid. p. 415-16. 
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(rf) fVages Poli<y, Very early in the NEP period the Soviet 
Government enunciated the principle that the national wages 
bill must be closely related to the size of the national income, 
or rather, to its most im|>ortant co-determinant—efficiency 
of labour. This rule was in general terms laid down by the 
twelfth Congress of the party (1923). In a more specific and 
emphatic form it was reiterated by a plenary conference of 
the party’s Central Committee in August 1924, in connexion 
with a curious situation that had arisen in Russian industry. 
According to a statistical calculation, the correctness of 
which was not generally accepted, industrial wages had risen 
by 90 per cent between October 1922 and January 1924. 
During the same period output per man-day had risen only 
by 23 per cent. As, in consequence of the civil war, the 
standard of living of the Russian workers had been depressed 
far below any essential minimum, the Central Committee 
put up with this disproportion between the rise of wages and 
improvement in industrial efficiency. But with the evident, 
if still incomplete, normalization of the economy, this state 
of affairs could not continue. Henceforth, it was stated, 
productivity of labour must rise quicker than wages. 

It is not possible to make any precise comparison between 
the trends in wages and industrial efficiency during subse¬ 
quent years. The official statistical indices were not very 
reliable and were hotly disputed. In the middle twenties 
the Trotskyist opposition asserted that, while the Govern¬ 
ment claimed that industrial wages had risen to the pre-war 
level, real wages were actually less than two-thirds of what 
they had been before 1914. The opposition concluded that 
the wages policy of 1924 should be reversed, and that wagei 
should be increased at least at the same rate at which produc¬ 
tivity of labour was rising. Against this, the official spokesmen 
advanced the argument, which has since become something 
of an axiom, that, if industry was to expand, productivity 
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of labour must rise more quickly than wages so as to 
create a sufficiently wide margin of resources for capital in¬ 
vestments ^ 

The entire wages policy of the pre-war Plans was based 
on this principle, which did not, of course, meet with any 
open criticism or opposition on the part of the trade unions. 
The sixteenth party conference, when it launched the first 
Five-Year Plan, foreshadowed an overall rise in the produc¬ 
tivity of industrial labour by no per cent. Wages were to 
rise by 71 per cent over the same five-year period.* In 1930 
alone the increase in productivity was planned to be 25 per 
cent, while the rise in nominal wages was to amoimt to 9 per 
cent and in real wages to 12 per cent. Similar propK>rtions 
were characteristic for all pre-war Plans. The first pK)st-war 
Five-Year Plan, however, provided for an increase in wages 

^ The validity of this argument is, of course, relative only. Whether 
an increase in wages corresponding to the rise in industrial efficiency is 
compatible with a large expansion in capital investment depends on a 
^eat variety of specific circumstances. Very often the two things arc not 
incompatible. Any rise in efficiency of labour is normally expressed in the 
additional output of a given factory, industry, or of the national industry 
as a whole. A g^ven coital outlay which us(^ to produce too units may, 
because of the rise in efficiency, produce, say, 120, 20 per cent more. Wages 
form only part of the capital outlay. An increase in wag^es by 20 per cent 
need not necessarily absorb the major part of the additional product. In 
Russian industry in the middle twenties wages amounted to slightly more 
than 50 per cent of the total cost of production. The annual increase in 
industrial output was in fact of the order of 20 per cent in every year from 
1926 to 1929. A 20 per cent increase in wages would have left about half of 
the value of the additional product for new investment. In the late thirties 
warn were only 25 per cent of the total cost of production in Russian 
industry. This reflected the change in the 'organic structure of capital* due 
to modernization and expansion of plant. At this more advanced stage an 
annual 20 per cent increase in wages, assuming a 20 per cent increase in 
the gross industrial output, should, ceteris paribus, still have left as much as 
three-quarters of the v^ue of the additional product for new investment. 
While rises in wages keeping pace with rises m efficiency may dow down 
capital expansion in some cases, this does not seem to be the rule in Rus¬ 
sian or in any other industry. (For the data given here see Kuibyshev’s 
speech in 8, Syezd Prqfsqyuzw, p. 375 axul Bdshaya Sooetshm Bnts^opedha^ 
Mr (Moscow, 194)8), p. 10^.) 

• VJi.P. {b) p /^sqjmzakh, pp. 393-5. 
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by 48 per cent and in productivity by only 36 per cent above 
the 1940 levels. 

The size of the national wages bill was and still is as 
strictly planned as were the targets of output, the rates of 
capital investment, the proportions of expansion between 
heavy and light industry, and so on. Theoretically, the plan¬ 
ned wages bill represents only another name for the mass of 
consumer goods which the Plan allocates to the industrial 
population—this is the real wages bill. An increase in the 
national wages bill without a corresponding increase in the 
volume of consumer goods must, of course, lead to inflation. 
The Soviet trade unions understood and accepted this maxim 
from their earliest years—they had learnt their lesson from 
the depreciation of the rouble in the First World War, during 
the revolution, the civil war, and the early twenties. As, under 
the Five-Year Plans, the output of consumer industries was 
rigidly fixed in advance, the trade unions were left with no 
scope for bargaining over the national wages bill, even if 
they had wanted to bargain. 

This statement needs perhaps to be qualified. In theory, 
the trade unions exercise their influence at the very top of 
the governmental pyramid, at the stage when the Polit- 
bureau, the Government, and the planning authorities still 
discuss the main features of any Five-Year Plan. It is im¬ 
possible to say whether or to what extent they have ever 
pressed for higher wages (that is, for an increase in the targets 
of output set for consumer industries) before any plan has 
been accepted. We do not know, in other words, to what 
extent the trade unions have ever acted as a pressure group 
on the highest level of the administration. What is certain 
is that they could not act as pressure groups or bargain at 
the medium and lower levels. Once the national plan had 
been adopted and broken down into rq^onal plans the trade 
unions could not and would not ask for any revision of those 
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of its features which dealt with wages and conditions of 
labour. No trade unionist would take upon himself the 
odium of trying to upset the plan. 

This is not to say that wages policy has always worked 
smoothly and efficiently, ‘according to plan*. We have seen 
how the fluidity of labour threatened to disturb the working 
of the planned economy. Other spontaneous reactions on the 
part of this or that section of the population to certain 
features of governmental policy had similar upsetting effects. 
The entire wages p>olicy of the first Five-Year Plan, for 
instance, was based on an anticipation of a cheapening of 
consumer goods. Hence the rises in nominal wages were as a 
rule planned to be lower than those in real wages. (For 
instance, in 1930 nominal wages were to rise by 9 per cent 
and real wages by 12.) This anticipation did not come true. 
The revolt of vast sections of the peasantry against collectivi¬ 
zation, the mass slaughter of cattle, and the resulting scarcity 
of goods caused a steep rise in the prices of nearly all un¬ 
rationed goods and often made it impossible for the Govern¬ 
ment to supply the rationed goods. Thus, whatever the rise 
in the nominal wages, real wages went down, although it 
is not easy to say by just how much. The fact is that through¬ 
out the first Five-Year Plan the ‘scissors’ between the ever- 
rising nominal wages and the declining real wages grew ever 
wider. The gap was considerably narrowed in the second 
and third Five-Year Plans, when the supply of food and 
other consumer goods became more abundant. 

So far we have seen how the national wages bill has been 
related to national efficiency. The next step was to correlate 
indwidual wages and individual efficiency. 

Before the period of planned economy, in the twenties, two 
major reforms of wages policy had been carried out. The first, 
based on resolutions of the fourth Gjngress of the Trade 
Unions, took place in 1921-2. The scale of wages then intro- 
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duced comprised seventeen grades, nine for manual workers 
and eight for clerical employees. The proportion of the 
lowest to the highest wage was i to 3 ‘5. The main differenti¬ 
ation was between the two broad categories of skilled and 
unskilled labour. The differences in wage rates paid for 
various grades of skill were relatively slight; and additional 
rewards showed a decreasing progression in the higher 
grades. Thus, for instance, while a man in the third grade of 
skill earned 25 per cent more than one in the second grade, 
the worker of the eighth category earned only 10*5 per cent 
more than his colleague in the seventh grade. This decreasing 
scale of additional rewards is now retrospectively denounced 
as a manifestation of uravnilovkay the condemned egalitarian 
heresy. Yet throughout the twenties this scale of wages was 
considered to be an excess of bourgeois inequality surviving 
in the proletarian State. The leadership of the trade unions 
was on this ground denounced as the mouthpiece of a new 
labour aristocracy by the Trotskyist opposition; and it met 
the opposition’s criticisms with shamefaced embarrassment, 
admitting that the differences in wages were too great and 
ought to be reduced. At the seventh Congress of the Trade 
Unions, in December 1926, Tomsky, then still an all- 
powerful member of the Politbureau, on the one hand 
opposed the demands of his critics for a general rise in wages 
but, on the other, conceded the need for equalization. ^ In the 
middle twenties the discrepancies in wages were in fact 
slightly reduced.* 

^ 7. Syezd Profso^mzoVy p. 49 and passim. Tomsky told the Congress that 
well-wishing forei^ visitors had b^n shocked by the differences between 
the earnings of skilled and unskilled workers in Russia. At that time sudi 
criticisms coming from foreign visitors, mostly Communists, still made 
their immession on the Russian Commimist Party. 

• See Dogadov’s statement in 8, Syezd ProfscyuzioVy p. 87. In 1926 the 
highest wage paid, say, in railway workshops, was only 53 per cent above 
the lowest, while in engineering the highest wage was 128 per cent above 
the lowest. 
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The second tariff reform, carried out in 1927-8, was cal¬ 
culated to give further satisfaction to the demand for more 
equality. Gradations between the earnings of the skilled and 
unskilled workers were lessened. ‘The higher the tariff grade 
of the worker the smaller was his additional reward*, says a 
recent critic of the reform. An attempt was also made to limit 
the application of piece-rates. 

It is interesting to note that the egalitarian trend found a 
consistent and early critic in Stalin himself who already in 
1925 admonished the fourteenth Congress of the party: ‘We 
must not play with the phrase about equality. This is playing 
with fire.*^ But a drastic practical reaction against the 
egalitarian trend was initiated by Stalin only in the middle 
of 1931, in one of his famous speeches to industrial managers. 
‘In a number of enterprises’, Stalin then said, ‘the wage 
rates have been fixed in such a way that there is almost no 
difference between skilled and unskilled labour, between 
heavy and light labour. This levelling causes the unskilled 
worker to be disinterested in the acquisition of skill.** He 
blamed the fluidity of labour on the 1927-8 wage scales, 
saying that there would have been little of it if workers had 
been given the chance to improve their skills and raise their 
wages by staying in their jobs. 

Soon afterwards the national wage structure was radically 
remade. A many-sided differentiation of wage rates was 
introduced, as between entire industries, geographical re¬ 
gions, and categories of skill. The differentiation as between 
industries was calculated to promote heavy industry. Thus, 
coal-miners, who under the old scale held the fourteenth 
place with regard to rates, were promoted to the fourth 
place in 1935, and to the second in 1937. Oil workers moved 
from the eighth to the first place; iron and steel workers fix>m 

^ J. Stalin, Sockifiema (Moscow, in progress), vii, ^76. 
* J* Stalin, Lemnizma (Problexm of Leninism) nth ed., p. 334. 
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the ninth to the fifth, and so on. The light industries were 
put at the bottom of the scale. Geographical differentiation 
of wages was designed to encourage the migration of workers 
to new industrial centres in the Urals and beyond, where 
they could get higher wages than elsewhere. In this way the 
wages policy was turned into a direct instrument of national 
policy aiming at the development of heavy industry and the 
industrialization of the eastern provinces.^ The nationally 
planned demand for certain categories of goods led to a 
deliberate raising of wages in the industries producing those 
goods. Planning thus performed ‘in an organized manner’ 
the function which the mechanism of wages performed 
‘blindly and spontaneously’ in a laissez-faire economy, where, 
too, the demand for goods co-determined the level of wages 
and its fluctuations. 

