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Calculation and Coordination

Calculation and Coordination explores the founding and failure of socialism,
and the attempts to reform and transform it in the twentieth century. It combines
the strengths of the Austrian market-process tradition with the political economy
of public choice to provide an analytical framework for theoretical and historical
examination of socialist practice and post-socialist political economy.

Peter J.Boettke places particular emphasis on the difficulties of economic
calculation in the absence of secure private-property rights and on the
importance of establishing a credible commitment to limited government in
smoothing the path from Soviet socialism to a liberal political and economic
order in Post-Soviet Russia. The volume features essays on:

. The theoretical debate over socialism, and in particular the contributions
of Mises and Hayek.

. The origins of socialism in Russia.

. The institutionalist maturation of socialist practice and the de facto
organizing principles of the mature Soviet-type economy.

. The collapse of and failure to successfully reform the Soviet system.

This collection will prove to be of great interest to academics and students in the
fields of economics, comparative politics, and development studies.

Peter J.Boettke is Associate Professor at George Mason University, where he
also serves as the Deputy Director of the James M.Buchanan Center for Political
Economy.
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1 Introduction

It has become somewhat of a modern cliché to insist that the collapse of
Communism is one of the defining moments of twentieth-century political
economy. Next to the Great Depression, the events of the late 1980s represent
the political economy puzzle for us to solve. If the Great Depression shook a
generation’s faith in the stability of the market economy, then the collapse of
Communism smashed another generation’s hope that a socialist political and
economic system offered a solution to capitalist ills that were at one and the
same time more economically rational than the capitalist order and more
consistent with the democratic values that progressive liberalism demanded. The
reality of socialism prior to 1989 was long lines, lousy products, corrupt politics,
a history of repression, and declining social system of provision in health and
human services. The environmental degradation and increasing risk of major
environmental disaster in the Soviet Union, for example, were evident even prior
to Chernobyl. When Tatyana Zaslavskaya’s 1984 “Novosibirsk Report” was
circulated among the ruling élite, nobody was really shocked by the content of
her diagnosis of the existing system.' Rather, it was the boldness with which she
put forth the need for fundamental reform of that system that was shocking to
the ruling élite. The Soviet system had so eroded the “surplus fund” that even a
fortuitous oil shock could not have bailed out the system this time around, as it
had in the 1970s.The system crumbled from within.? The Soviet Union was but
the most extreme form of this failed project in socialist political economy, and
the rest of the Soviet Bloc followed suit. Ironically, the Soviet Union was
actually the last to officially take the leap into the post-socialist era of political
economy, but the reasons that this leap was necessary throughout the socialist
world were strictly speaking Soviet ones.

Since 1989, the peoples of Eastern and Central Europe and, since 1992, the
peoples of the former Soviet Union, have been attempting to accomplish a dual
transformation in politics and economics. The euphoria of 1989 has given way to
a sober reality, as this transformation has been neither easy nor obviously
beneficial to the mass of citizens in terms of statistical measures of human well-
being. According to official Russian statistics, 30% of the population (44 million
people) was living below the poverty line (roughly $40/month) in September
1998. Life expectancy for adult males in Russia has declined from 64 in 1990 to
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2 Calculation and Coordination

59 in 1998. It is estimated that 40% of Russia’s children are chronically ill. Since
1992 meat and dairy production is down 75%, grain production is down 55%, milk
production down 60%, and Gross National Product is down 55%. Real per capita
income is down as much as 80% from 1992 according to some measures. This was
not without considerable attention from the West, who provided $90.5 billion in
external assistance to Russia from 1991 to 1997. Socialist political economy was
horrible enough, but how do we explain post-socialist political economy??

Unfortunately, the mainstream of the economics profession was ill-equipped
to both explain the failure of socialist political economy and provide a workable
model of post-socialist political economy. It is perfectly understandable that, at
such a momentous time, leaders both at home and abroad would turn to the “best
and the brightest” that the discipline of economics had to offer.* And the
individuals called on were quite confident that they could redirect the post-
socialist world in a more prosperous and peaceful direction. But the turbulent
waters of post-Soviet reality have proved more difficult to navigate than was
previously expected. Hindsight is, of course, 20/20, but some of these difficulties
were predictable.

The biggest problem with the “transition according to Cambridge” (a
phraseology introduced by Peter Murrell) was that the basic model of the Soviet
period was mis-specified, and that the goal toward which the transition was to
achieve has been underdefined.’ In a sense, on the path from “here to there,” the
“here” wasn’t specified and the “there” was not defined. Without an accurate
picture of “here to there,” there is no way to successfully navigate the path from
socialism to capitalism.

Not everyone among the Harvard-Moscow cadre was guilty of this mis-
specification, scholars such as Andrei Shleifer and Anders Aslund clearly
understood more than others the “here” of the de facto reality of Soviet life.® But
the standard package of reforms discussed in the “Big Bang” versus
“Gradualism” debate did not reflect an understanding of this de facto reality.
This is not to say that the issue of policy simultaneity which underlies the “Big
Bang” argument doesn’t hold. The “Big Bang” no doubt logically holds—tight
monetary policy without fiscal restraint cannot be sustained, etc. But that doesn’t
mean that “Big Bang” can ignore the evolutionary type of argument associated
with “Gradualism.” Just as simultaneity is unassailable, so too is the argument
that changes in the world largely occur in an incremental manner rather than in
one shot.

There are three factors missing in this “Big Bang” versus “Gradualism”
debate which cannot be overlooked if the real problems of post-socialist political
economy are going to be engaged:

1 the de facto property rights arrangement that existed under the old system;
the institutional arrangements within which markets are to be embedded
after reforms;

3 the historical experience and cultural legacy of the country under
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examination, and specifically the question of the lived experience with
market institutions as a carrier of legitimacy.

If we don’t pay attention to these issues, then we risk continual frustration due
to mis-specification problems and the poor design of transition policies.

The work of public choice and market process scholars which animates my
work has highlighted the incentive and informational difficulties associated with
alternative institutional environments.” However, we must also be willing to peer
underneath given institutions and explore the legitimacy accorded to these
institutions by different people. The basic institutions of a Western market
society, for example, do not accord well with the lived experience of the Soviet
peoples with markets. Formerly, the institutions of pricing and bargaining
existed in both Soviet and post-Soviet periods. But during the Soviet period, the
experience was one within the following situation: a black market without well-
defined or enforced property rights, and a shortage of goods and lack of
alternative supply networks. If we just look at the simplest depiction of this
situation (see Figure 1.1), then perhaps we can begin to see the host of problems
that arise under former Soviet conditions.

This very simple supply and demand configuration brings to the forefront the
basic fact that in a shortage situation, the real price of obtaining the good in a
shortage economy is higher than the official price. There is a gap between quantity
demanded and the quantity supplied which creates a situation where there are non-
monetary costs to buyers—associated with acquiring the good. Under “normal”
market conditions, the costs to buyers are simultaneously benefits to sellers. But in
the artificial shortage situation (caused by administered pricing), the non-monetary
costs are not immediately benefits to the sellers, so the seller has a strong incentive
to transform those non-monetary costs to buyers into benefits (monetary or non-
monetary) for themselves. In other words, what this simple diagram reveals is the
“rents” that are to be had by those who can exploit the shortage situation—rents
that took the form of monetary “bribes,” “black-market profits,” and non-
monetary “privileges” to those in special favor with the ruling élite. Markets were

Price
Real Supply
price
Non-
monetary
cost
Official _
price Monetary Demand
cost
Quantity Quantity Quantity
available demanded

Figure 1.1 Supply and demand in a shortage economy
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necessary for daily survival, but black (and other colored) markets are not the
same as above-ground and legitimated markets backed by the rule of law, despite
the formal similarity of prices and bargaining. The asymmetry between “markets”
has to be the starting point of thinking about transition.?

Fixing this situation is not just a matter of freeing prices so they can adjust to
the market clearing level. Of course, freeing prices is a necessary move, but it is
not sufficient. “Getting the prices right” is not enough. What is required is the
adoption of an intricate mix of institutions which enable individuals to realize the
gains from exchange. But that intricate mix of institutions must be legitimated in
the belief structures of the people. We cannot just impose whatever institutional
structure we want wherever we want: the institutional structure has to be
“grounded” in the everyday actions, beliefs, and ideas of the people.

