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OR the policy-maker as well as the layman there is a great

and natural curiosity about the future of a world society
which includes both the Soviet Union and the United States.
How, for example, are the Western and Soviet systems likely
to develop, and what effects will they have on each other? More
specifically, what trends in their development are currently dis-
cernible, and what role is Marxian theory playing in the process?
The volumes under review, in varying ways and from differing
vantage points, are all concerned with these questions, and it is
of some interest to consider the character and substance of the
answers that they provide.

Viewed from the present stage of historical development, the
original form of Marxian theory appears as a genuine child of
the liberalist period. Marx's dialectic was that of free capitalisc
competition, through which the basic economic processes would
freely develop their inherent contradictions. The very rationality
of the system would, according to Marx, lead to its destruction by
the proletarian revolution. But then the liberalist period gave
way to that of “organized capitalism.” Growing productivity, a
rising standard of living, and the concentration of economic and
political power worked together to reconcile a large part of the
laboring classes to the established society. When Lenin, in
his struggle against “economism” and the “spontaneity theory,”
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broke with the “classical” Marxian conception and organized
the Party rather than the class as the active revolutionary force,
he reoriented Marxian theory to the new reality of capitalism.
However, in spite of this strategic reorientation, Lenin continued
to envisage the revolutionary dialectic as the dialectic of the
capitalist system itself. He thought that only a small part of
the working class—namely, the “labor aristocracy”’—had been
“corrupted,” while the vast majority of the proletariat was still
maturing for the revolution. Viewed within the Marxian phi-
losophy of history, the fact that the socialist revolution had tri-
umphed only in backward Russia appeared as a historical “acci-
dent,” bound to set in motion the forces which would correct
this accident—that is to say, release the revolution in the ad-
vanced industrial countries, especially in Germany.

In the first three volumes of his History of Soviet Russia, E. H.
Carr has demonstrated, with a wealth of material, how Bolshevik
policy, domestic as well as foreign, was in this sense tentative
and improvised—designed to expedite the “rescue” of socialism
from outside Russia, from the West. It was the final defeat of
the German revolution which caused the fundamental reorienta-
tion of Bolshevik policy—this time not only a strategic reorien-
tation on the same theoretical base, but the creation of a new
base. The Stalinist rather than the Leninist revolution consti-
tutes the historical turning point: the rise of 2 new civilization
outside and alongside the capitalist world. What Marx had seen as
the internal development of capitalist society that would explode
this society from within now emerged as an external power
that, repelled by capitalist society, would compete with it from
the outside. On the foundation of a nationalized and centralized
economy, a social system was constructed which adapted and
mobilized the technical and scientific rationality of industrial
civilization. The latter was thus split into two and faced the
future in a hostile and competing civilization. Confronted with
this challenge, Western society has responded with the eco-
nomic, technical, and political mobilization of its own resources
—a process which now threatens to engulf the liberalistic and
libertarian forces that have been the great advocates of progress.
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Certain basic trends seem to be dangerously common to both
competing systems: the triumph of technological rationality,
of large industry over the individual; universal coordination;
the spread of administration into all spheres of life; and the
assimilation of private into public existence.

The new historical constellation undermines the ground for
that theoretical neutrality which has been allowed to the social
sciences during the last two centuries or so. In order to maintain
its traditional objectivity, social theory would now have to
operate in a universe of discourse comprising the Soviet order
as well as its counterpart, and would have to subject both to the
same critical standards, seeing both in the one world-historical
continuum in which they developed. Clearly, the construction
of such a universe of discourse today would be a very specula-
tive and highly unrewarding enterprise. In the life and death
struggle between two civilizations, to transcend the struggle 1s
a precarious and dangerous matter. Objectivity is on safer ground
when it abstracts from the world-historical continuum, from
long-range trends and implications, and discards, for the time
being, all theorizing. Thus, the social scientist can preserve ob-
jectivity while at the same time taking side with and for his
civilization. He can point to the terror in the Soviet world, in
contrast to the liberties in the Western world: to the low living
standard there, compared with the high living standard here; to
expansion there, as against containment here. He can show how
Soviet society has made the individual into a complete instru-
ment of labor, into a receptacle of decrees, into a means for
other ends. To place these facts within the historical perspective
and dialectic would require a super-Hegelian hybris—the usurpa-
tion of the power of the Weltgeist. 1t is neither of scientific nor
of moral comfort to recall that terror has been the godfather of
progress in the building of any civilization. No philosophy can
justify the sufferings of the millions who are again being sacri-
ficed, here and there, on the slaughterbench of World History.
Still, Communism is more than and different from what Stalin-
ism has made of it—more and different not only in theory, but
in actuality. The tension between the real potentialities of Com-
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munism and its present implementation determines to a great
extent the contemporary history of Communism in and outside
the Soviet world. Under these circumstances, there is no justi-
fication for abstracting from the social content of Communism,
for ignoring the long-range historical dynamic generated by this
content, or for belittling its influence on the transformation of
the Western world.

Yet such abstraction is all too prevalent in the contemporary
analysis of Communism. It often leads to a distortion of facts
by omission—a distortion which is the more irresponsible as it
minimizes the prospects which Western civilization is facing.
The abstract character of this type of analysis is frequently hid-
den by a misplaced concreteness: the material is purified from
the historical context and, in this insulated form, is subjected
to the most up-to-date methods of sociological and psychological
exactness. From such material, for example, an imaginary “oper-
ational code of the Politburo’ can be constructed with considera-
ble resemblance to a reality from which all substance has
been removed. The conceptual framework of such analyses, if
it exists at all, is usually limited to variations on the theme of
“Power” (with a capital P). From Lenin to Malenkov, the de-
velopment of Communism is seen as the diabolic scheme of a
ruthless conspiratorial group which became the more evil the
more it became totalitarian. The basic objective of the Bolsheviks
has been to obtain, secure, and extend power by all available
means, and Marxian theory has helped them to organize a “‘social-
ist” dictatorship as the most effective means of atraining this
objective.

All this may be perfectly true, but it leads barely to the point
where analysis should commence. The Bolshevik regime sustains
and is sustained by the dypamic of a highly industrialized so-
ciety in which all groups and functions are rigidly coordinated
with the nationalized productive apparatus. This system operates
side by side with the far more advanced industrial civilization
of the West, and its structure, its goals, and the means to achieve
them are to a great extent determined by this competitive co-
existence. No matter how absolute the leaders’ power is, no