The central feature of the reform initiated in 1931 con¬ 
sisted, however, in the differentiation of individual wages. 
It is significant that since that reform no comprehensive 
statistics of wages have been published, except for claims 
about periodic rises in the national bill of nominal wages and 
in the average wage, claims which cannot be translated into 
terms of real wages because the publication of price indices 
has also been discontinued. In the total of the national wages 
bill the earnings of industrial workers and of office employees 
are lumped together. The distribution of incomes between 
these two categories has not been disclosed. The withholding 
of these statistical data from publication is primarily a matter 
of social policy; although the regime has openly conducted a 
systematic campaign against ‘levellers’, a frank disclosure of 
the real differences between the earnings of various categories 
of workers and employees would almost certainly have 

^ In June 1931 the Railwaymen’s Trade Union was ordered to work 
out, in co-operation with the Commissariat of Transport, special wage 
rates for railwaymen employed on the eastern and lar nordiem lines 
(KJuP. (i^) oPrfsojmzakh, PP- 534-5^)- 
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caused considerable ideological embarrassment—^it would 
show how Car the pendulum had now swung in the direction 
of inequality. 

Another guiding principle of the new policy was to extend 
piece-work to as wide a field of industry as possible. This met 
with some opposition, ineffective, of course, in the trade 
unions, already purged from Trotskyist and Tomskyist ele¬ 
ments. Even the Commissariat of Labour had its hesitations; 
and its organ Voprosy Truda stated that ‘the development of 
technique, the increasing role of transport and electricity . . , 
narrow the field of industry where piece rates are applicable’. ^ 
Through a number of instructions from the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the party the new policy was, however, enforced. 
Thus, a resolution of 7 July 1931 instructed the Central 
Committee of the Miners’ Trade Union and the managers 
of the coal mines of the Donetz to do away ‘within two 
months’ with the equalization of wages and to transfer 85 
to 90 per cent of the underground staffs and 70 per cent of 
all other workers to piece-rates. The trade unions were rudely 
reminded that they had merely a consultative voice in 
fixing new wage scales: the same instruction stated that the 
Norms and Conflicts Commissions (RKK), which were to 
fix the new rates, should be placed under the leadership of 
the pit managers. Similar instructions were issued to every 
major branch of industry with the result that, whereas before 
the reform 57 per cent of the total of man-hours worked were 
paid in piece-rates, the percentage of man-hours so paid 
rose to 75 in 1937.* 

Simple piece-rates were, however, not considered to be 
powerful enough as incentives to higher production; and so- 
called progressive rates were introduced. Simple—^that is, 

^ from Pravda of 7 July 1931 which attacked the Cbmmissariat 
of Labour for this statement. 

* Bdshsya Sooetskqya ^Osiklopediya, SSSR, p. 1117. 
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equal—^piece-rates were paid for output up to fixed norms. 
Output above the norms was paid according to a new scale 
of rates increasing with the output. Thus an instruction of 
29 March 1940 on wages in the Donetz coal mines, signed by 
Stalin and Molotov, ordered, apart from a 100 per cent 
increase in normal rates for coal-getters, the following pro¬ 
gressive piece-rates: a coal-getter who produced 10 per cent 
more than his norm received double the normal rate for 
output above the norm. One who produced, say, 20 per cent 
above the norm was paid treble rates for output above the 
norm. ^ Where the introduction of piece-rates was technically 
impossible, time bonuses served to stimulate intensity of 
labour. ‘Brigade piece-rates’ were a special form of payment 
introduced in industries where the output of the individual 
worker could not be measured in piece-rates but the output 
of a whole team lent itself to such measurement. The total 
output of the team was paid in piece-rates; and then the 
members of the team divided the collective wage among 
themselves according to their qualifications and the time 
worked by every member. This form of payment was not 
encouraged, however, because it was found that the teams of 
workers showed a ‘deplorable’ bias towards egalitarianism.* 

The eventual result of these many-sided and thorough- 

^ V,K,P. {b) 0 Profsoyuzakh, pp. 654-65. John Scott in his Behind the 
Urals (London, Seeker & Warburg, 1942, p. 117) gives the following scale 
of progressive rates for metal workers in Magnitogorsk in the middle 
thirties: 

Production in Percentages 
of the Plan per Mon^ 

less than 100 
100 
101-120 
121-130 
131-150 
151 and upwards 

Payment in Percentages of Basic Rates 
First Group Second Group 

75 75 
100 
130 
170 
200 
300 

100 
120 
150 
180 
250 

To the first group belonged the highly skilled technical personnel, while 
the second comprised foremen and skilled personnel of a lower category. 

* Bolshaya Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya, SSSR, p. 1115. 
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going changes in the national structure of wages, carried out 
through the trade unions, can be seen from the following 
figures: on i January 1938 43 per cent of all Soviet workers and 
employees were paid simple piece-rates. Progressive piece-rates 
were received by 32 per cent. Of the 25 per cent who were still 
paid time-rates, 9 per cent received bonuses in addition to 
their basic wages. Only 16 per cent of all workers and employees 
continued to receive old-fashioned, ordinary time-wages. 

{e) Stakhanovism. ‘Socialist emulation’ thus became unin¬ 
hibited competition between individual workers for higher 
output and higher wages. The trade unions spurred on that 
competition. In the early thirties the form of emulation they 
favoured was udamichestvo or shock-work. Since 1935 Stak¬ 
hanovism has taken its place. 

The difference between the two ‘movements’ is one of 
degree. The emulation in output associated with the Stak¬ 
hanov method has been more intense and brutal than the 
older system of shock-work. It has also spread over a wider 
field of industry. It was with the development of Stakhanov¬ 
ism that the differentiation of wages was greatly intensified 
and made common. 

The transition from the one method to the other was con¬ 
nected primarily with the abolition of food rationing in 1934 
and with the Gk)vemment’s attempt to stabilize the rouble. 
In the first years of the planned economy, up to 1934, money 
wages were of little significance, because the rouble had been 
depreciated. The industrial system was based mainly on 
wages in kind; and the differentiation of wages expressed 
itself, as under military communism, primarily in a differen¬ 
tial rationing system. This included various categories of 
canteens, restaurants, and shops for the various categories of 
workers. The differences between the nominal piece-rates 
were not very great. High rates paid in worthless currency 
were poor incentives to higher production. The shock- 
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worker was not interested in saving money for future pur¬ 
chases.-All this changed at a stroke with the abolition of 
rationing and the stabilization of the rouble. The nominal 
piece-rates acquired real value; and the progressively growing 
rates paid for output above norm represented steep increases 
in the purchasing power of the worker who had earned them. 

The scope for differentiation of wages now became in¬ 
comparably wider than hitherto. As long as wages in kind 
predominated it was very difficult to give different rations to 
unskilled and semi-skilled workers, or to devise any elastic 
system of rewards for various categories of skilled workers. 
A differential rationing system may comprise five, six, or, at 
the most, seven categories of rations; the gradations in skill 
and productivity are much more numerous—no rationing 
system can do full justice to their subtlety and variety. 

Even differential rationing has, therefore, a faint flavour 
of uravnilovkay the egalitarian heresy, while the piece-wage 
paid in stable money is completely free from it. To quote 
Karl Marx: ‘Since the quality and intensity of the work are 
here controlled by the form of the wage itself V the piece- 
wage automatically registers the slightest difference in the 
quality and intensity of the work {>erformed. ‘. . . the wider 
scope that piece wages gives to individuality’, Marx goes on 
to say, ‘tends to develop on the one hand that individuality, 
and with it the sense of liberty, independence and self- 
control of the labourers, on the other their competition one 
with another. Piece work has, therefore, a tendency, while 
raising individual wages above the average, to lower this 
average itself. . . Piece wages is the form of wages most in 
harmony with the capitalist mode of production.’* Marx 
held that the ‘sense of liberty and independence’ which 
piece-work gave to the workers was largely illusory—^thc 
competition between them was more real. This, however, 

* Karl Marx, Ct^nUd, • ibid. 
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has not prevented the Soviet CJovemment and the Soviet 
trade unions from hailing piece-wages as the form of pay¬ 
ment most in harmony with the socialist mode of production. 
It is in Stakhanovism that the piece-wage has achieved its 
supreme triumph. 

The origin of that ‘movement’ goes back to a production 
record achieved by a coal-getter named Alexei Stakhanov, 
who was reported to have produced 102 tons of coal in one 
shift, fourteen times as much as the norm, on 31 August 1935. 
The limelight of trade union propaganda was at once turned 
upon him. Workers all over the country were called on to 
imitate him. The fact, however, that Stakhanov gave his 
name to this ‘movement’ was as much accidental as the 
‘movement’ itself was carefully staged. 

The actual achievements of Stakhanovism have been the 
subject of much controversy. While Soviet propagandists 
have proclaimed Stakhanovism to be a peculiar feature of 
socialist organization of labour, many critics have dismissed 
it as sheer bluff. As far as one can judge from Soviet reports 
and eye-witness accounts of independent foreigners, Stak¬ 
hanovism has greatly helped to raise indizstrial efficiency 
from the extremely low level at which it stood when the 
experiment was started. It seems that the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the party was essentially right when, in December 
1935, it stated that: 

The Stakhanov movement signifies a new organization of labour, the 
rationalization of technological processes, the correct distribution of 
labour in production, the freeing of skilled workers from second-rate 
preparatory work, the better organization of work sites, the securing of 
the rapid increase of labour productivity and of a considerable growth in 
the wages and salaries of workers and employees.^ 

This Statement implicitly explains how the production 
records were achieved and it also allows us to distinguish 
between the startling fa9ade of Stakhanovism and the 

^ F.JT.P. {b) 0 Prrfsoyuzakhf p. 579, 
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reality behind it. By the middle thirties, it will be remember¬ 
ed, the technical equipment of Russian industry had been 
modernized and greatly expanded. Yet, because of obsolete 
methods of work and extreme shortage of industrial skill, 
the coefficient of utilization of the new equipment was still 
extremely low. Moderate improvements in the organization 
of labour were able to yield and did yield quite abnormal, 
spectacular rises in productivity. This was the indubitably 
progressive facet of Stakhanovism. The records of individuals 
were usually followed by a general raising of the average 
norms of output, endorsed by the trade unions; and the new 
norms were fixed halfway between the old ones and the 
Stakhanovite records. ^ 

In part, however, the production records claimed were 
publicity stunts. The old norms of output made allowance 
for the time which the worker spent on the maintenance of 
his tools, on the preparation of the work site, and other 
auxiliary functions. The Stakhanovite was as a rule freed 
from all auxiliary work, which other people had to do for 
him so that he might concentrate on the actual output. This 
was, of course, part of the ‘correct distribution of labour’, 
which demanded that the skilled worker should not waste 
his time on jobs requiring no skill. But the final production 
record resulted most often from the work of a whole team 
and not of the individual Stakhanovite, who as a rule claimed 
it for himself. 