The essays contained in this book, written over a decade of reflection on the
founding, collapse, and transition from socialism in the former Soviet Union,
were motivated by the idea that we cannot even begin to provide an answer to
the political economy of the transition unless we start with an accurate
description of Soviet reality. This explains the first word in the title of the
book—Calculation. The argument, which originated in the work of Ludwig von
Mises, concerning the impossibility of rational economic calculation under pure
socialism, is the starting point of all my work in Soviet and post-Soviet political
economy. Soviet socialism did not exist in pure form, that model was defeated
by reality in the first years of the Soviet system’s existence, as explained in the
essays on socialism. Instead, the mature Soviet system morphed into a political
patronage system which is best modeled as a rent-seeking economy. The second
word in the title—Coordination—refers to both the problem of the Soviet system
in terms of magnitude of coordination failures which were evident in the
political economy of everyday life under the Soviet system, and the solution to
those problems in the sense that successful reform will lead to increased
coordination of plans among economic actors, such that the most willing
demanders and the most willing suppliers realize the mutual gains from free
exchange. The title is also meant to convey the connection between these two
key concepts -advanced complex coordination requires that economic actors are
able to utilize the tools of economic calculation provided by private property,
market prices and profit and loss accounting.

A theme that is reiterated again and again in the essays on transitional
political economy and development in general is that institutions matter. It
should be understood, however, that the reason for this emphasis on institutions
is the role that entrepreneurship plays in lifting people beyond subsistence and
how alternative institutional arrangements direct entrepreneurial activity in
either productive or unproductive directions. Entrepreneurship—as described in
the work of market process economists—is a necessary ingredient in the
economic process in order that individuals can realize the mutual gains from
exchange. Entrepreneurship takes at least two general forms:

1 alertness to existing opportunities for mutual gain, and
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2 the discovery of new opportunities for mutual gain.

The prime mover of the economic system toward progress is entrepreneurial
action. It is through the entrepreneurial process that we come to detect previous
errors, adjust our behavior to correct those errors, and thus move to a state of
affairs less erroneous than before. Entrepreneurial action is guided by relative
price signals and the lure of pure profit (which requires the calculation of profit
and loss accounting). Without these important indicators of economic life, the
individual would be lost amid a sea of economic possibilities. However, these
indicators are a product of specific institutional configurations and cannot be
derived outside of that context. Absent the intricate institutional context of a
private property market society, and individuals, while still striving to achieve their
goals as best as they can, will be unguided by the incentives and informational
surrogates which exist only within the private property monetary price system.

In lectures I have often invoked the image of a three-legged bar-stool to make
the point about the necessity of this intricate institutional context for economic
progress. The legs of the bar-stool represent:

1 economics institutions,
2 political/legal institutions, and
3 social/cultural institutions.

Unless all three legs are equally strong, the bar-stool will not be able to stand
when we sit on it. Russia’s problems are not limited to the underdevelopment of
economic institutions, but are just as much (and probably more) due to the
underdevelopment (and mal-development) of political/legal and social/cultural
institutions.

The essays in this volume lean toward the conclusion that while there are many
different ways that people choose to live throughout our world, there are very few
ways for them to live peacefully and prosperously as a society. The book begins
with an essay that argues that this conclusion has as much to do with the analytical
contributions of economics as it does with normative judgments. The book ends
with some concluding remarks on the relationship between economic freedom,
economic growth, and general measures of human well-being. I do not believe that
aggregate measures of economic growth capture all there is to understand about
the human condition—in fact, along with other market process economists, I am
quite skeptical of aggregate economics in general and statistical analysis in
particular (see Boettke 1993, pp. 21-5). But getting our best guesses on the table
can be a valuable exercise, and identifying the possible proxies for human well-
being does, on the margin, aid the conversation we are engaged in concerning the
human condition within developing economies.

I also do not fear normative theorizing in political economy; in fact, |
welcome it (see Boettke 1993, p. 146). But in my work I have tried to insist that
political economy is a value-relevant discipline, precisely because economics
can provide knowledge that, to the best that we are humanly capable, can be
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termed value-neutral. In other words, I have tried to carve out a niche where the
assessment of socialism and capitalism does not solely turn on whether the
analyst has individualist or collectivist values. The consequentialist arguments
for private property, freedom of contract, open trade, free pricing, monetary
stability, and fiscal restraint are not strictly speaking “value-free.” To advocate a
policy position requires the importation of values. But the consequentialist
critiques of collective property or even attenuated private property rights; the
abolition of commodity production or even restricted market activity;
administered pricing; soft-budget constraints; and monetary instability are, in
principle, “value-neutral.” The logic of these arguments can be, in principle,
accepted by both the advocate and the critic of the proposed policy.

The essays in this volume are not meant to close the dialog in political
economy over alternative systems. I believe that there are strong arguments and
evidence indicating that when ideas and institutions line up to reinforce a
commitment within a society to private property, freedom of contract, open
trade, monetary responsibility, and fiscal restraint economic miracles will occur
and the people in that society will be able to live “better lives.” 1 remain
unpersuaded by arguments to the contrary. By stating this position as strongly as
I can, I hope these essays will engage others to join the dialog, if only to expose
my errors, so that our common understanding of the social-political-economic
preconditions for advancing the human condition will be advanced.
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2 Why are there no Austrian
Socialists?

Ideology, science, and the Austrian
school*

Introduction

The Austrian School of Economics has long been branded as a sort of radical
laissez-faire wing within the economics profession, even much more “right
wing,” in fact, than Milton Friedman, the profession’s most recognized
“preacher” of the free market. The economics journalist Alfred Malabre, Jr., for
example, in his recent critical book on modern economics, Lost Prophets, argues
that “the monetarism that Friedman and his followers were preaching was not
quite as conservative as advertised. In fact, the University of Chicago professor
was treading not far from the middle of the economic road, flanked on the left
by the likes of Galbraith and Leontief and on the right by Hayek, along with
such other Austrian-school luminaries as Hans Sennholz, chairman of the
Economics Department at Grove City College in western Pennsylvania, and
Ludwig von Mises, transplanted from Austria and finishing out a distinguished
academic and writing career at New York University” (Malabre 1994, p. 144).

This association of Austrian economics with a public policy position, as
opposed to a set of analytical arguments, is not new. This is not surprising, given
the history of the political economy conflicts in which Austrian economists have
been embroiled over the 100+year history of this school of thought. But it is
somewhat surprising when you consider that such an astute critic of the
development of modern economics as Gunnar Myrdal actually singled out the
early Austrian school for being a school of thought which was not directly linked
to a political or ideological agenda. Myrdal contended that “in Austria,
economics has never had direct political aims in spite of the close connection of
the Austrian marginal utility theory with utilitarian philosophy. The Austrians
were preoccupied with value theory and never elaborated a detailed theory of
welfare economics” (Myrdal 1929, p. 128). In other words, to Myrdal the
Austrians (Carl Menger, Eugen von Bohm-Bawerk and Friedrich Wieser) were
concerned with pure analytical questions that were not directly connected to an
ideology—even though in Myrdal’s framework they did reflect some visionary
element, namely utilitarianism.'

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1995) “Why are there no Austrian Socialists? Ideology, Science and the
Austrian School,” Journal of the History of Economic Thought, 17 (Spring): 35-56.
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New evidence from Menger’s lectures to Crown Prince Rudolf, as presented by
Eric Streissler (1990), may now reveal that Menger himself was a deeply
committed classical liberal.? Israel Kirzner (1990) has pointed out that no matter
what Menger’s own political policy preferences may have been, his scientific
vision of a consumer-driven economy laid the groundwork for Ludwig von Mises’
analytical treatment of the problems with state interventionism and socialist
planning. Wieser may have been a mild Fabian in political persuasion, but his
insight concerning how the decentralized decisions in the private market economy
would outperform a centralized economy, precisely because of the ‘“knowledge
problem” in the latter, would become a theme repeatedly stressed by subsequent
generations of Austrians in their battles with advocates of socialist and
interventionist policies (see Wieser 1927, p. 396). Moreover, Bohm-Bawerk
(1896) penned what many consider the most devastating polemic against Karl
Marx’s logical structure. So even the founding fathers of Austrian economics
made fundamental contributions to the argument for economic liberalism.