It is often asked just how great has been the inequality 

^ The new norms were fixed by industrial managers and technicians 
to the exclusion of the factory committees and the trade unions who now 
acted as mere publicity agents for Stakhanovism (ibid. pp. 581, 563-8 and 
passim). This can be seen, inter aHa^ from the instructions of the Central 
Committee of the party, issued in December 19J5, about the revision of 
norms that was to be carried out in all industries m 1936. The instructions 
contained detailed descriptions of production conferences called for this 
purpose. In every case the participants mentioned were only *managers, 
chief engineers, shop managers, foremen and prominent Stal^novites*— 
no representatives of trade unions or factory committees were included. 
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to which Stakhanovism has led. How does that inequality 
compare with differences in incomes in other countries? Only 
a very general answer to these questions can be given, be¬ 
cause of the fragmentary character of the information avail¬ 
able. In spite of the sustained campaign against ‘levellers’, 
which has been going on since 1931, the inequality of in¬ 
comes in the Soviet Union has hardly achieved anything 
like the discrepancy between the incomes of, say, big share¬ 
holders and unskilled labourers in any other country. 
Briefly, the inequality between classes is less than elsewhere. 
But the inequality inside the working class, between various 
groups of workers, has certainly been much greater than in 
any other country. This contention can be illustrated by the 
following data given by Pravda towards the end of 1935, 
shortly after Stakhanovism had been launched. An ordinary 
non-Stakhanovite coal-miner doing auxiliary work under¬ 
ground earned 170 roubles per month. The wage of a non- 
Stakhanovite coal-getter was 400-500 roubles. The monthly 
earnings of a Stakhanovite were more than 1,600 roubles. ‘ 
It will be interesting to compare these figures with data 
obtained in 1948 by a delegation of foreign trade unionists 
on a visit to Russia. Thus in 1948 the basic pay of a coal- 
getter amounted to as much as 2,000 roubles per month, that 
of an auxiliary above-ground worker was 250 roubles, onc- 
cighth of the coal-getter’s wage. Since the early thirties 
wages policy in the coal industry has fluctuated, now reduc¬ 
ing the discrepancy and now widening it even more; but on 
balance the trend has been towards more and not less 
inequality. In 1948 there were twelve categories of wages in 
the iron and steel industry, eight in machine building, but 
only six in industries producing consumer goods. In addition 
to higher wages Stakhanovites enjoy important privileges: 
free sojourns in rest homes and sanatoria owned by the trade 

^ Pravda, i6 November 1935. 
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unions; the right to have home tutors for their children with¬ 

out payment, free medical help at the Stakhanovite’s home, 

and a number of other services which have raised the Stak¬ 

hanovite’s standard of living far above that of the ordinary 

worker. ^ Stakhanovism has made of Russia an almost classical 

country of a labour aristocracy; and the trade unions, in so 

far as they play any role as a labour organization, have been 

converted into strongholds of that workers’ aristocracy. 

In its first years Stakhanovism met with considerable 

resistance on the part of the lower ranks of trade union 

officials, who willynilly became the mouthpieces of discon¬ 

tent among the rank and file. This opposition could not 

become vocal, but it was widespread, intense, and, for a 

time, dangerously effective. 

This is not to say that the workers’ reaction to Stakhanov¬ 

ism was uniformly or even predominantly hostile. It was 

mixed. Some sections of the working class received with 

satisfaction the opportunity of improving their lot through 

better and more diligent work. The appeal to the worker’s 

individualism was especially effective because an inherited 

peasant individualism was still strong in the Soviet working 

class. ■ But, as in any competitive system, so in Stakhanovism 

the number of those who were beaten at the competition 

was greater than the number of those who benefited from it. 

Those who suffered from Stakhanovite methods were, of 

course, opposed to them, and they were branded as ‘back¬ 

ward elements’ by their own trade unions. No doubt there 

was no lack of such ‘backward elements’ opposed to technical 

innovations and rational organization of labour. But among 

^ Tfud, I and 2 November 1935. 
* The biographies of Stakhanov himself and of other celebrated Stak- 

hanovites are highly instructive. Most Stakhanovites were young workers 
in their twenties or early thirties who had left the countryside only a few 
years before. 
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the discontented were also workers whom Ul-hcalth or age 
had made unfit for the exertion now required to earn a 
minimum wage. Among those opposed to Stakhanovism was 
the cadre of industrial workers who had been brought up in 
class consciousness and class solidarity and taught to regard 
equality as the ultimate goal of socialism—the good Com¬ 

munists of the preceding era, now denounced as ‘petty 
bourgeois’ levellers. This last category of workers was strongly 
represented among the lower and middle officials of the 
trade unions. 

The opposition to Stakhanovism, with all the mixed 
motives behind it, formed the background to the violent 

campaigns against ‘saboteurs and wreckers’ which were con¬ 
ducted in the middle thirties. Press reports in 1935 1936, 
abounding in much realistic detail and circumstantial evi¬ 
dence, offered some insight into the character of that ‘sabo¬ 
tage’. Contrary to later claims, made during the famous 

purge trials of the old Bolshevik guard, these reports pre¬ 
sented the ‘wrecking’ and ‘sabotage’ not as the result of any 
political plot, but as the spontaneous and, at times. Luddite- 
like resistance of workers to new methods of labour. Attacks 
by workers on Stakhanovites, attempts to intimidate them 
and prevent them from assisting the industrial managers in 

raising average norms of output, occurred quite frequently. 
Lower trade union ofiScials were sometimes implicated in 
such attempts,^ In some cases Stakhanovites were assas¬ 

sinated. Much more often workers damaged, put out of 
order, or concealed the Stakhanovite’s tools so as to dis¬ 
organize or delay his work. 

The party’s reaction to this resistance was determined 

but not immediately effective. ‘In some enterprises’, so 
Zhdanov stated in November 1935, ‘the Stakhanov move- 

^ Tfuflf, 3 November 1935. 
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merit has met with resistance. . . The party will not shrink 
from any measures that will help it to sweep away all the 
resisters from the victorious path of the Stakhanovite move¬ 
ment.’^ But in the following year and even the year after 
innumerable resolutions acknowledged the continuance of 
the opposition to Stakhanovismand the ambiguous attitude of 
the trade unions on the spot. A typical resolution of April 
1937, signed by Stalin and Molotov, asserted that previous 
instructions on Stakhanovism had not been obeyed, that 
differential wage rates had not been introduced, and that 
trade unions and even party committees had refused to 
expose ‘wreckers’.* Nevertheless, Zhdanov’s threat that the 
‘party will sweep away all the resisters’ was eventually car¬ 
ried out. During the great purges of 1937-8 the trade unions 
were among the chief victims. After the purges were over, in 
March 1939, Shvernik announced at the eighteenth Congress 
of the party that ‘the composition of the Trade Union com¬ 
mittees in factories and other establishments was changed to 
the extent of 70-80 per cent and of the central committees 
to the extent of 96 per cent’. * The opposition to Stakhanovism 
seems to have been largely overcome since then, and Stak¬ 
hanovism, that mixture of progressive rationalization and 
old-time sweated labour, has come to be accepted as the 
peculiarly Soviet style of labour. 

(/) Trade Unions and Social Insurance, As the trade unions, 
unable or unwilling to defend the workers, tended to become 
merely vestigial institutions, new functions were transferred 
to them, presumably in order to justify their continued 
existence. In 1933 Commissariat of Labour was officially 
abolished and its functions and funds were transferred to the 
trade unions. The main consequence of this reform was that 

* Praxida^ 13 November 1935. * V,K,P, (6) 0 Profsovuzakh, pp. 590-3. 
* See his statement in The Land of Socialim (Moscow, foreign Languages 

Publishing House, 1939)# P* 405* 
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the trade unions were charged with the administration of 
social insurance. ^ The Department of Social Insurance in the 
Central Council of Trade Unions was the body directly 
responsible for this new and vast field of work and for the 
utilization of social insurance funds. Branches of that depart¬ 
ment were set up at every level of the trade union machinery. 
Every factory committee formed its council for social in¬ 
surance; and at the lowest level special insurance delegates 
were attached to every shop committee. In 1948 altogether 
about one million active trade unionists performed the func¬ 
tions of insurance delegates. Their task has been to regulate 
locally all matters concerning invalid pensions, sickness bene¬ 
fits, etc. The trade unions also took over the management of 
holiday resorts, sanatoria, and rest homes. Before the Second 
World War they owned 853 sanatoria and rest homes capable 
of accommodating 161,000 persons. Many of these establish¬ 
ments were destroyed during the Nazi invasion. The present 
Five-Year Plan provides for their reconstruction and expan¬ 
sion—in 1950 the sanatoria and rest homes should be able 
to accommodate 185,000 persons. 

This transformation of the trade unions into a social 
insurance organization has had its undoubted advantages. It 
has given a very broad basis to the entire system of social 
insurance. The voluntary unpaid work of one million in¬ 
surance delegates in factories and workshops must have 
lowered the cost of social insurance and brought its adminis¬ 
tration closer to the working masses. On the other hand, the 
entire system of the social services has been used as an instru¬ 
ment for raising the productivity of labour. We have seen 
how the rates of sickness benefits and invalid pensions were 
graded so as to serve that purpose. The number of sanatoria, 

' The trade unions thereby came into possession of very considerable 
assets. The funds of social insurance amounted to 10*4 nulliard roubles 
under the first Five-Year Plan and to 32*5 milliard under the second. 
They amount to 61 * 6 milliard roubles under the post*war Five-Year Plan. 
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rest homes, and similar establishments has been rather 
limited in relation to needs, and so practically they have been 
accessible in the main only to the high administrative and 
technical personnel and to Stakhanovites. 

These two purposes of the 1933 reform, that of giving the 
system of social insurance a broad unbureaucratic base in 
the trade imions and that of harnessing the entire system to 
the Gk)vernment’s economic policy, have not always been 
compatible. The insurance delegates in the factories were not 
always inclined to give the Stakhanovites priority in the 
benefits and the facilities which they, the insurance delegates, 
administered. Here, too, the Government, assisted by the 
Central Council of Trade Unions, waged a stubborn fight 
against the instinctive egalitarianism of rank and file trade 
unionists. In April 1939 the seventh plenary session of the 
Central Council of Trade Unions adopted the following 
characteristic resolution: 

The most important means towards strengthening labour discipline has 
been the improvement in the functioning of state social insurance and the 

elimination of abuses in that field. Yet many factories and local committees 
have offended against the decision of the government, the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the Party and the Central Council of Trade Unions ... by the 
incorrect allocation of relief for temporarily incapacitated workers... The 
factory committees have not paid attention to the entries in the labour 
cards, on the basis of which they should ascertain how long the applicant 
for relief has been permanently employed at a given factory or institution. 
The plenary session condemns these anti-state activities of the factory and 

local committees which offend against the decision of 28 December 1938, 
fixing the rates of relief under the social insurance scheme. 

The central committees of the Trade Unions arc hereby reminded of 
their duty to improve the work of the councils and commissions of social 
insurance, to establish permanent control over the correctness of the 
allocation and payment of allowances to temporarily incapacitated woxkers 
and to charge with responsibility those guilty of offending against the 
scales of allowances fixed by the government, the Central Committee of 
the Party and the Central Council of the Trade Unions..» 

The Praesidium of the Central Council of Trade Unions is instructed 

to consult the People’s Commissar for Health of the U.S..S.R. abotIC 
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further improvements in medical services for workers and employees 
and about the measures that are being taken by the People’s Ciommissar 
for Health against doctors who admit idlers and malingerers to hospitals.^ 

Since 1933 the trade unions have also been responsible 
for protection of labour. The central committees of the trade 
unions maintain technical inspectorates which employ several 
thousand full-time industrial inspectors. In addition, part- 
time voluntary workers act as inspectors in factories and 
shops. They check, at least in precept, how the industrial 
managements utilize governmental funds allocated for labour 
protection. • The manner in which these funds are to be used 
is the subject of special agreements periodically concluded 
between industrial managements and factory conunittees. 
At the lowest level, in the shops, one worker in every group 
of trade unionists is the inspector responsible for protection 
of female and juvenile labour and for observing the length of 
the working day,® for arranging holidays, etc. 

The trade unions have also been made responsible for 
welfare and a number of auxiliary functions designed to im¬ 
prove the workers’ standard of living within the limits set by 
the Plan and the fixed fund of wages. It is in these fields that 
the unions have found some compensation for the loss of their 
bargaining power over wages. Since the grave food crises of 
the early thirties it has been a common practice of Soviet 
&ctories to develop their own auxiliary forms and vegetable 
gardens. This practice was further developed during the 
Second World War, and it then helped to keep the industrial 
population supplied with food. The trade unions have assisted 

^ See Appendix in N. Shvemik, O Rabote Profstmzov v Svyazji s Reshemyami 
XVIII Syeijia F.jr.P. {h) (Trade Union Activities in connexion with the 
Decisions taken by the Eighteenth Congress of the All-Union Communist 
Party; Moscow, 1939), pp. 90-1. 

* In the current Five-Vear Plan about 5 milliard roubles have been 
allocated for labour protection. 

* The working day was seven hours before the war and was raised to 
eight in 1940. 
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in the organization and running of the auxiliary farms. They 
have also controlled the work of the so-called Workers’ 
Supply Departments, factory canteens and co-operative 
shops. One of many characteristic resolutions states, for in¬ 
stance, that the chairman of any factory committee (that is, 
the chief trade union organizer on the spot) is personally 
responsible for any malpractices in the co-operatives and 
food supply centres. ‘The Trade Union officials who carry 
out this control ought to have some knowledge of bookkeeping 
and to be able to analyse the calculation of prices so as to 
know how and where malpractices occur.’^ Similarly, the 
trade unions check how funds allocated for housing of workers 
are used, what is the quality of the houses built, and so on. 
Since the Second World War letters and articles by trade 
unionists have frequently appeared in the press censuring 
industrial managers and even ministers for neglecting to 
carry out housing programmes. 

Finally, the trade unions have taken an active part in 
Osoaviakhim and other paramilitary oiganizations; an4 the 
very strong sports organizations of the trade unions have been 
useful auxiliaries of the Armed Forces. • 

^ V,K,F. (6) 0 Profsoyuzakht p. 577. 
* It is ckimcd, for instance, that in the Second World War the trade 

unions trained two million skiers for the Red Army. 



Machinery and Organization of Trade Unions The organization of the trade unions has undergone 
many changes since the revolution. The second Con¬ 
gress of the Trade Unions adopted the ‘production 

principle’, which required that all workers and employees 

of any enterprise, regardless of their craft or trade, should be 
members of the same union. The workers and employees, 
say, of an engineering plant, no matter what their individual 

occupation, joined the trade union of the metal workers. The 
seventh Trade Union Congress (1926) adopted the rule ‘one 
economic organ—one union’. This was designed to adjust 

the structure of the trade unions to that of the economic 

administration so that one commissariat should as far as 
possible deal with only one union, and vice versa. ^ Subsequent¬ 

ly the number and organization of trade unions varied in 
accordance with changes and reforms in the economic 
administration. In 1930 there existed only 23 national trade 

unions. Since then their number has steadily grown with the 
multiplication of economic commissariats (or, later, of mini¬ 

stries). In 1931 there already existed 45 national trade unions; 

*934—154; in 1939—*68; in 1944—*76; but in 1949, aftet 
several mergers there existed only 67 national trade union 

organizations.* 
The membership of the trade unions has steadily grown, 

with the exception of a short period in the early twenties 
when there was a considerable decline during the transition 

fnmi military communism to NEP. A noteworthy feature in 

the organization of die unions has been the so-called single 

* 7* p, 43. • Tnsf, 23 May 1949 
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membership card: a member of any union, when he changes 
his occupation, becomes automatically a member of any 
other union, without paying a new entrance fee. This prin¬ 
ciple underlines the organic unity of the entire movement 
and its freedom from sectional or craft divisions. 

The accuracy of the membership statistics cannot be 
ascertained. The following table gives the official claims of 
membership in various years between 1917 and 1948: 

June 1917 1,450,000 1925 6,950,000 

January 1918 2,532,000 1926 8,768,000 
January 1919 3,639,000 1928 10,995,000 

April 1920 4,326,000 1933 17,126,000 

July 1921 8,400,000^ 1940 25,000,000 
January 1922 6,700,000 *947 27,0tX),0(X> 

September 1922 5,icx>,ooo 1948 28,500,000 

In 1918-22, under military communism, membership was 
‘collective’ and compulsory. The workers and employees of 
any business joined the trade union as a body; and the 
individual worker or employee had no right to contract out. 
With the transition to NEP the principle of voluntary and 
individual membership was adopted, primarily on Lenin’s 
insistence. This caused the spectacular decline in membership 
in 1921-2, even though the transition to voluntary member* 
ship was only gradual. In the twenties the volimtary character 
of the organization was real enough, although adherence to 
the trade union did, of course, secure advantages to the 
worker. In precept, the principle of voluntary oi^anization 
has been preserved until now. But the material advantages of 
membership have grown so enormously that one wonders 

^ This was the figure ^iven by Andreev at the fillh Ciongress of the 
Track Unions ^5. Vsmssnskii Sytzi Profsoytuy^v, p. 41). Bolskaya 
EntsUdepedi^ gives the mendbei^p for May 1921 as cmly 6*^ miy^% 
nearly 2 nullion less than the figure given by Andreev. Similar discrepan¬ 
cies occur between figures for other years as well. Thus the l^cydopaedk 
daims a membership of more than 9*5 million for 1926, wher^ the 
number mven at the fifteenth party con^renoe was less than 6*8 mifikm. 
Sec KiT.F, (b) 0 PfefstyttziM^ p. 239. 
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how it is that only 90 and not 100 per cent of the total 
number of workers and employees is claimed to belong to 
the trade unions. It will be remembered that the worker 
who does not belong to a union receives only 50 per cent of 
the sickness benefits paid to the trade unionist. 

In the early years the trade unions organized almost 
exclusively the manual workers. As a matter of principle they 
refused to admit the higher technical personnel, and they 
were not over-anxious to organize civil servants. Soon after 
the revolution, professional people and clerical employees were 
drawn into the movement, and trade unions of teachers and of 
the ‘medical and sanitary personnel* were formed. Later, the 
higher technical and administrative personnel were also 
organized, including industrial managers, whose standing in 
relation to the workers was actually that of employers.* 

The massive vertical structure of the trade unions rests 
upon the fabzavkom or the factory committee, its basic unit* 
The factory committees, as we know, aspired to independence 
from the unions and even tried to act as their rivals in the 
early days of the revolution.* This aspiration was completely 

* The inclusion of managers in the trade unions was justified by the 
familiar argument that they, and the economic administration at large, 
represented the proletarian State and were therefore by definition not 
opposed to the workers. ‘As, in the U.S.S.R.% says the Great Somet Emycla- 
jpiedia, ‘there do not exist and cannot exist any class antagonisms between 
workers and economic administrators, and as the parties to any collective 
agxeement are representatives of the same class and pursue the common 
obiectives of developing socialist production and raising the material and 
cultural level of the toilers, the essential purpose of any collective agree¬ 
ment is at present: to secure the fulfilment and over-fulfilment of prcmuc- 
tion i^ans, to further higher productivity of labour, to improve the 
organkation of labour and to raise the responsibility of the admmistratioii 
atm trade unions for the material and cultural well-being of the workers 
.. {BoUhaya Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya^ SSSR, p. zt^8). This view does not 
ouite tally with Lenin*i insistence on the of the workers to defend 
themselves against the State, in so fiur as that State is ‘bureaucratically 
deformed’ and is not a proletarian State tout court, but a State of workers 
and peasants. Nor does the view of the perfect harmony between managers 
and wbrkeri explain why collective agreements, they are not a pure 
formality, are needed at all * See p. 17, above. 
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defeated, and, after a complex evolution lasting nearly two 
decades, the factory committees took up a position in which 
they are much closer to the administration and the industrial 
managements than to the workers. 

The factory committee is elected at a general meeting of 
all trade unionists in any factory, mine, or office. In precept, 
the general meeting is the sovereign master of the factory 
committee; in actual fact the committee takes its orders and 
instructions from the trade union hierarchy, the party, and 
the management rather than fi“om its electors. In the intervals 
between the general meetings—^according to the rarely 
observed statutes the factory committees ought to be elected 
every year—the factory committee represents the trade union 
on the spot. Its chairman is usually one of the three all- 
powerful personalities—the troika—in any industrial con¬ 
cern—the other two are the manager and the secretary of the 
party cell. 

The factory committee works through the following 
specialized commissions: 

{a) The Council of Social Insurance. 
(b) The Wages Commission. 
(c) The Commission for Labour Protection. 
(d) The Commission for Cultural and Educational 

Activities. 
(e) The Housing Commission. 
(f) The Commission for Workers’ Supplies. 
(g) The Commission for Workers’ Inveikions and 

Rationalization. 
(A) The Commission for Gardening and Auxiliary 

Farming. 
(f) The Commission for Assistance to Servicemen’s 

Families.^ 

^ Tim branch ot the factory oommi ttee has been in tmlicaoc mkf sinoe 
the Second World War. 
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Apart from these permanent bodies, temporary commis¬ 
sions may be set up to deal with special tasks. The factory 
committee also participates in the important RKK (Rast- 
senochnaya Konfiiktnaya Komisya), the Norms and Con¬ 
flicts Commission, which deals with complaints from workers 
and managers. The factory committee is represented in the 
RKK on a basis of parity with the management; but as a 
rule the manager, or his appointee, presides over the RKit. 

Within the limits set by governmental labour policy the 
functions of the factory committee arc manifold and im¬ 
portant. During 1948 and 1949 the fectory committee con¬ 
cluded collective agreements. But its initiative in this field 
was limited, because the local collective agreements must be 
strictly modelled on the central collective agreement con¬ 
cluded for a whole industry between the ministry in charge 
of that industry and the central committee of the corres¬ 
ponding trade union. The local collective agreement can at 
best introduce only very minor variations in the general 
norms of output and productivity, wages, and so on. The 
role of the factory committee is more important in the fields 
of labour protection, in providing for industrial safety, and 
in a large variety of welfare activities. 

In most industrial concerns the factory committee is the 
basic but not the lowest unit of the organization. Below it is 
the shop committee which is elected in any shop employing 
at least one himdred workers. The structure of the shop com¬ 
mittee is closely modelled on that of the factory committee; 
nearly all the commissions of the factory committee, listed 
above, have their counterparts in commissions of jthe shop 
committee. The lowest link in the organization is the so- 
called Profgrup, a group of trade unionists consisting of 
twenty members and usually comprising a brigade or a team 
of workers employed in a particular sector of the shop. It is 

tlurough joining the fmfgrup that the wwker usually becomes 
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a member of the trade union. The Profgrup elects its own 
insurance delegate and its own ‘inspector’ for labour protec¬ 
tion, and one or two other functionaries. The organizer of 
this smallest unit is called the Profgruporg; and he represents 
his team vis-d-vis the industrial management and the trade 
union hierarchy. The organizer is elected at a meeting of 
the members of the Profgrup, 

Periodical production meetings are one of the vital func¬ 
tions of the factory committees. At these meetings the fulfil¬ 
ment of the collective agreement by workers and manage¬ 
ments should be checked once every three months. Special 
production meetings are convened from time to time to 
encourage workers’ inventions and projects for rationaliza¬ 
tion of labour. At such meetings workers are expected to 
communicate their observations and suggestions about 
possible improvements in machinery, organization of labour, 
handling of materials, etc. The observations and suggestions 
are collected, sifted, and classified by the special commission 
of the factory committee which deals with such issues. The 
industrial managers have special funds at their disposal from 
which premiums are paid to worker-inventors. Like so many 
ideas in Soviet trade unionism, this imaginative scheme for 
the accumulation and utilization of the mass inventiveness of 
producers has in practice often been marred by official 
routine: at the production meetings the customary long- 
winded, monotonous speeches, followed by unanimom adop¬ 
tion of official resolutions, have often swamped any business¬ 
like discussion of projects for rationalization of labour. Very 
often, too, the production meetings have been used merely 
for the whipping up of the crudest forms of competition be¬ 
tween the workers.* 

* It lias been customary for the production meetings to advance the 
so-called When the admlnistrataon has put before 
the workers the targets of output which their particular fod^ has to 
readi wsdiin a cortain period, the workers are then espeCfed to counter 
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Above the factory committee there are the town, regional, 
republican, and central committees of the various trade 
unions, all elected by secret ballot.^ At the top of the entire 
organization there is the All-Union Central Council of the 
Trade Unions. Re-elected at the tenth Congress of the Trade 
Unions in April 1949, it consisted of 175 members and 57 
alternate members. The Central Council in its turn elects a 
smaller body, the Praesidium, to act as its executive. 