The liberalism of the classical economists and the vulgar economics of the
German Historical School were criticized, however, by Richard Strigl (1928).
The Mengerian revolution changed the essential character of economics,
according to Strigl, and as such the relationship between economic theory and
public policy application. Classical economics (of either the French Physiocrats
or the English school) required the economic policy of liberalism to follow from
its theoretical train of thought. Austrian economics, on the other hand, “has
absolutely nothing to do with the old liberalism” (Ibid., p. 14). Of course, Strigl
insisted, as compared with the blind intervention of the Historical School,
modern theory appeared to be liberal. But this missed a fundamental change in
the content of economics since the revolution of the 1870s. Modern subjectivist
economics did not concern itself with the examination of ends or goals of
economic policy. Economic theory, instead, is a tool for the critical appraisement
of means. “For economic policy, the setting of a goal will always stand outside
the field discernible to a theory. But when a goal is set, the task is to discover
means of realizing it. Economics too does not only serve the satisfaction of the
baser wants; it can stand in the service of higher ends. And economic theory can
teach us how to apply our means to the satisfaction of such ends” (Ibid., p. 15).

The Bolshevik leader and theoretician, Nikolai Bukharin, wrote a book
largely devoted to a critique of the Austrian School because, as he states in the
preface, “it is well known that the most powerful opponent of Marxism is the
Austrian School” (Bukharin 1919, p. 9). Moreover, even while involved in a
party dispute over the New economic policy in Russia, Bukharin singled out
Mises in a polemic as “one of the most learned critics of communism”
(Bukharin 1925, p. 188). It seems that even the Bolsheviks understood the
ideological import as well as the scientific merit of the Austrian position.

Despite Mises’ many contributions to monetary economics, comparative
system analysis, methodology, and value theory, his work, especially in the
reception it received in the US in the post-World War II era, was viewed as
ideologically suspect. Hayek confronted the professional assessment as that of
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Mises. When the American Economic Review decided to review F.A.von Hayek’s
The Road to Serfdom (1944), for example, they arranged for two reviewers and
prefaced the reviews with the following editorial: “In view of the ideological
character of, and the great interest in Professor Hayek’s book it was found
desirable to publish two reviews written from different standpoints.” Ideological
dismissal substituted for serious consideration of the analytical arguments put
forth by Mises and Hayek with regard to the feasibility of socialism, Keynesian
macroeconomic interventionism, and microeconomic interventionism.?

Suffice it to say that given this historical record, most practicing economists, if
asked to discuss the work of Mises or Hayek or even contemporary Austrian
economists, would focus on their ideological position and not the analytical
arguments. While certainly the majority of researchers working in the tradition of
Mises and Hayek would not deny that their work is decidedly market-oriented
compared with others in the economics profession (or other scholars working on
economic questions in political science, sociology, history, etc.), they would also
argue that their critique of government interventionism and socialism was
completely value-free.* Nothing less than the scholarly integrity of a school of
thought is at stake. If the Austrian method necessitates at the outset that free
market conclusions be drawn, then Austrian economics does not warrant serious
scholarly attention and truly is a pseudoscientific endeavor. Those within the
Austrian tradition beg to differ with this inference. Austrian economics is no more
or less ideologically tainted than alternative approaches to economic science,
including the currently hegemonic neoclassical mainstream, and its analytical
contributions to economic science demand scholarly attention if a deeper
understanding of economic life is the goal of our endeavors as social scientists.
But then how can the passionate commitment to laissez-faire (so evident in the
writings of Austrian economists) be squared with an intellectual commitment to
objective and dispassionate value-free analysis? Why, if Austrian economics does
not imply an ideological agenda, are there no Austrian socialists?

Traditional Austrian wertfreiheit

Following Max Weber (1904, 1919), the Austrian School has been one of the
steadfast defenders of the notion of wertfreiheit, or value-freedom, in economic
theory.” Mises, for example, argued that “economics is apolitical or non-
political, although it is the foundation of politics and of every kind of political
action. We may furthermore say that it is perfectly neutral with regards to all
judgments of value, as it refers always to means and never to the choice of
ultimate ends” (Mises 1949, p. 881). The objective scientific status of
bacteriology, Mises stated in an earlier work, is not doubted because the
biological researcher in this field seeks to fight viruses responsible for human
illness (see 1933, p. 36). Neither should the objective nature of economic
knowledge be called into question when it produces a critique of “wishful
thinking” with regard to proposed political action for the economy. At least that
is the position which Mises was promoting.
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Perhaps the most articulate statement of the doctrine of wertfreiheit within
economics was contained in Lionel Robbins’ influential essay on method.
Economic science, Robbins insisted under the influence of Weber and Mises, is
neutral with regard to ultimate ends. The science is not equipped to pronounce
on the validity of ultimate judgments of value. Economics is “fundamentally
distinct from Ethics.” The value of the science of economics, however, consists
in the fact that “when we are faced with a choice between ultimates, it enables
us to choose with full awareness of the implications of what we are choosing...
[Economics] can make clear to us the implications of the different ends we may
choose. It makes it possible for us to will with knowledge of what it is we are
willing. It makes it possible for us to select a system of ends which are mutually
consistent with each other” (Robbins 1933, p. 152).

Israel Kirzner (1976, 1994) has provided important surveys of the doctrine of
wertfreiheit within Austrian economics. Kirzner’s argument, in fact, is that it is
precisely because of the radical subjectivist position to which Austrian
economists adhere that permits value-freedom in economic science. Mises’
critique of proposed government policy, for example, was never stated as a
critique of the ends of the interventionist. The ends were not in dispute, but the
efficacy of the proposed means for obtaining any given end was scrutinized. The
critique, in other words, was always stated in terms of the purposes and plans of
the agents who were proposing the policy. Rent-control was a proposed means
to obtain the end of lower-cost housing. The unfortunate result of the policy,
though, was to create a shortage of housing and raise the “real” price (which
would include non-monetary costs) of obtaining those units that were available.
The policy was self-defeating from the point of view of those who desired it in
the first place. It is this self-defeating aspect of Mises’ analysis of
interventionism that generates the interventionist dynamic, which, under certain
ideological and cultural conditions, begets additional interventions.

Mario Rizzo (1992, pp. 250-2) has recently vigorously defended the value-free
nature of Austrian economics. “Austrian economics,” Rizzo states, “has been
called mere ideology, or even worse, an economic apologia for libertarianism. If
the consequences of such accusations were not so serious, it would be easy to
dismiss the whole matter as absurd because it really does arise out of a negligent
misunderstanding of Austrian political economy” (Rizzo 1992, p. 251). He goes
on, however, to suggest that some of the blame for misunderstanding must be
shared by Austrian economists, who sometimes make reckless statements, and to
suggest that we recast the political economy claims of the Austrian School in
prepositional form.® He provides a list of five positive propositions:

1 The profit and loss system possesses greater coordinative properties than
alternative systems.
2 Even moderate interventionism generates unintended consequences which

are unsatisfactory from the point of view of the benevolent interventionist.
3 The middle-of-the-road system is unstable.
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4 Vast economic control by the government leads to resource waste and a
destruction of wealth.
5 Socialism is not feasible because of the difficulties in economic

calculation outside of the private property order and price system.

Rizzo argues that none of these propositions require the importation of the
values of the economic theorist. The first proposition does involve the values of
the agents in the economy. The second and fifth argue that the results of
government policies are contrary to the values (goals) of the intervener. The
third involves no value judgments, but instead examines the logic of the
situation, given the second and fifth propositions. The fourth defines wealth in
terms of the preferences of the agents within the economy.

These are scientific (i.e. objective) propositions, Rizzo argues, the validity of
which is capable of disinterested evaluation. However, “dislike” must be
distinguished from scientific disbelief, Rizzo adds. None of these propositions
should be held as sacrosanct. Austrian economics is first and foremost a way of
thinking, and only secondarily a system of conclusions. Those who find this way
of thinking attractive but do not believe the validity of the propositions are
invited by Rizzo to join the discussion and demonstrate how these propositions
“do not follow from what is essential in Austrian theory, or, more simply, that
they are wrong” (Rizzo 1992, p. 252). The important point to stress, for present
purposes, is that it does not matter whether Rizzo or anyone else feels
comfortable with these propositions, for they flow not from an ideological
system of thought, but instead from a series of analytical steps that are capable
of objective assessment and refutation.

Where the Austrians have historically differed from other scholars seeking to
establish the objective nature of economic reasoning is in their denial that
methodological monism (i.e. the adoption of the empiricist methods of the
natural scent for the project in the social sciences) was the key to objective
knowledge. In short, the Austrian school has traditionally held two fundamental
philosophical stances. First, the social sciences in general, and economics in
particular, are methodologically distinct from the natural sciences. Yet despite
this fundamental difference, economics is capable of establishing general
principles. Second, neither the development of these general principles (an
exercise in logic), nor the application of these principles to assess the efficacy of
the means chosen to satisfy stated ends, involves the importation of values. A
type of non-positivistic positive economics is what the Austrians have always
claimed their analytical contributions represented.