As in all Soviet institutions, so in the Soviet trade unions 
the organization is in theory governed by the principles of 
<iemocratic centralism which require that all directing bodies 
be regularly elected in accordance with statutes but that they 
should, in the intervals between elections, be the real masters 
of the organization, with a claim to absolute discipline on the 
part of the membership. In practice, bureaucratic rather 
than democratic centralism prevails. The power of the centre 
is practically unlimited, and the statutory provisions about 
the responsibility of the trade union officials to their elector¬ 
ate are disregarded. This has been strikingly illustrated by 
the fact that no less than seventeen years elapsed between the 
ninth Congress of the Trade Unions which took place in 
1932 and the tenth Congress convened in April 1949. In 
violation of all statutory regulations the Central Council of 
the Trade Unions did not even bother to go through the 
formal motions of an election over aU these years. 

the official targets by h%her cmes—^these form the Hndustrial-finandal 
oounterplan* or Vstrtchnyi Pron^finplan, 

The factory committees are also supposed to carry out periodical 
survey of industrial plant in order to ensure its proper maintenance. See 
N. Shvemik, 0 Rotate Prqfsqyuzav v Saytud s Reshmyam XVIII Sjwtsda 
V,X.P, {») pp. 37,89, 

^ As an exception, insurance delegates and iniq>ectors for labour proteo 
tion are elected in open ballot. 
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The Tenth Trade Union Congress IT is not very clear why after an interval of seventeen 

years a Trade Union Congress was convened in 1949. 
There had been no apparent reason for this sudden re¬ 

turn to half-forgotten ‘parliamentary’ procedures. Nothing 
startling happened during the Congress; no new policy was 
announced; nor was any fresh light shed on the evolution of 
the trade unions since the Congress of 1932. The chairman of 
the All-Union Central Council, V. V. Kuznetsov, did not in 
his report even attempt to review the trends or discuss the 
changes in Soviet trade unionism between the two Congresses. 
The newly-adopted statute did not alter the structure of the 
organization, except in one point to be discussed later. 
Finally, the election of the new All-Union Central Council 
brought little or no change in the leadership. The only 
hypothetical explanation for the calling of the Congress is 
that the regime may have been anxious to revive, within 
limits prescribed by the single-party system, some of the 
formal democratic practices that had been suspended in 
connexion with the political convulsions of the thirties and 
the Second World War. 

A significant sidelight on the character of the trade union 
leadership was given in the report of the Mandate Com¬ 
mission on the composition of the Congress. (The rapporUm 
was N. V. Popova.) From this it is clear that the delegates to 
the Congress represented, to a greater extent than is true of 
such gatherings outside Russia, the trade union hierarchy 
rather than the rank and file. Only 23*5 per cent of all dele¬ 
gates were workers. 43 per cent were full-time trade union 
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officials. 39 per cent were members of the C3entral Commit¬ 
tees of the Trade Unions in control of the sixty-seven national 
organizations. 9*4 per cent of the delegates came from the 
technical intelligentsia (compared with only 2 per cent at 
the previous Congress). 20-odd per cent of the partici¬ 
pants, at the most, were trade union officials of medium or 
low rank.^ 85 per cent of all delegates had some govern¬ 
mental award, the distinctive mark of a member of the 
‘labour aristocracy’. 71 per cent of the delegates had secon¬ 
dary or higher education—only about 20 per cent had 
received not more than elementary education. (At the ninth 
Congress 60 per cent had only elementary education.) 72 
per cent were either members of the Communist Party or 
had applied for membership. (A striking feature was the very 
active participation of women: nearly 40 per cent of the 
delegates were women, compared with only 18 at the pre¬ 
vious Congress.) 

These data reflect the dominating position held inside the 
unions by the officials and the ‘labour aristocracy’ and also 
the higher educational standards attained by these groups 
since the early thirties. 

Some significance may be attached to one post-war devel¬ 
opment which was not, however, discussed in any real sense 
by the Congress, namely, the resumption of collective agree¬ 
ments between trade unions and industrial managements. 
This practice, too, had been discarded since the early thirties. 
In February 1933 collective agreements were formally 
abolished by governmental decree; but even before that, 
under the first Five-Year Plan, they had tended to become 
meaningless. What used to be their central filature—the 
settlement of wage claims and of conditions of labour—was 
directly regulated by the Government. Since 1947, however, 
colltctive agreements have been revived (*on Comrade 

^ IW, 23 April 194§. 
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Stalin’s demand’, as V. V. Kuznetsov stated at the tenth 
Congress 1) in order ‘to stimulate the fulfilment and over¬ 
fulfilment of the economic plans’. The explanation explains 
nothing, for the Government must have been equally anxious 
to ‘stimulate the fulfilment of economic plans’ in the thirties, 
when collective agreements were declared to be no longer 
needed. It can only be surmised that in this instance, too, 
the Government has been anxious to give its labour policy 
some democratic appearance, possibly in order to calm a 
post-war malaise in the working class. 

The renewal of collective agreements gave rise to a faint 
controversy in the press over their scope and meaning, but 
it has been commonly agreed that the contracts arc not 
meant to settle wages and conditions of labour, which con¬ 
tinue to be regulated by the Government. Where collective 
agreements do include clauses on wages such clauses do not 
embody the results of any collective bargaining; they merely 
incorporate passages from governmental decrees and instruc¬ 
tions.* In view of this, the discussion over the meaning of the 
collective agreements concerned only minor legal points. 
The ‘contracts’ nominally impose obligations upon both 
managements and workers, but such obligations arise out 
of the economic plan and would have existed no matter 
whether a collective agreement was concluded or not.* 

« 

^ TrW, 20 April 1949. 
• *Thc present-day collective agreement usually includes norms regulat¬ 

ing the rjmmneration of labour (rate systems, with coefficients and grades, 
progre^ve scales, etc.). These norms, however, are not the result of the 
collective agreement contract. They originate from the appropriate state 
authorities. The inclusion of such norms in cc^lective a^eements is 
intended ... to facilitate the mobilization of manual and cSice workers 
in campaigpis for the plan..states Professor V. M. Dogadov in an article 
on the subject, the £^li^ trax^lation of which ai^>eaiM in SmH Sktdm 
(Oxford, Biadtwell, 1949), i, 7^4- 

* In the article just quoted V. M. Dogadov cites the following excerpt 
from a collective agreement concluded in an ordnance foctory: *Opm 
hearth furnace no. 5 is to be made automatic... capital repairs are to be 
carried out at electro-furnace no. 1 ... a school for young woikers is to 
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The total exclusion of wages policy from trade union 
activity must be held responsible for the strange fact that in 
the main report to the Congress—^the rei>ort by V. V. Kuzne¬ 
tsov which covered more than four full pages in Trud—only 
the tiniest paragraph was devoted to wages. The Congress 
was given not a single piece of information about the struc¬ 
ture of wages, their purchasing power, and so on.^ The 
resolutions of the Congress were equally uninformative, but 
they contained the characteristic statement that ‘it is neces¬ 
sary henceforth, too, to wage the struggle against urami-- 
lovka, . . that is, against egalitarian attitudes.* Since 
after all the official anathemas hardly anybody would now 
have dared to advocate egalitarianism, this statement merely 
means that the Government regards further differentiation 
of wages, that is, the further growth of inequality, as necessary 
and that the trade unions accept this view. 

A noteworthy change in the organization of the trade 
unions, carried out in 1948 (again ‘on Comrade Stalin’s 
initiative’), is the formation of provincial, regional, and town 
councils of trade unions. On these councils sit the repre¬ 
sentatives of all trade \mions of any province or locality. 
Until 1948 the trade unions were organized almost exclusive¬ 
ly along vertical lines. The local and provincial bodies of any 
union were connected with the higher and lower links in their 
own hierarchy. No solid horizontal organization existed to co¬ 
ordinate the activities of various trade unions on a local 

be built with accommodatkm for 600 pupils; a building for a polydinie 
serving the workers of the factory is to be built; one five-storey building, 
three two-storey buildings, and three three-storey buildings with a total 
living space of 6,000 square metres are to be bunt and put into use. . / 
Other collective agreements do include some foovisions a|xHit condidpns 
of labour, but only, to quote Dogadov, about 'isolated, Indiddual tnAttm*, 

* Kuznetsov stated intfralia that die value of social inmranoe and health 
services amounted u> one-third of the national wages bill. 

» Tiwd, II May 1949. 
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scale. Thus, the coal miners’ union in any locality had hardly 
any stable links with the union of the steel workers or 
with that of the textile workers in the same place. Its official 
intercourse was confined to that with other bodies in the 
national Coal Miners’ Union, whose central committee, in 
its turn, was subordinated to the All-Union Central Council. 
This scheme of organization was characteristic of the over¬ 
centralization of the trade unions. The local and provincial 
coimcils now set up have introduced an element of horizontal 
organization which should allow various trade unions on the 
spot to concert their activities. This reform, too, seems to 
have been dictated by a desire to weaken somewhat the 
rigidity of the vertical organization, or at least to give the 
rank and file the impression of relaxation. 

All these reforms—the convening of the Congress, the 
revival of collective agreements, and the setting up of local 
trade union councils—^may add up to a degree of democra¬ 
tization, but will hardly affect the functions and character of 
the organization as a whole. Somewhat more emphasis than 
usual was placed on internal democracy in the trade unions 
and also on the right of the worker to lodge complaints 
against the management. On the other hand, the newly 
adopted statute fixes the terms for which the various trade 
union bodies are to be elected in a manner calculated still 
further to enhance central control over the entire organiza¬ 
tion. ‘ Thus the Central Council of the Trade Unions is 
elected for four years. The central committee of any trade 
union is elected for two years only; so are the regional, pro¬ 
vincial, and republican councils. Finally, the primary organi¬ 
zations, the factory committees, are elected for one year only« 
The higher the trade imion authority the greater is its 
statutory stability and therefore also its power over sub¬ 
ordinated bodies. 

' See Appendix. 
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The reports given at the tenth Congress leave no doubt 
about the broad scope of trade union activity in the fields of 
social insurance and welfare. For that activity the trade 
unions have built up a vast and in many ways highly im¬ 
pressive organization. 

At the base of the organization there were in 1949: 
{a) one million voluntary organizers of trade union groups 

—profgruporgi\ 
{b) more than i • 2 million voluntary insurance delegates 

and inspectors of labour;^ 
{c) more than one million members of the wages commis¬ 

sions; 
{d) more than two million rank and file trade unionists 

active in welfare commissions; 
(e) altogether more than nine million ‘activists*, i.c, mem¬ 

bers voltmtarily engaged in part-time work for the unions. 
The number of ‘activists’ amounts to one-third of the total 
membership. 

In 1948 more than two million production meetings arc 
reported to have taken place, at which four million sugges¬ 
tions for the rationalization of labour were made. 

The mass of voluntary unpaid part-time workers has been 
a highly important characteristic of the unions—^it has a 
strong flavour of that ‘production-democracy’ which was 
jtixtaposed to political democracy in the debates of the early 
twenties. ‘I cannot imagine’, says S. Grorbunov, chairman of 
a shop committee, in one of many typical utterances on this 
subject, ‘how we, the leaders of a Trade Union, engaged in 
intensive productive work all day long, could achieve any¬ 
thing without the backing of this broad mass of activists. 