Dissension within the Austrian camp

Some Austrian economists, namely Murray Rothbard (1970, 1976, 1982), have
raised some serious problems concerning the ability of neoclassical economists
to engage in value-free welfare economics. Rothbard exposes the importation of
non-justified philosophical arguments within most economic exercises of
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welfare theory and/or public policy analysis. Rothbard, however, also hits closer
to home and even points out limitations to Mises’ analysis (see, in particular,
Rothbard 1982, pp. 205-12). To Rothbard, Misesian analysis fails on one level
simply because it must assume that the stated aims of the intervener are the real
goals of the policy in question. But what if the real aim of the policy is actually
to produce the “undesired” consequence, say shortages caused by a price
ceiling: Mises then loses his critical edge and must remain silent.

Mises believed that economic science could demonstrate how the adoption of
the policies of economic liberalism would generate results deemed beneficial
from the point of view of “rightly understood interests.” His commitment to the
assumption of public official benevolence translated into an assertion of public
interest motivation behind economic policy. But, as subsequent developments in
public choice theory have argued, the assumption of benevolence provides a
woefully deficient foundation for understanding the logic of politics within
representative democracies. That logic tends to produce a bundle of economic
policies which yield short-term and easily identifiable benefits concentrated on
the well-organized and well-informed mass of citizens. To Mises there simply
was no conflict between good economics and good politics. Mises’ exhortation
for government to pursue “sound” economic policies in the face of the public
choice logic was futile. Rothbard’s critique of democratic government, of
course, is different from that offered in the public choice literature—stressing
the coercive nature of politics, in general, and the contradictory nature of
democracy, in particular. Both the public choice and the Rothbardian critiques,
however, challenge the effectiveness of Mises’ core analytical assumptions for
generating policy relevant political economy.

Rothbard concedes that Mises has an alternative position—one more
consistent with the value-freedom of economics—and that is to state that
economics can establish chains of cause and effect, but cannot establish the
correctness of any economic policy. The economist gua economist can provide
information, but he/she cannot advocate. Policy advocacy is the domain of the
citizen. Mises did not believe that ethics was capable of generating “objective”
statements and, therefore, could not be considered a science. However, as
citizens, we can, and do, adopt value systems. The economist Mises may not be
able to advocate laissez-faire liberalism, but the citizen Mises can, and certainly
did (see Mises 1949, pp. 153-5). While Rothbard admits that this position saves
Mises from an internal contradiction (i.e. the value-free economist vigorously
advocating laissez-faire), the Misesian position is nevertheless seen as
unsatisfactory for ethical theory reasons.”

Along Rothbardian lines, Hans-Herman Hoppe (1993, pp. 173-208) rejects
the Humean dictum that reason is the slave of the passions, and, therefore, that
the choice between ends must be arbitrary, and attempts to develop a rational
ethic based on the logical priors to effective argumentation and communication.
Borrowing from the German philosopher, Karl-Otto Apel, Hoppe seeks to
deduce from the a priori principles of argumentation a libertarian ethic of self-
ownership. The principle of self-ownership is a necessary precondition for
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human communication, and the consistent pursuit of this principle generates a
social philosophy of non-aggression and absolute private ownership rights. To
deny these propositions, Hoppe argues, entangles the party in question in a self-
refuting philosophical contradiction.

Despite our judgment of the success or failure of either Rothbard’s or
Hoppe’s attempt to develop a rational science of ethics, the important point for
present purposes is to explore the implication for traditional Austrian arguments
concerning wertfreiheit. Ironically, if we read Rothbard and Hoppe carefully,
neither challenge the doctrine in economics per se. Instead, their argument is
almost that we could have a wertfreiheit science of ethics! The criteria of reason
(logic and evidence) controls the passions in the theoretical systems developed
by Rothbard and Hoppe. Praxeology is not abandoned, but reconstructed and
completed (that is especially how Hoppe sees his work).> “Ought” can be
derived from “is” in this system. All that is really suggested in the Rothbard and
Hoppe position is an explicit recognition of where economics leaves off (i.e.
before policy advocacy) and the other sciences of human action take over and
where ethical theory consistently fits into the interdisciplinary research program
for libertarian scholarship.

Jack High (1985) has taken a slightly different twist to the Rothbardian critique
of mainstream welfare economics in general, and to Austrian economics in
particular. High argues that the very concepts employed in positive economics,
such as exchange, are embedded in an ethical system of language. To understand
voluntary exchange, for example, the concept of “voluntary” must be clearly
defined, and that concept cannot be defined without recourse to an articulated
ethical theory. The same can be said, High argues, for the concepts of “coercion,”
“rights,” and “ownership.” In fact, the “market” understood as a nexus of contracts
cannot be distinguished from socialism without ethical concepts. In other words,
the “is” of positive economics cannot be discussed or analyzed properly without
recognizing the “ought” properties embedded in the conceptualizations of the
system. High, however, is emphatic that his discussion does not challenge the
wertfreiheit status of economic science. “The use of value judgments to define
those methods of acquiring resources that fall within the scope of market activity
and those methods that fall within the scope of government activity does not
require the economist to agree with those value judgments.... Indeed, a socialist
who defined the market this way (i.e. in terms of Lockean natural rights theory)
could attack the market by attacking the moral precepts on which the market
rests.” Accepting “the proposition,” High concludes, “that economic definitions
depend upon ethical judgements does not involve the economist in taking a stand
on moral issues. In this sense, the much-cherished ‘value-freedom of economic
science’ is left untouched by our central thesis” (High 1985, pp. 14-15).

Thus, neither the Rothbardian critique nor High’s demonstration of the
ethical embeddness of our language challenges the doctrine of wertfreiheit and
its central role within Austrian economics. The analytical contribution of the
Austrian school continues to be viewed as objective and value-free statements of
logical chains of cause and effect.
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Modern philosophy of science, however, has challenged the veracity of these
claims to “objective” and ‘“value-free” knowledge. Scholars such as Michael
Polanyi and Thomas Kuhn, let alone Richard Rorty, have effectively challenged
the modernist ideal of “objective” knowledge even in the natural sciences. But,
as we have seen, the Austrian argument for value-freedom was couched in
different terms from that offered by positivistic modernists and promised a non-
positivistic positive economic analysis.’ It was not the empirical testability of
propositions that guarded against the unwarranted intrusion of values, but the
givenness of ends. It was the radical subjectivism of the Austrians that provided
the check against the intrusion of unwarranted value judgments into scientific
analysis. Nevertheless, developments in the philosophy of science literature have
led some contemporary Austrians to challenge the traditional Austrian notion of
“objective” knowledge.

Don Lavoie is the one main researcher to challenge the very notion of value-
freedom as a viable principle of scientific research within Austrian economics.
Lavoie’s position derives from a familiarity with post-positivist philosophy of
science in general, and contemporary continental philosophy (hermeneutics and
phenomenology) in particular (see, for example, Lavoie 1985, 1990, 1994).
Among the next generation of Austrian economists, challenges to the
epistemological status of wertfreiheit have been voiced by Boettke (1989b,
1990), D.L.Prychitko (1990), and S.Horwitz (1992, pp. 3-6).!° The position
advocated among these writers, however, is not one of abandoning scientific
discourse in economics, but rather one of widening that discourse to explicitly
recognize the values that accreditate the process of science, that give rise to the
questions we hope to answer, that establish the standards by which we judge
arguments as convincing. At the edge of this argument lurks an abyss of
relativism. But is it possible to stare into the abyss and not jump? Surely we must
answer in the affirmative if we hope to validate the process of the scientific
search for truth. However, I contend that affirmative answer is not due to an
epistemological argument for objective knowledge. Recognizing the value-
ladenness of our thought does not condemn economics simply to become an
ideological clash of “different perspectives.”

Toward a pragmatic understanding of wertfreiheit

In light of modern philosophical developments, must the doctrine of wertfreiheit
be abandoned? First, it is important to distinguish the Austrian case from the
neoclassical case for the doctrine. The neoclassical case is built upon the
foundation of modernist epistemology as reflected in the positivist conception of
science. The Austrian case is different. The Austrians represent a non-positivistic
positive social science, and, as such, they are not as completely delegitimized in
their epistemological claims to “objectivity” as the positivistic economist.
Nevertheless, the critique of modernist epistemology does not leave the Austrian
case intact philosophically speaking.'! Values invade our scientific analysis at the
level of the basic questions we ask, as well as at the level of what we consider
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to be an appropriate answer to the problems posed. We can conceptually
distinguish between vision and analysis, but the interconnection between the two
undermines the epistemological dichotomy assumed in the modernist enterprise.
After the post-positivist revolution, wertfreiheit is no longer the viable
epistemological project that it once was thought to be.

At least two arguments follow immediately from the epistemological
challenge to wertfreiheit. First, economists need to be explicit about their value
system. This is a variant of the Rothbardian critique of standard welfare
economics. Mainstream economists did not employ rigorous philosophical
arguments, Rothbard pointed out, to justify their welfare economics. But,
welfare economics was grounded in moral philosophy and ethical theory—
namely utilitarianism. Part of Rothbard’s critique was to expose the normative
underpinnings of what many thought was positive analysis, and then to demand
an engagement of scholarly debate. Moral theory is capable of rational dialog,
and economists ought to be knowledgeable of this dialog if they are going to
employ the concepts derived within this field of study to make welfare
statements and policy recommendations. For example, they ought to be
informed of the critique of utilitarianism that comes out of libertarian natural
rights theory, or the difficulties that moral philosophers have with social contract
theories. In a recent paper surveying development in moral philosophy, Daniel
Hausman and Michael McPherson (1993) make a very similar argument in
making their case that economists need to take ethics seriously for both their
normative and their positive work in economics. As Hausman and McPherson
point out, many economists have already engaged this dialog; some, such as
Amartya Sen or James Buchanan, have even fundamentally influenced
developments in moral philosophy. This is a progressive sign.

As explained above, however, Rothbard would not concur with the argument
that positive analysis involves moral judgments, it is just normative theorizing
that is imbued with ethical considerations. Kirzner (1989) has taken a different
route altogether from Rothbard’s call for explicit ethical argumentation in
dealing with welfare theory (although see Rothbard 1970, pp. 203-55 for a
praxeological critique of anti-market ethics). Kirzner argues that standard ethical
assessments of capitalism have failed not because of flaws in the ethical
arguments themselves, but because they misperceive the nature of market
processes; namely, the discovery function of market competition. The lure of
pure profit sets in motion an entrepreneurial discovery procedure in which
individuals tend to learn how to arrange resources in a more effective manner to
satisfy the demands. Without the private property order, which Kirzner seeks to
establish, this learning process will be absent. I would like to suggest that
nothing in this Kirzner research strategy is damaged by the epistemological
critique of wertfreiheit. In fact, it is completely consistent with the pragmatic
case that I will suggest. For example, regarding the ideological import of the
Cambridge-Cambridge capital theory debate and Kirzner’s attempt at
clarification, “the point of all this,” he states, “is that we cannot, surely, close our
eyes to possible ideological implications of science. Our science may well be,
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perhaps, ideologically untainted and value-free (or, at any rate honest efforts in
this direction may be undertaken), but human beings are, as valuing citizens,
vitally interested in the character of controversial phenomena.” The Austrian
methodological essentialism is, Kirzner points out, particularly relevant in these
discussions. Science must take note of the non-scientific purposes for which it
may be put to use (Kirzner 1993, pp. 190-1).

The second response to the critique of modernist ideas on objective
knowledge would be to offer a pragmatic defense of wertfreiheit. There is no
need to jettison the concept entirely just because philosophy cannot sustain its
epistemological purity if it can be found that the doctrine aids rational dialog. In
fact, Lionel Robbins (1933, p. 150) offered a pragmatic defense of the doctrine
on the following grounds: “And, quite apart from all questions of methodology,
there is a very practical justification for such a procedure. In the rough-and-
tumble of political struggles, differences of opinion may arise either as a result
of differences about ends or as a result of differences about the means of
attaining ends. Now, as regards the first type of difference, neither economics
nor any other science can provide any solvent. If we disagree about ends it is a
case of thy blood or mine—or live and let live, according to the importance of
the difference, or the relative strength of our opponents. But, if we disagree
about means, then scientific analysis can often help us resolve our differences.”
While I would contest that rational dialog over ends is impossible, I would
endorse Robbins’ general point.

Science does not need a single Methodology'? to insure its progress, but
rather, honest practitioners willing to submit to the critical dialog of their peers
and refrain from cheating and other assorted shortcuts (see McCloskey 1985, pp.
20-53). In other works, science, as Michael Polanyi often stressed, is nothing
more than a set of shared values within a community which are accreditated in
the process of the search for truth. The problem of ideology for the scientific
enterprise is only a problem when the values of a political and ideological
doctrine are exalted above the values which guide the scientific process.
Ideology is ever-present, even if it is the ideology of the status quo, but it need
not be an impediment to the generation of progress in thought. In fact, the
reverse may be true: thought in the social sciences may crucially depend on the
social philosophical visions that are held dear by many practitioners.

My proposed pragmatic employment of the doctrine of wertfreiheit would be
similar in spirit to Bruce Caldwell’s (1982) articulation of the research strategy
for a critical rationalism in the post-positivist world. Within a methodologically
pluralistic world—in which demarcation is not possible—the critical function of
methodology can no longer be pursued under the assumption of a universalistic
method. But, that does not imply silence. Methodological work can proceed
along the line of immanent criticism. For the sake of argument, assume the
“paradigm” of the school in question and examine the internal logic of its
arguments. I do not follow Caldwell completely in this regard, because I still
think that there is a large role for the clash between competing paradigms and
the employment of external criteria to assess a school of thought. For example,
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mainstream models of market clearing may be internally consistent, given the
problems that they were developed to solve, but if the paradigm masks certain
important questions, features of reality that are deemed essential to a satisfying
explanation, then it is legitimate to critically assess the school’s contribution,
despite its internal consistency. Admittedly, this interparadigmatic critical act
moves me beyond the “objective” role of a critic, and involves my judgments
about what are the good and interesting questions to be asked and what would
be appropriate analytical techniques for generating persuasive answers. The fact
that this results from my value judgments in no way implies that these judgments
cannot be debated. As a responsible member of the community, I am responsible
for providing good reasons for my position on the goals toward which the
enterprise of economics should aspire. We can debate those reasons, using logic,
evidence, scholarly authority, etc. In fact, this is why methodology remains an
important field of study in economics, despite the post-modernist critique—it
helps the profession define the “rules of the game” with regard to the discipline
of questioning and answering.

What is true for methodological discourse, I contend, is also true for the
dialog concerning the welfare properties of alternative public policies (see, for
example, Boettke 1993, pp. 4-5, 108-9, 163, n. 27). For critical discourse on
issues of public policy, the Misesian case for wertfreiheit can be employed
pragmatically, if not completely justified on epistemological grounds.
Recognizing that vision lies at the heart of our intellectual endeavors, does not
mean that we cannot examine the analytics of an argument. In assessing a
system of thought, I can first and foremost examine whether it is internally
consistent (immanent criticism). If its constituent parts do not fit together, then
I have demonstrated a weakness in the theoretical structure that must be
repaired. On the other hand, if a theoretical structure is internally consistent,
then I can ask whether it is vulnerable to external argument (interparadigmatic
conflict). If it is both internally consistent and can withstand external criticism,
then we will most likely be convinced of its merit and adopt it ourselves as a
useful conceptual apparatus for thinking about the world.

The critical argument that Mises and Hayek presented against socialism
employed this pragmatic variant of wertfreiheit. Given the socialist planners
ends of eliminating poverty, ignorance and squalor, certain means were
advocated, namely the abolition of private property in the means of production,
and the substitution of a rational and unified plan for the anarchy of the market.
The Mises-Hayek critique (both economic and political) was an immanent
critique. The means to be employed by socialist planners were inconsistent with
the ends sought. Instead, the unintended and undesirable consequence would be
economic deprivation and political tyranny. In other words, theirs was an
analytical argument concerning decentralized knowledge, the complexity of an
advanced capital structure, and the functional significance of relative monetary
prices and profit and loss signals, combined with a set of subsidiary empirical
assumptions about the institutional arrangements, cultural attitudes of the
population, and the magnitude of distortions that can be assessed independently
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of whether the individual presenting the argument is a socialist or a radical
libertarian.