^ The All-Union Central Council has five research institutes and twelve 
laboratories working on improving protection of industrial labour. They 
are msnaged by the Demrtment for Protection of labour of the All- 
Union Central Council. The central committees of the individual unions, 
lob, have their specialtzed research institutes and laboratories. 
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Seven people have been elected to our shop conamittee, but 
in their work they have been assisted by 1230 activists. About 
one hundred people arc members of the various commis¬ 
sions of the shop committee. We have 26 group oiganizers, 
52 social inspectors and insurance delegates*.' 

It is largely through this vast mass of ‘activists* that the 
trade unions have been able to assist in the training of new 
workers—under the present Five-Year Plan nearly fourteen 
million workers have been undergoing some degree of re¬ 
training, while nearly eight million have been receiving full¬ 
time training. The scope of the health services and welfare 
activities was indicated by V. V. Kuznetsov in his statement 
that the trade unions gave medical services and facilities for 
rest to two million of their members in 1948.* 

» Trud^ 19 April 1949. 
* V. V. Kuznetsov also stated that occupational diseases among Soviet 

workers were in 1948 10 per cent less than in 1947 and definitely below 
pre-war. 
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Road to Serfdom? IN this survey of their development the Soviet trade unions 
are seen as an organic part of the social fabric of the 
Soviet Union. Only in the context of the broad changes 

that have transformed Soviet society in the three decades of 
revolution can the role and functions of the trade unions be 
understood. 

But it is only proper to ask what, if any, moral of inter¬ 
national significance can be drawn from this survey. One 
conclusion frequently drawn is that in a planned economy 

there is little or no scope for normal trade union activity, 
especially for the defence of the workers* interests against the 
employcr-State. Most admirers of the Soviet Union as well as 

its opponents seem to agree on this. In addition, the oppo¬ 
nents of planned economy and socialism will see in the story 
of the Soviet trade unions a confirmation of their view that 
public ownership and economic planning drive the nations 
that have opted for these forms of social organization, or 
upon whom these forms have been imposed, along the ‘road 

to serfilom’. 
At first sight, the story of the Soviet trade unions appears 

to justify such a conclusion. The Soviet trade unions have 
often been used by the employer-State as an instrument of 
coercion against the working classes. As die organization 
designed to forge the workers* solidarity in their stru^le for 

better living conditions, they have sufiered complete atrophy. 
As bodies entrusted with the management of social insurance, 

and as welfare institutions dbiey have certainly performed and 
are still pofonning very useful services; but these, whatever 
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the official Soviet theory may be, they have performed as 
subsidiaries of the State administration, not as autonomous 
social bodies or working class organizations in the accepted 
sense. 

Yet, on closer analysis, the story of the Soviet trade unions 
does not really prove the case of the critics of planned 
economy. For what emerges from this survey is that the 
peculiar role which the Soviet unions have come to play 
has been conditioned not by the needs of planned econo¬ 
my as such but by the application of planning to an extremely 
low level of economic and cultural development, the level 
at which Russia stood until recently. 

The essential condition in which planning can yield the 
finits expected from it by its socialist adherents is that it 
should be applied to an economy of plenty and not to one of 
scarcity. All socialist advocates of planning, including the 
Bolsheviks, once used to argue that planned socialist economy 
could effectively begin only from roughly that level of indus¬ 
trial and cultural development which the older capitalist 
nations had already attained. At that level, it was argued, 
planning is both necessary and possible. It is necessary—in 
order to protect society from the wastefulness and moral 
degradation that result from recurring slumpw, mass unem¬ 
ployment, social tension, mass neuroses, and military con¬ 
flicts. It is possible, because the high output of material goods, 
and the accumulation of industrial-administrative skill and 
experience and, last but not least, of civilized habits of life 
enable society to advance in a civilized manner towards 
economic equality and rational social organization. When the 
experiment in planned economy was begun, Russia was, and 
up to a point still is, far below the level at which such results 
could be expected. 

The function of the Russian planned economy was pri¬ 
marily to carry out an industrial revolution such as the Mct 
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capitalist countries had gone through long ago. This indus¬ 
trial revolution which elsewhere, cither under the laissez* 
faire system or under bourgeois protectionism, extended over 
the life-time of several generations, was in Russia compressed 
within little more than one decade, the last before the Second 
World War. Within that decade were also compressed all the 
horrors that attended earlier industrial revolutions. In a 
nation whose large-scale industry produced only 3-4 million 
tons of steel and only 30 million pairs of shoes for a population 
to 150 million (to take only two striking indices of Russian 
poverty towards the end of the twenties) no real movement 
towards equality, promised by the revolution, could take 
place. In a nation which had accumulated less industrial and 
administrative skill and experience than had any medium¬ 
sized European country, in a nation, furthermore, burdened 
with the oppressive traditions of inefficient autocracy at its top 
and of illiteracy and a barbarous way of life below, the arrears 
in economic and cultural development were so enormous, 
and the lack of civic responsibility in rulers and ruled alike 
was so baffling that the techniques of economic planning 
could be developed only in the crudest and most ruthless 
forms. This basically determined the place of the trade 
unions in Soviet labour policy. 

It is a tribute to planned economy that, in spite of the 
handicaps under which it has been tried out in Russia, it has 
enabled that country to become a great industrial power 
within so short a time. But it would be erroneous to deduce 
from this that the peculiarly Russian features of labour 
policy, the features that have in fact more than a flavour 
of revived serfdom about them, are inherent in planned 
economy or more specifically in socialist planning. There is 
no reason to assume that in any society which already has 
at its disposal a more or less modem apparatus for industrial 
production and substantial reserves of trained man-power 
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planned economy would reprodiocc the worst aspects of the 

Russian experiment. The amount of ruthless coercion that 

has gone into the making of the Russian industrial revolution 

is e!q)lained mainly by the rulers’ determination to overcome 

at any cost the prodigious diflSculties involved in the mobili¬ 

zation, training, and education of many millions of raw, 

undisciplined peasants. In a more highly developed economy 

with a disciplined and civilized industrial working class such 

methods would be not only superfluous—they would also be 

positively incompatible with an orderly planned economy. 

It is therefore reasonable to think that the planners would not 

feel themselves tempted to resort to them. 

Such experience of planning as war-time Britain has had 

hardly supports the gloomy ‘road-to-serfdom* prophecies. 

Surely, the amount of direction of labour introduced in war¬ 

time Britain did not seem to the working classes to be as 

oppressive as the imccrtainty and misery of the booms and 

slumps of the preceding era. True enough, the woriccr was 

limited in his choice of a job or of the place of his work. This, 

however, was hardly more than an inconvenience greatly 

offset by the advantages of flill and stable employment. It 

was, in part at least, as a result of this experience that, in 

the General Election of 1945, the British working classes 

opted for what they believed to be a policy shielding them 

from new slumps and unemployment. Yet in war-tiine Britain 

planning was also tried amid scarcity, although even that 

scarcity would still have looked like dazzling abundance to 

most Russians. Even in the Third Reich it was> not planning 

that led to cruelty and atrocities but the Nazi ideolc^ of dbe 

master race. Incidentally, we now know that, contrary to 

Nazi boasts, Germany in the Second Worid War was amoi^ 

those belligerent nations that were least advanced in planning. 

W^ithin a planned economy developing on a lelatively 

high iiidustrial and cultural basis considerable scope should 
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be left for trade imion activity. In Russia no bargaining was 
really possible between management and workers because 
of the extreme scarcity of all material resources. In a country 
producing, say, only one pair of shoes per year for every third 
citizen the worker could not effectively bargain over whether 
his wages should enable him to buy only one or two pairs of 
shoes per year. The trade unions could not adopt a ‘con- 
sxunptionist* attitude in any circumstances, although they 
need not perhaps have gone to extremes of anti-consump- 
tionism. But in any economy possessing its safety margins in 
material wealth a degree of bargaining between management 
and workers would not only be compatible with planning 
but also essential to its effectiveness. Here the worker may 
try to improve his standard of living without necessarily 
thereby upsetting the balance of the plans or seriously ham¬ 
pering capital investment. Here the planners should be in a 
position to plan the distribution of the national income with 
a flexibility of which the Russians could not even dream. 
The freedom of bargaining may, of course, have to be re¬ 
stricted occasionally; but this need not be the rule. The 
question how often the need to restrict such freedom would 
arise depends on how wide or narrow are the safety margins 
of any national economy at any time. On the other hand, it 
must be expected that in the east, especially in a Communist 
China, which even to-day is more backward than was pre¬ 
revolutionary Russia, the main features of the Russian 
system will be reproduced, if rapid industrialization is 
attempted. 

Nor is this merely a matter of the industrial resources 
with which a country embarks upon planned economy. 
Social custmn and habit and the peculiarities of native 
civilizations play their part. The traditional outlook of any 
nation permeates the fabric of any new social oxganization 
that nation may adopt and lends to it its own colour. Soviet 
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Russia, with its public ownership and planned economy, has 
absorbed all the still fresh traditions of tsarist autocracy and 
serfdom. It was not planned economy that drove Russia on 
to the road of serfdom—the fact that Russia had hardly ever 
left that road for any length of time vitiated her planned 
economy. In countries with a deep-rooted tradition of liberty, 
their social and cultural climate should help them to evolve 
methods of planning so eflScient and humane that by com¬ 
parison the Russian experiment would appear what histori¬ 
cally it is—the first barbarously clumsy and costly, and yet 
profoundly significant attempt of a nation to master the 
‘blind forces* of its economy. 
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STATUTE 
of the Soviet Trade Unions adopted by the tenth Congress 

of the Trade Unions of the U.S.S.R. 

(27 April 1949)^ 

Under the leadership of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
the Soviet people has built the socialist society and is successfully fulfilling 
the historic task of the gradual transition from socialism to communism. 
In the Soviet Union the exploiting classes have been completely liquidated, 
the exploitation of man by man has been abolished for ever, imemploy- 
ment in town and poverty in the countryside have been eliminated, and 
the material and cultural standard of life of the toilers has been consider¬ 
ably raised. From the heavy burden which it is under capitalism, labour 
has in our country become a matter of honour, glory, valour, and heroism. 
‘With us people work not for the exploiters, not for the enrichment of 
idlers, but for themselves, for their own class, for their own Soviet society, 
where the best people of the working class wield power* (Stalin). 

The world-historic achievements of the toilers of the Soviet Umon arc 
made secure in the Constitution of the U.S.S.R. 

The Constitution guarantees to all citizens of the Soviet Union the 
right to work, the right to rest, the right to education, the right to material 
security in old age, in case of illness and loss of capacity for work. The 
woman in the U.S.S.R. enjoys equal rights with the man in all fields of 
economic, governmental, cultural and social-political life. 

Freedom of expression, freedom of the press, freedom of meetings, and 
also the right to associate in social organizations are guaranteed by law to 
the citizens of the U.S.S.R., in the interests of the toilers and fi>r the 
purpose of strengthening the socialist order. 

The Soviet Trade Unions, being a social, non-party, mass organization, 
unite on a voluntary basis the workers and employees of aU occupations, 
without difference of race, nationality, sex, or rdigious convictions. 

The Soviet Trade Unions carry out their entire work under the leader¬ 
ship of the Communist Party—^the organizing and dtrecting force of 
Soviet society. The Trade Unions of the U.S.S.R. rally the working masses 
behind the party of Lenin-Stalin. 

The Trade Unions strive to enhance in every way the socialist order in 
society and State, the moral-political unity of t^ Soviet pec^, the 
brotherly co-operation and frioadship between the peoples of the Soviet 

« ^ Trudf tt May 1949. 
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Union; they actively participate in the election of the organs of State 
power; they organize workers and employees for the struggle for the steady 
development of the national economy; they concern themselves with the 
further rise of the material well-being and with the full satisfaction of the 
cultural needs of the toilers. 

The Trade Unions educate their members in the spirit of Soviet 
patriotism, of a Cbmmunist attitude towards labour and towards the 
community’s socialist property; they work for the Gonununist education 
of the toilers and for the raising of their cultural and technical level to 
that of the highly skilled technical personnel; they cultivate in the mem¬ 
bers of the Trade Unions the sense of proletarian internationalism, fight 
for the unity of the international labour movement, for stable peace and 
democracy all over the world. The Trade Unions ‘are an educational 
oiganization ... a school of administration, a school of economic manage¬ 
ment, a school of communism* (Lenin). 