Rothbard’s critique of Mises’ position affects the epistemological status of
the strategy, not its pragmatic usefulness in advancing arguments. Mises’
argument is only strengthened when libertarian caste analysis or public-choice
interest-group theory is incorporated. For strength of argument, the Misesian can
assume benevolence, and then show that the chosen means would be ineffective
to achieve the ends sought by the benevolent planner. Moreover, if the Misesian
argument can be demonstrated under the heroic assumption of benevolence, then
in practice the Misesian critique is even stronger as a practical guide than as
theoretically stated. Of course, the assumption of benevolence does damage to
epistemological reality, but it aids thought by allowing us to focus on one set of
difficulties while holding another set of issues constant. Thus, this is another
instance where the pragmatic value of a convention out distances our
epistemological capability to justify rationally.

The advocacy of classical liberalism and libertarianism, however, is another
story. Now, the underlying vision must be explicitly admitted and defended. The
vision of civil society as the by-product of self-regulation within the bounds of
individual rights is radically different from a conception of society that sees civil
society as the result of conscious ordering. As economists gua economists, we
can debate the different analytical arguments that flow from these visions, but
we must recognize that the visions are distinct and fundamentally important.
Keynesians, for example, may be asking a different set of questions (namely,
how do markets break down?) than the ones asked by Austrians (namely, how do
markets coordinate?). We can choose to debate either the analytical components
of each other’s arguments through immanent critique and external assessment of
some set of values that we define (say realism of theory), or we can examine
each other’s visions and debate the merit of these for understanding the world.
Both exercises are rational, both may be heated and passionate, and in both
situations reason and passion are what make the human search for truth
interesting and progressive.

Conclusion

William Rappard, reflecting on the numerous conversations that he had with
Mises during their time as colleagues at the Graduate Institute of International
Studies in Geneva, stated that something puzzled him in those “always very
enlightening” conversations. The two fundamental opinions on which Mises
never wavered appear to be in contradiction. Mises insisted on the purely
scientific character of economics, and Mises insisted on complete and
uncompromising laissez-faire (Rappard 1957). Mises was able to square these
positions because in his mind when it came to economic matters people differ
not in ultimate ends but in the means recommended to achieve generally
accepted ends.

More recently, Rothbard (1993) has picked up Rappard’s question and
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provides—despite his earlier critiques of Mises mentioned above—a spirited
defense of Mises as objective scientist and liberal social philosopher. Mises’
theory of liberalism was grounded in a theory of social cooperation based on the
division of labor—Ricardo’s Law of Association. In other words, Mises, the
social rationalist, conceived of economic liberalism as the application of the
principles of economic reasoning to problems of policy. The goals of liberalism
were general and non-controversial—improvements in the economic well-being
of the masses. Economic science (at least in Mises’ hands) taught that the
unhampered market economy within a system of private property accomplished
that goal more effectively than alternative systems.

Rothbard chides his fellow contemporary Austrians for not embracing Mises’
concern with policy relevance for fear of the ideology charge from the
profession. Historically, economists of all stripes had engaged in political
economy. Classical British economists, Marxists, the German Historical School,
American Institutionalists, the early neoclassical economists, Keynesians, etc.,
all eschewed the “monkish cowl” and the call for political abstinence. Rothbard
makes an important point when he states that the charge of ideology is often
reserved for work being done outside of the mainstream. Clearly, the policy
relevance of one’s work should not be a sign of illegitimacy. On the other hand,
the political/ ideological relevance of a set of propositions does not establish
their scientific merit.

The value-free posture and the search for “objective” knowledge within the
Austrian camp (or any school of economics for that matter) may be an
epistemological chimera, but that does not mean that the fiction fails to serve a
useful purpose. Classical liberalism and libertarianism, as an underlying vision,
in turn provide the questions on which Austrian economists tend to focus.
Analysis is not invariant to the underling vision which the analyst adopts. That
does not mean that we should not make honest efforts at ideologically untainted
assessments of the economic world. The analytical propositions of the Austrians
can be employed as part of a critical theory framework for assessing the
effectiveness of chosen means for given ends. These analytical arguments are
open to critical appraisal and logical and empirical challenge.

I started this chapter with a question: Why are there no Austrian socialists?
The answer has something to do with the history of modern economic thought.
First, trends in philosophical and economic thought moved the economics
discipline in a direction which placed the Austrians outside of the mainstream of
economic teaching. Therefore, something other than puzzles in economic theory
had to attract people to work in the Austrian tradition. Classical liberalism and
libertarianism provided the educational impetus. Many heterodox movements in
economics, I would conjecture, have a visionary component which serves this
purpose of maintaining intellectual interest in an approach to economic
questions that lies outside the normal curriculum in undergraduate and graduate
courses in economics. Second, the classical liberal and libertarian visions
compel a theorist to ask certain questions, or focus on aspects of empirical
reality which other visions would minimize."® Analytical tools in modern
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Austrian economics were developed to address these questions. These analytical
aspects of Austrian thought raised some—as yet unchallenged (as I see it)—
criticisms of the socialist enterprise. Thus, the answer to my question may have
as much, if not more, to do with the analytical assessment of the means of
collective property for the given ends of equality and liberty than the visionary
clash between individualism and collectivism.
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Appendix: is economics a moral science?*

That political economy in its finest moments is a value-relevant discipline can
hardly be disputed. The question is whether knowledge gleaned in the
disciplines of economic and political economy can be both value-relevant and
value-neutral. Adam Smith holds a claim to our intellectual attention to this day
precisely because his work, as Kenneth Boulding so aptly put it, is part of our
“extended present.”"* We need Smith, because Smith still speaks to us in an
enabling manner about basic issues of social organization. But Smith’s analysis
of economic interdependence is something that stands independent of our
judgment of his vision of “the system of natural liberty.” Vision and analysis
cannot be so neatly compartmentalized, but they can nevertheless be usefully
distinguished from one another."

The post-positivist critique of objective knowledge found in writers such as
Michael Polanyi,'s Thomas Kuhn," and Stephen Toulmin'® does not inevitably
slide into the post-modernist critique of scientific knowledge in general. There
might be strong epistemological arguments against the idea that scientific
procedures can produce a “mirror of nature,” but that need not imply a slip into
epistemological relativism. Algorithms and methods do not necessarily make for
good science; good scientists make for good science.'” But beyond
admonishments to behave morally, the task of scientific discourse can be aided
by certain argumentative steps.”® Despite the critique of modernist epistemology,

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1998) “Is Economics a Moral Science?” Journal of Markets and Morality,
1(2): 212-19.
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there are, in other words, pragmatic steps that we can take in argumentation that
improve the chances for interpersonal assessment. These steps amount to
accepting the ends of one’s intellectual adversary and restricting analysis to an
immanent critique of their system.

Ricardo Crespo does not tackle the issue of whether economics is a moral
science by way of post-modernist philosophy, but instead through the lens of
Aristotelian philosophy.?! His basic claim is that economics as a practical science
must of necessity address the ends toward which individuals strive. I do not have
much of a problem with what is stated about the Aristotelian stance, especially
with regard to expecting from a discipline only that “amount of precision which
belongs to its subject matter,” and I do have many problems with positivistic
notions of economic science as they have developed in this century. So, why do
I resist Crespo’s formulation? Because I think that in his critique of economic
analysis, Crespo undermines precisely the most important role that economics as
a science can plan in developing a value-relevant political economy. Economics
can provide us with as close to value-neutral knowledge as we can hope to gain,
and this knowledge, in turn, provides the basis for our rational discussion of
alternative visions of the good.

The practice of political economy as a value-relevant discipline is an
interdisciplinary research program in politics, philosophy, and economics.
Hyper-specialization of the disciplines has pulled these fields increasingly
further apart, but, for political economy to be properly practiced, these
disciplines can neither be allowed to collapse into one another through
overzealous intellectual imperialism nor completely separated in the vain quest
for specialization. Instead, we must respect each discipline for its unique
contribution to human knowledge, yet draw on the multidisciplinary insights that
reside in the section of overlap—an overlap of questions, of data, of both the
object and subject of study in political economy. The unique contribution that
economics has to offer to this project is a style of reasoning about means and
ends, and a determination of the effectiveness of selected means to obtaining
selected ends.

I will raise four separate points to argue for the role of economics as value-
neutral. Before I proceed, however, I would like to make two statements. First, to
say that economics can provide value-neutral knowledge does not mean that any
particular economist can be value-neutral. We are human beings and in the very
nature of choosing we strive for various ends by employing available means. This
is as true for the scientist as it is for the stockbroker or your parish priest. Value
judgments are part of our human condition and there is no way to escape them,
and either we admit to them or we sneak them in through the back door. The best
we can do is either openly debate and defend value-judgments, or find certain
procedures in our argumentative strategy that attempt to improve interpersonal
assessment of how we obtained our judgments. Second, when economists use the
term efficiency there is no necessary judgment involved in the term. It could, in
fact, be used as a term of value-judgment if we impart normative weight to ends
(such as wealth-maximizing), but there is no necessary reason to take this step. All
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efficiency refers to is the relationship between means chosen and desired ends.
Both the sinner and the saint want to be efficient in this sense. The criticism of
economics, that it tries to substitute efficiency as the ultimate moral judgment, is,
in this sense, simply misplaced. Efficiency, for example, does not mean wealth-
maximization. Of course, some economists (perhaps many) may be guilty of
misapplication but economics need not be so tarred.

I can grant many (perhaps most) of Crespo’s arguments and still hold out a
pragmatic defense of value-neutral economics, for it is only a value-neutral
economics that enables economists and social thinkers to practice a value-
relevant political economy.

Radical subjectivism

Modern economic theory stresses the subjective nature of value-judgments by
choosing individuals within social processes. It is individuals that choose which
ends to pursue with the means available to them. As has been stressed by Israel
Kirzner (and before him by Ludwig von Mises), it is precisely the radical
subjectivism of economics that assures that the discipline has any way to
approximate “objective knowledge.”?* The content of ends is not the domain of
economics; the logical analysis of the effectiveness of selected means to achieve
given ends is the domain of economics. Economics cannot determine, for
example, whether profits are deserved. But what economics can do is inform one
of the consequences of various answers to that question.

Thus, contra Crespo, the knowledge that economics provides can be
separated from ethical questions. Moreover, it is precisely because economics
can provide value-neutral knowledge of the logical consequences of different
ethical systems that it is an essential input to a value-relevant discipline of
political economy. To put it another way, if the choice is between utility and
justice, then, of course, we can agree that justice should trump. But, in the world,
the choice is rarely so clear-cut. Instead, we are usually confronted with a choice
between different concepts of justice, and when confronted with this choice,
utility trumps justice.”® Knowledge of the consequences of alternative social
arrangements is vital to making the choice among those arrangements. If we
deny that this knowledge is obtainable in any manner that allows for
interpersonal assessment, then we deny from the moral science of political
economy the ability to adjudicate between different conceptions of social
organization. On the other hand, if we restrict our analytical attention to the
relationship between means and ends, and thus treat ends as given, then we can
obtain the necessary critical information that eventually makes value-relevant
statements move beyond mere opinions reflecting the political and social
preferences of the analyst.

Ideology and the Devil’s test

The world is a rather tricky place, and utopia is not a viable option. In fact,
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perhaps the most important role that economics plays is in providing negative
knowledge. By examining the logic of means-ends efficiency, economics places
parameters around people’s utopias. Wishing it so, in short, cannot make it so.
To put it bluntly, chickens do not fly into people’s mouths. Scarce resources
must be allocated among competing ends in a way that minimizes waste by
directing resources to their most effective use in satisfying the demands of
others. Every day, however, policies are introduced that attempt to direct
resources in a manner different from what would have been chosen voluntarily.>*
In some instances these policies might improve upon the situation, but in others
the policy choice actually worsens the situation. How can we establish this fact?
If economics is a value-laden discipline from the very beginning, does it not
depend on the perspective of the analyst whether a policy is deemed good or
bad? Again, the solution does not require an epistemological defense of
objectivity. All that is needed is the more humble defense of an argumentative
strategy that allows people to rationally discuss alternative policies. The analyst
does not debate the ends but rather restricts the analysis to the logic of means-
ends. If the ends the advocate seeks are undermined by the means chosen, then
even the advocate would have to admit that the chosen policy is inappropriate.
That the analysis of means-ends is independent of the ideological vision of the
analyst can be checked by what could be called the “Devil’s test.”* If both an
angel and the Devil could agree with the means-ends analysis, then the analysis
itself provides an independent or “objective” ground upon which to debate.

In economics, mistakes are often made by analysts—even assuming they
employ solid economic logic—because the “holding other things constant”
clause is forgotten, or the magnitude of the consequence is not dutifully noted.
The minimum wage controversy, for example, highlights the problem. Blanket
statements like “Minimum Wage Laws Cause Unemployment” claim too much.
A proper statement must establish the context of application. A minimum wage
law set above the market clearing wage rate will cause some unemployment. The
extent of the unemployment effect, and the manner in which that effect will be
felt depends on the extent of the deviation from the market clearing wage, and
the margin of decision for employers in adjusting to the change in the legal wage
rate. What can be established fairly clearly is the tendency and direction of the
effect. Wage rates set above the market clearing level by law will result in
disproportionately harming lower wage workers—i.e. the least well-off workers.
If the end of the policy is to aid the least well-off, then the means chosen (raising
the legal wage rate that must be paid to employees) will be ineffective for that
task. If, on the other hand, the intended result was to harm the least well-off (the
Devil’s work), then establishing legal minimum wages would be an effective
policy. Both the angel and the Devil can agree with the analysis, but place
different weight on the normative use to which the analysis can be deployed. The
analysis itself, however, is value-neutral. To deny that would, I fear, result in
denying economic logic and as such would drain economics of its critical edge.
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Critical appraisal and policy advocacy

There is a strict line that must be drawn between the critical appraisal of
alternative public policies and advocacy of any policy. A critical appraisal can be
“objective”’; advocacy requires value-judgments. If we advocate free-trade, then
it is appropriate for us to defend the “goodness” of free-trade and be explicit
about the ends we desire. On the other hand, if we are restricting our analysis to
the examination of proposed protectionist legislation, then the economist can
surely critically assess the effectiveness of the proposed policy for achieving the
ends (usually stated as improving the economic health of the country). Of
course, this means that if someone were to argue that the majority of consumers
should pay more for their products to benefit a few producers, and this is the
goal toward which the proposed protectionist legislation is aimed, then the
economist as economist has little to say. Most policy advocates, however, are not
so brazen in their disregard for the economic interests of consumers.

Moreover, by treating the desired ends, not as a subject of debate but as given,
and by restricting analysis to the relationship of the selected means in obtaining
the stated ends, the economic analyst can provide “objective knowledge” or
something approximating such knowledge. Many policy disputes, and especially
those debates that call upon economics most urgently, are not about ends but
about means to obtain rather broad ends—*“provide for the least advantage”;
“improve opportunities”; “social justice”; “allow people to live peaceful and
fruitful lives.” The examination of means to given ends can establish that
policies generate consequences that are perverse with regard to the ends
sought—the least well-off are disproportionately harmed; opportunities are
restricted; social inequities grow worse; and social conflict and poverty ensue. In
taking this critical stance with regard to the position of the advocate, the
knowledge provided by economic analysis enables us to explore the limits and
potential of political and social organization. Endorsing a concept of the “good
life” necessarily entails value-judgments, but the tool of weighing the different
concepts of the good by examining consequences need not entail any
importation of values—except the value that achieving what one sets out to
accomplish is worthwhile.

Pre- and post-constitutional levels of analysis

James Buchanan has made the useful distinction in his work between pre- and
post-constitutional levels of analysis.?® At the pre-constitutional level, the
discussion revolves around different notions of what might constitute good rules
of the game. At the post-constitutional level, the rules are treated as given and
the question then becomes, which strategies players will play, given the
established rules? Political economy consists of oscillating between the pre-and
post-constitutional levels of analysis. The rules of the game determine the types
of strategies that individuals will choose.

Choice among the rules is a normative enterprise, whereas choice of strategies
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is not. The choice of strategy follows a simple formula—what is the best play
given the rules and the play of others. The choice among rules, however, entails
determining what is considered a good game and whether a game is challenging
yet fair, and so forth. The point I want to stress for present purposes is that, in
deciding on the rules, it is also important to consider the consequences that this has
on the choice of strategy. A game that has interesting rules in theory but is
undermined by opportunistic strategies is not a very robust game, no matter how
convinced we are of its righteousness. Thus, the ability to engage in a positive
analysis of the consequences of alternative rules of the game on the way in which
the game will be played is essential for our ability to engage in a productive
normative discourse about what rules we should choose to live by.