In the conditions of the Soviet socialist order, the State defends the 
rights of the toilers, and its legislation expresses the interests of the people. 
The Trade Unions take an active part in preparing the laws concerning 
production, labour, the way of life and culture, and they fight for the 
steadfast realization of those laws. 

The Trade Unions: 
organize the socialist emulation of workers and employees for the 

fulfilment and overfulfilment of State plans, for the raising of labour 
productivity, improvement in the quality of production, and lowering 
of its cost; 

participate in the planning and regulating of the wages of workers 
and employees, in working out various systems of wages, their socialist 
guiding principle being the payment of labour according to its quantity 
and qmdity; they strive to introduce new progressive norms of output 
and they see to it that labour should be correctly assessed and paid in 
{»ece-rates and progressing premiums; 

help workers and employees to raise their productive and business 
qualifications; communicate to others the experience of advanced 
workers and employees, innovators of production and science, and assist 
in the diffusion of technical progress throughout industry; 

conclude collective agreements with the administration of concerns; 
exercise supervision over the state of labour protection and industrial 

security in enterprises and institutions; participate in the settlement of 
labour disputes; conclude agreements with the administration of oon'» 
cems on the manner of utilization of funds afiocated for mea^fures of 
industrial safety and labour protection; 

administer the business of State social insurance, fix the amount of 
allowances for temporary incapacity and pay them out to wenkers and 
employees, strive for a better organization of medical assistanoe 10 
the toilers and of the protection of the health of women and children, 
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set up sanatoria and rest homes, organize funds of mutual assistance, 
participate in the allocation of housing space in bouses that belong to 
businesses and institutions, carry out mass control over the fulfilment 
of plans for the building of houses and cultural centres, over the work 
of communal dining rooms, magazines, communal cultural institutions, 
and urban transport; 

assist members of the Trade Unions in raising their ideological- 
political and general educational level, spread political and scientific 
knowledge, and conduct broad propaganda on matters of productive 
technique; set up clubs, homes, and palaces of culture. Red corners, 
libraries, develop artistic mass activity, physical culture, sports, and 
tourism among the workers and employees; 

help to attract women into public, productive, and social life and 
assist workers and employees in the Communist education of children; 

act on behalf of the workers and employees ois^drvis State and social 
bodies in matters concerning labour, culture, and the workers’ way of 
life. 

I. Members of the Trade Union, their Rights and Obligations 

1. Every citizen of the U.S.S.R. working in an industrial business or 
in an office, or studying at a higher educational institution, technical and 
trade school can be a member of a Trade Union. 

2. The member of a Trade Union has the right: 
{a) to participate in the general meetings of members of the Trade 

Union; 
(b) to elect and to be elected to all Trade Union bodies, to con¬ 

ferences and congresses of Trade Unions; 
(«) to put before the Trade Union bodies questions and proposals 

concerning the improvement of Trade Union work; 
(d) to criticize at Trade Union meetings, conferences, congresses, 

and in the press the activity of any local and higher Trade Union body 
and its workers, to address questions, statements, and complaints to 
any leading Trade Union body; 

(e) to turn to the Trade Union for the defence and support of his 
or her rights in cases i^iere the administration has offended against the 
collective agreement or the valid legislation on labour, social insurance, 
and welfare; 

(/) to demand his or her penonal participation in all cases in which 
a Tndt Union body may take a decision affecting his or her activity or 
conduct. 
3. A member of the Trade Union is under the Migatkn: 

(a} to observe strictly State and labour discipline; 
(h) to economiae and enhance the community’s sodalist property 

as the sacred and inviolable basts of the Soviet order, as die source eff 
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the Fatherland’s wealth and power, as the source of abundant and 
civilized life for all toilers; 

(r) to improve his or her productive and business qualifications, to 
master the technique of his or her trade; 

(d) to conform to the Statute of the Trade Union, to contribute 
regularly membership fees. 
4. A member of the Trade Union enjoys the following advantages: 

(a) receives from the funds of State social insurance higher allowances 
than those granted to non-members, in proportions fixed by legislation; 

(b) obtains on a basis of priority travel facilities to rest homes, 
sanatoria, and resorts, and also travel facilities for children to kinder¬ 
gartens and Pioneers* camps; receives material assistance in case of 
need from Trade Union funds; 

(e) is accorded by Trade Union bodies legal aid without payment; 
(d) benefits personally from the cultural and sport institutions of the 

Trade Union on terms fixed by the Trade Union bodies; the member’s 
family has the same right; 

(e) has the right to become a member of the Trade Union’s mutual 
assistance fund. 
5. Admission to the Trade Union is granted after a personal application 

for membership. The decision as to admission is taken by the meeting of 
the Trade Union group and confirmed by the Trade Union shop-com¬ 
mittee, or—where a shop-committee is not in existence—^by the factory or 
local conunittee. Where a Trade Union group does not exist admission to 
membership is decided by the general meeting of the members of the 
Trade Union. 

6. The applicant becomes a member from the day on which the meeting 
of the Trade Union group or of the Trade Union organization of the shop, 
branch, business, or institution has decided to admit him or her. The 
factory or local committee of the Trade Union issues the membership 
card. 

7. If the member of a Trade Union is transferred to a business or 
institution which comes under a different Trade Union, he or she becomes 
a member of that Trade Union without paying entrance fee and retains all 
acquired rights [which may depend on the dhration of his membership].^ 

8. The time of members’ service in the Armed Forces of the U.S.S.R. 
is included in their Trade Union stage. 

9. Members who because of ill-health or old age have ceased to work 
and are paid pensions retain their right to remain in the ranks of the 
Trade Union. 

10. Seasonal workers and employees retain their Trade Union stage 
if they resume work in the next season. Members of artels of induttriid 

^ *^d retains, his mr her stage* says the Russun original. The word 
stage is used to describe the duration of monbership and tlM rights acquired 
acccardlng to that iluratson. 
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co-operation [that is of artisans* co-operatives] cannot at the same imc 
be members of Trade Unions. If they were members of a Trade Union 
before they joined an artel and if they then leave the artel to work in an 
industrial business or in an institution, their previous Trade Union stage 
is re-established. 

11. For offences against the Statute of the Trade Union, failure to 
contribute member’s fees in the course of more than three months, or 
undisciplined conduct, Trade Union bodies may impose upon a member 
of a Trade Union the following penalties: a warning, public censure, 
rebuke, and the extreme measure—expubion from the Trade Union. 

A decision of the shop-meeting or of the Trade Union group on expul¬ 
sion from the Trade Union comes into effect after endorsement by the 
factory or local committee of the Trade Union. Any decision of a primary 
Trade Union organization on the imposition of a penalty on a member 
of a Trade Union is taken in his or her presence. 

II. The Oroanizationajl Structure of Trade Unions 

12. The Trade Unions are built on the foundations of democratic 
centralism as follows: 

{a) all Trade Union bodies from bottom to top are elected by the 
members of the Trade Union and are accountable to them; 

(b) Trade Union organizations dedde on all matters concerning 
Trade Union work in accordance with the statute of the Trade Union 
and the decisions of higher Trade Union bodies; 

(r) decisions of Trade Union organizations are adopted by a ma¬ 
jority vote of the members of the Trade Union; 

{d) lower Trade Union bodies are subordinate to the higher ones. 
13. Trade Unions are organized on the production principle: all who 

work in one industrial concern or in one institution are united in one Trade 
Union; every Trade Union embraces workers and employees working in 
one branch of the national economy. 

14. For the purpose of co-ordinating the activity of Trade Union 
organizations in regions, provinces, and republics, regional, provincial, 
and republican councils of Trade Unions are formed. 

15. The highest leading body of any Trade Union organization is the 
general meeting (for primary organizations), the conference (for district, 
town, regional, provincial, and republican organizations), and the Oon- 
grest (for the TVade Union as a whole). 

The general meetiiig, the conference, or the Ckmgress elect the appro¬ 
priate committee, for the shop, foctory, locality, district, town, region, 
province, republic, or the centnd coms^tee, ea^ committee being their 
executive organ and directing the entire current work of the organization* 

r6. AM l^tng bodies the Trade Unions, and abo ddegates to con¬ 
ferences and congresses, are elected by secret ballot* 
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At the election of Trade Union bodies, members of the Trade Union 
have the right to put forward candidates, to challenge and criticize any 
one of them. 

The elected Trade Union bodies choose from among their own members 
the chairman, the secretary, and the members of the praesidium in an 
open ballot. 

17. Elections to any Trade Union body may be carried out before the 
prescribed term on the demand of not less than one-third of the members 
of the Trade Union concerned and also on the decision of a higher Trade 
Union body. 

18. General meetings of members, conferences, and congresses of Trade 
Unions, and also meetings of Trade Union committees and councils of 
Trade Unions are considered competent to take decisions if not less than 
two-thirds of the members of the Trade Union, delegates, or committee 
members participate. 

19. Trade Union bodies are obliged to observe steadfastly Trade Union 
democracy: to call general meetings and conferences of members, to 
present reports and carry out elections, to create conditions favourable for 
the development of criticism and self-criticism in organizations, to attract 
members on a broad scale to participation in Trade Union activity, and 
to hold meetings of Trade Union actimsts, 

20. Commissions for the various branches of Trade Union work are 
formed by the shop, factory, local, district, town, regional, and provincial 
committees, and 1^ the councils of Trade Unions. Branches and sectors 
arc formed by the All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions, central 
committees of Trade Unions, and also by republican, provincial, and 
regional councils and committees of Trade Unions. 

III. Supreme Trade Union AuTHORmss 

21. The All-Union Congress of Trade Unions is the supreme authority 
of the Trade Unions of the U.S.S.R. 

The All-Union Congress of Trade Unions: 
(a) receives and endorses the reports of ACCTU (All-Union Central 

Council of Trade Unions) and of the Committee of Auditors; 
(h) confirms the Statute of the Trade Unions of the U.S.S.R.; 
(r) defines the tasks of the Trade Unions, receives the reports of the 

central economic organs, and suggests measures for the partidpAtton of 
Trade Unions in the struggle for the fulfilment and overfolfilment of 
national economic plans and for the raising of the material well-being 
and the cultural-political level of workers and employees; 

(d) indicates the tasks die Trade Unions of the U.SbS.R. In the 
international Trade Union movement; 

(#) dbets die AU-UnionC>ntsalOouncB of the Trade UidonsaiidtlMS 
CcMtnmittee of Auditors. 
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22. The All-Union Congress of Trade Unions is convened at least once 
in four years. Notice of the Congress is given at least two months before 
the Congress. 

23. The All-Union Central Council of Trade Unionsdirects the entire ac¬ 
tivity of the Trade Unions in the intervals between All-Union Congresses. 

24. The AU-Union Central Council of Trade Unions: 
(a) defines the tasks of the Trade Union movement at large and 

also those concerning particular problems of Trade Union work; 
(b) participates in the preparation of national economic plans; 
(r) leads the socialist emulation; 
(d) receives reports from the committees of the Trade Unions and 

also from ministries and departments on matters concerning production 
and the broad cultural work among workers and employees; 

{e) prepares and submits to the consideration of the Government 
projects of laws concerning wages, protection of labour, social insurance, 
welfare, and cultural services; issues instructions, regulations, and 
rulings on the application of the existing labour legislation; 

(f) manages the entire system of State social insurances; 
(g) carries out All-Union cultural, sport, and other mass activities; 
(A) creates Trade Union schools and training courses; 
(1) confirms the budget of the Trade Unions; 
(j) represents the Soviet Trade Unions in the international Trade 

Union movement and in international Trade Union associations; 
(k) has it own press organ—the newspaper Trud—its own publishing 

concern (Prvfizdai), publishes Trade Union joumab, bulletins, etc. 
25. The All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions elects a praesidium 

and secretariat. Plenary sessions of ACCTU are convened regularly. 
26. The supreme leading organ of any Trade Union is the Congress 

of that Trade Union. The Congress of a Trade Union is convened once 
in two years. Delegates to the Congress are elected by members of the 
TVade Union at meetings and conferences according to norms established 
by the central committee of the Trade Union. The central committee 
gives notice of the Congress at least one month before it is convened. 

Members and alternate members of the central committee of the Trade 
Union and of the Commission of Auditors who have not beenelectedasdele- 
gates to the Congress participate in the Congress in an advisory capacity. 

The Congress of the Trade Union receives reports on the activity of the 
central committee of the Trade Union and the Commission of Auditors, 
defines the successive tasks the Trade Union, confirms the Statute of 
the Trade Union, receives reports of economic authorities on the course cd* 
the eatecution of the State plans, discusses matters oonoenaJng cultural and 
welfare services for the toilers, problems of the international Trade Union 
movement, elects the central committee of the Trade Union, the Gom- 
missbn of Auditors, and delegates to the AU-Union Congress of Trade 
UniOtas* 
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An extraordinary Congress may be called by decision of the ACGTU or 
of the central committee of the Trade Union. 

27. In the intervals between two Congresses the central committee 
directs the entire activity of the Trade Union, 

The central committee of the Trade Union and the Commission of 
Auditors are elected for two years. 

28. The central committee of the Trade Union: 
organizes socialist emulation, draws up, together with the economic 

authorities, the balance sheet of the all-Union socialist emulation, 
receives their reports on the state of production, protection of labour, 
and industrial safety, organizes the campaigns for collective agreements 
and contracts on protection of labour, takes measures to improve the 
work of concerns, institutions, and Trade Union organizations as regards 
organization of labour, wages, socialist emulation, social insurance, 
welfare and cultural services for workers and en^loyees; 

confirms the Trade Union budget and the budget of the State social 
insurance and also reports on the execution of those budgets; 

records collective agreements concluded by local Trade Union 
organizations with business managements; 

fixes rules and norms concerning industrial safety, obligatory for the 
given branch of production; 

organizes ideological-political education and training of Trade Union 
cadres; 

conducts the Trade Union’s publishing business (newspapers, 
journals, reports, etc.); 

puts forward active members of the Trade Union for work in State, 
Soviet, economic, and social organizations; 

determines the constitution of the central committee of the Trade 
Union and appoints the managers of the branches of the central com¬ 
mittee of the Trade Union; 

maintains and develops, through ACGTU, contact with the Trade 
Unions of foreign countries. 
Plenary sessions of the central committee of the Trade Union are con¬ 

vened regularly. 
The central committee elects its praesidium consisting of the chairman, 

secretary, and members of the praesidium to direct the daily work of the 
Trade Union. 

The central committee of the Trade Union is responsiUe for its activity 
to the Congress of the Trade Union and to AGCTU. 

IV. Rspobugan, ProvinciaLi Rbgional, Town, and Donuerr 'Pradk 

Union Booms 

og. Regional, provincial, r^uldican councils of Trade Unioiis and 
Commissions of Auditors are elected at the appropriate inter-Trade Unitm 
conferences for a term of two years. 
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Delegates to the inter-union conferences arc elected at meetings of 
Trade Union members in industrial businesses, institutions, and educa¬ 
tional establishments, the Trade Union organizations of which are directly 
subordinate to the central conunittees of the Trade Unions, and at town, 
district, regional, provincial, and republican conferences of branch Trade 
Unions. 

30. Regional, provincial, and republican councils of Trade Unions 
are responsible for inter-union work; 
co-ordinate the joint activities of Trade Union organizations of the 

region, province, or republic, activities designed to develop socialist 
emulation for the fulfilment and overfulfilment of State plans by indus¬ 
trial concerns, to improve further the material well-being of workers and 
employees and the cultural services; 

study, generaluse, and impart to others the advanced experience of 
Trade Union work; 

direct the work of the inter-union cultural and sports institutions. 
Plenary sessions of the council of the Trade Unions are convened 

regularly. 
31. Republican, provincial, regional, main-railway, industrial basin, 

town, and district committees of Trade Unions and Commissions of 
Auditors are elected at conferences of the corresponding Trade Union 
convened once in two years. 

The conference receives reports of the committee and the Commission 
of Auditors, discusses issues of Trade Union work, organization of labour 
and production, welfare and cultiiral services, elects leading Trade Union 
bodies, delegates to the Congress of the Trade Union and to the inter¬ 
union conference. 

32. The committees guide the Trade Union organizations of the corres¬ 
ponding Trade Union on the scale of the republic, province, region, town, 
district, main-railway line, or industrial basin; they organize ^e execution 
by the Trade Union organizations of the decisions of ACGTU and of the 
central committee of the Trade Union, pass the budget estimates of pri¬ 
mary Trade Union organizations, and conduct the meetings of the Trade 
Union actimts* Plenary sessions oi cconmittees are convened regularly. In 
sdl their activity the committees are accountable to the corresponding 
republican, provmdal, regional, town, district conference of members of 
the Trade Union and to the central committee of the Trade Union, and 
as regards inter-union activity in rejHiblks, provinces, and districts they 
are also accountable to the councib of Trade Unions. 

33. The councils and committees of Trade Unions elect from their 
members chairmen, secretaries^ and members of praesidiums. 

V. PiuMARY TitaDE Union Oroanizations 

34. Primary Trade Uniem organizations form the basis of fibe Trade 
Unto. A fnimary organization consists of members of the Trade Unions 
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working in one industrial business or office. The general meeting of Trade 
Union members is the highest organ of the primary Trade Union organiza¬ 
tion. 

In industrial businesses and in institutions where it is impossible to 
convene general meetings, cither because the work is done in many shifts 
or because of the territorial dispersal of shops and sectors, shift meetings 
or shift conferences of members are convened. 

35. The tasks of the primary Trade Union organization consist in; 
(a) mobilizing all workers and employees of the business or institu¬ 

tion for the fulfilment and overfulfilment of the production plan, for 
the strengthening of labour discipline, and development of socialist 
emulation; 

(ft) attracting all workers and employees to the Trade Union and 
carrying out political-educational work among them; 

(r) fulfilling obligations arising out of the collective agreement; 
(d) preparing practical measures designed to raise productivity of 

labour, to improve quality of output, to enforce strict financial accoun¬ 
tancy within every shop and working brigade, to lower the cost of 
production, and to raise the profitability of the enterprise; conducting 
production meetings and supervising the execution of their decisions; 
co-operating in the utilization of suggestions for the rationalization of 
labour; 

(e) organizing Stakhanovite schools and the guardianship of old and 
regular workers and the technical personnel over new workers, organiz¬ 
ing lessons and lectures on advanced methods of work and in other 
ways assisting workers and employees in fulfilling and overfulfilling 
norms of output and in raising their productive skill; 

(/) day-to-day care for the improvement of labour conditions and 
for workers* and employees* welfare; 

(g) satisfying the cultural needs of workers and employees and pro¬ 
moting mass cultural and sport activity; 

(ft) giving effect to decisions adopted by higher Trade Union bodies 
and general meetings. 
36. For the purpose of conducting current work the primary Trade 

Union organization, consisting of no fewer than twenty-five members, 
elects the fiictory or local committee and a Cknnmassion of Auditors, and 
a Trade Union organization consisting of fewer than twenty-five members 
elects a trade organizer for a term of one year. 

The numerical strength of a factory and local committee and of the 
Commission of Auditors is determined by the general meeting or the 
conference of Tnde Union members. 

The factmy and local committee concludes the collective agreement 
with the management of the establishnient and organizes mass check-ups 
on its fulfilment; it conducts the work of production meetings; it encourages 
inventions and projects for rationalization d labour omning fiom the 
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mass of workers; confirms the composition of the commissions and council 
of social insurance; convenes general meetings and conferences; organizes 
the execution of decisions of higher Trade Union bodies; induces members 
of the Trade Union to take an active part in social work. 

37. In the shops of any establishment shop>committees are formed by 
decision of the factory committee, and in the branches and offices of 
institutions Trade Union bureaux are formed by decision of the local 
committee; and these arc elected for one year. 

The shop>committees and the Trade Union bureaux organize the entire 
Trade Union work within the shops and branches, secure the execution 
of the decisions of the factory and local committee and of higher Trade 
Union bodies, conduct meetings of workers and employees, form trade 
groups, and direct the work of the trade group organizers. 

38. Trade Union groups are formed in order to take better care of 
Trade Union members working in the same brigade, at the same bench, 
aggregate, sector, etc. 

At the general meeting of the Trade Union group the organizer of the 
group (Profgruporg) is elected for one year in open ballot. The trade group 
elects, from its members, an insurance delegate and a social inspector for 
protection of labour to assist the group organizer. 

The group organizer induces all workers to join the Trade Union, 
collects membership fees, organizes socialist emulation and assists the 
factory, local, and shop conunittees in taking measures concerning the 
welfare and the cultural needs of workers and employees. 

VI. Trade Union Funds 

39. The funds of the Trade Unions consist of entrance and monthly 
membership fees, income from cultural<-educational and sports institu* 
tions, auxiliary enterprises, houses, and premises, and other sources. 

40. Monthly membership fees amount to x per cent of actual monthly 
earnings, and for students, of their monthly stipends. Such members of 
the Trade Union as non-working pensioners and students who do not 
receive any stipend pay a membership fee of x rouble a month. 

41. Entrance fees, paid on admission, amount to x per cent of the wage 
or stipend received, and for students not receiving stipends, x rouble. 

42. The funds of ACGTU consist of sums deducted by the central 
committee of the Trade Union from the membership fees they receive, in 
proportions fixed by ACCTU, and of other returns. 

43. Republican, provincial, and regional councils of Trade Unions 
are financed by ACCTU, according to approved estimates. 

44. The financial means of Trade Unions are used to provide cultural 
services and material assistance to members and to finance organizational 
and economic activities of Trade Union bodies. The allocation t^fiinds is 
decided upon by the centnd conunittees at their annual budgetary sessiems 
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and by ACCTU when it passes the compound budget of the Trade Unions. 
Trade Union bodies spend their funds in accordance with estimates 

approved by higher Trade Union bodies. 
ACCTU, central, republican, provincial, regional, and also factory 

and local committees of the Trade Unions publish their financial accounts 
for the information of Trade Union members. 

45. The right to dispose of the financial means and property of the 
Trade Unions belongs to elected Trade Union bodies, which arc respon¬ 
sible for the timely levying of funds, preservation of property, and correct 
utilization of funds. 

Redistribution of property within one Trade Union may be carried 
out by decision of the central committee of that Trade Union, and between 
various Trade Unions—by decision of ACCTU. 

46. Commissions of Auditors of Trade Unions elect chairmen and 
secretaries from their members. The Commissions audit the accounts 
and the execution of the Trade Union budget, the budget of State social 
insurance, the correctness and expediency of expenditure, and the use 
made of Trade Union property. 

Commissions of Auditors report on their activity to congresses, con¬ 
ferences, and general meetings simultaneously with other Trade Union 
bodies. 

VII. The Rights op Trade Union Bodies as Legal Persons 

47. Factory, local, town, district, trunk-line, basin, regional, provin¬ 
cial, republican, and central committees of the Trade Unions, and also 
ACCTU and republican, provincial, regional councils of Trade Unions 
are legal persons. They have their stamp and seal in a form fixed by the 
corresponding central committee of the Trade Union and ACCTU. 

48. Every branch Trade Union has its statute, reflecting the peculiari¬ 
ties of that Trade Union and conforming to the Statute of the Trade 
Unions of the U.S.S.R. 

The statute of every Trade Union must be registered with ACCTU. 
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