Conclusion

Economics, as I said earlier, puts parameters on people’s utopias. But it also
provides insights into what might be workable utopias. Economics without
history, politics, culture, and morality runs the risk of becoming a barren
technical enterprise. But political economy, without a firm basis in logic and
evidence, runs the risk of being mere opinion and wishful thinking. The
disciplines of economics and political economy can be likened to engineering
science and worldly philosophy. The great minds of political economy—
independent of ideological perspective—have found a way to weave together
both the technical and the philosophical aspects of these disciplines without
becoming mutually exclusive of the other. Crespo’s argument for economics as
a moral science correctly challenges economists who believe that the
“engineering aspects” of the discipline are enough to provide advice on policies.
His argument also challenges those who think that economics as a discipline is
best practiced in an ideological vacuum. But I sense that the argument goes too
far when he suggests that economics cannot provide value-neutral knowledge.
My contention is that political economy as a value-relevant discipline has a
legitimate claim on our intellectual attention only to the degree that it is
grounded in the value-neutral logic of economic analysis—an analysis that,
while it cannot determine ultimate values, may nevertheless inform us of the
consequences of alternative social and political arrangements established to
serve those values.
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3

Economic calculation

The Austrian contribution to political
economy*

If no other objection could be raised to the socialist plans than that socialism will
lower the standard of living of all or at least part of the immense majority, it would
be impossible for praxeology to pronounce final judgement. Men would have to
decide the issue between capitalism and socialism on the ground of judgements of
value and of judgements of relevance... However, the true state of affairs is entirely
different. Man is not in a position to choose between the two systems. Human
cooperation under the system of the social division of labor is possible only in the
market economy. Socialism is not a realizable system of society’s economic
organization because it lacks any method of economic calculation.

(Ludwig von Mises 1949, p. 679)

This is the decisive objection that economics raises against the possibility of a
socialist society. It must forgo the intellectual division of labor that consists in the
cooperation of all entrepreneurs, landowners, and workers as producers and
consumers in the formation of market prices. But without it, rationality, i.e. the
possibility of economic calculation, is unthinkable.

(Ludwig von Mises 1927, p. 75)

The usual theoretical abstractions used in the explanation of equilibrium in a
competitive system include the assumption that a certain range of technical
knowledge is ‘given.’” This, of course, does not mean that all the best technical
knowledge is anywhere concentrated in a single head, but that people will all kinds
of knowledge will be available and that among those competing in a particular job,
speaking broadly, those that make the most appropriate use of the technical
knowledge will succeed. In a centrally planned society this selection of the most
appropriate among the known technical methods will only be possible if all this
knowledge can be used in the calculations of the central authority. This means in
practice that this knowledge will have to be concentrated in the heads of one or at
best a very few people who actually formulate the equations to be worked out. It is
hardly necessary to emphasize that this is an absurd idea, even in so far as that
knowledge is concerned which can properly be said to ‘exist’ at any moment in
time. But much of the knowledge that is actually utilized is by no means ‘in
existence’ in this ready-made form. Most of it consists in a technique of thought
which enables the individual engineer to find new solutions rapidly as soon as he
is confronted with new constellations of circumstances.

(F.A.von Hayek 1935b, pp. 210-11)

*Originally published as: Boettke, P.J.(1998) “Economic Calculation: The Austrian Contribution to Political
Economy,” Advances in Austrian Economics 5:131-58.
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Introduction

The basic thesis of this chapter is that the issue of economic calculation, in both
its positive and negative manifestations, is the contribution of twentieth-century
Austrian economics to the discipline of political economy. Of course, there are
other contributions worthy of mention, especially in the area of methodology.
But, it is this issue of economic calculation which provides the foundation for
the main contributions of the school in monetary theory, capital theory, business
cycle theory, the entrepreneurial theory of the market process, and the
examination of interventionism. In other words, all the unique contributions of
the Austrian school of economics to substantive economics can be traced back to
the central importance of economic calculation for human

cooperation. The scholar most responsible for highlighting the central
importance of economic calculation was Ludwig von Mises. However, contrary to
some recent arguments that have been put forth, Mises was joined by F.A.von
Hayek in the research effort to elaborate on the implications of this insight'. In
other words, Mises’ calculation argument was in many ways the source of Hayek’s
knowledge argument. Demonstrating that there is no conflict between these
arguments is the purpose of this chapter. There should be no doubt that subtle and
profound differences exist between Mises and Hayek, especially in the area of the
philosophical justification of the sciences of man. But, while I admit that valuable
research can be conducted differentiating between the research program of Mises
and Hayek, it is my contention that the differences are narrow compared with the
gulf that separates their shared research program from that of the rest of twentieth-
century economic thought. Moreover, this is how their contemporaries saw the
matter, and even more important, how they both saw it’. The difference in their
presentation, I will contend, is a function of the intended audience for which they
wrote. In making this argument, I will flow in and out of an examination of the
history of economic analysis, and the intellectual history of economic thought.
After presenting the basic analytical issue that economic calculation addresses, 1
will then attempt to put the progression of the argument within the intellectual
context of the socialist calculation debate, and then conclude with a short
discussion of how these analytical issues represent the unique Mises-Hayek
contribution to modern political economy which must now be advanced to
improve our conceptualizations of the market, and to raise critical points in a
renewed debate over the possibility of socialism. Since most of the literature on the
dehomogenization of Mises and Hayek focuses on Mises’ statements in Human
Action, 1 will also concentrate on Mises’ statement from his mature writings,
although reference will be made to the consistency of his position from his earlier
statements to the later writings. However, with regard to Hayek, I will draw from
his writings across the history of the socialist calculation debate, although not
much from his later writings, such as The Fatal Conceit. To anticipate the
argument, Mises’ audience was largely divorced from the academic economics
profession, whereas Hayek’s argument was always presented within the context of
directly responding to an audience of professional academic economists who



Economic calculation 31

raised particular objections to Mises’ challenge. Mises wrote to a wider audience
and for posterity, whereas Hayek wrote for a particular time and place and to a
narrow specialist audience’. In interpreting their respective contributions, it is vital
to see how Mises’ insights can be applied to resolve the particular debates which
he sought to transcend, and how Hayek’s insights into particular debates can
transcend that context and provide lasting contributions to our pure understanding
of market processes and social cooperation. And, when looked at in this manner,
for all practical purposes the Mises-Hayek contribution becomes a unified (and
unique) perspective on economic processes.

Economic calculation

Put simply, economic calculation refers to the decision-making ability to
allocate scarce capital resources among competing uses. “Economic
calculation,” Mises wrote, “is either an estimate of the expected outcome of
future action or the establishment of the outcome of past action. But the latter
does not serve merely historical and didactic aims. Its practical meaning is to
show how much one is free to consume without impairing the future capacity to
produce” (1949, pp. 210-11). Acting people must mentally process the
alternatives placed before them, and to do so they must have some “aid to the
human mind” for comparing inputs and output. Mises’ great contribution to
economic science was to establish that this decision-making ability is dependent
on the institutional context of private property*. Mises’ point, while not denying
the importance of incentives in executing business plans, was that the necessary
informational inputs into that decision process are made available to decision-
makers only through the market process. The argument went as follows:

1 Without private property in the means of production, there will be no
market for the means of production.

2 Without a market for a means of production, there will be no monetary
prices established for the means of production.

3 Without monetary prices, reflecting the relative scarcity of capital goods,
economic decision-makers will be unable to rationally calculate the
alternative use of capital goods.

In short, without private property in the means of production, rational economic
calculation is not possible. Under an institutional regime which attempts to
abolish private ownership in the means of production, advanced industrial
production is reduced to so many steps in the dark as decision-makers are denied
the necessary compass. As Mises put in Socialism, economic calculation
“provides a guide amid the bewildering throng of economic possibilities. It
enables us to extend judgements of value which apply directly only to
consumption goods—or at best to production goods of the lowest order—to all
goods of higher orders. Without it, all production by lengthy and roundabout
processes would be so many steps in the dark... And then we have a socialist
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community which must cross the whole ocean of possible and imaginable
economic permutations without the compass of economic calculation” (1922,
pp- 101, 105).

In the world in which we live, economic decision-makers are confronted with
an array of technologically feasible production projects, what economic
calculation provides is a means to select from among these projects to assure that
resources are employed in an economic manner’. Waste, as a result, will be
minimized as decision errors are continually detected and corrected by the aid of
profit and loss accounting. Only through this process of error detection and
correction within the market can it be said that entrepreneurial hunches are tied
to the underlying reality of consumer tastes, resource endowment, and
technological possibilities. Every entrepreneurial act is a wishful conjecture
about a future which is different from today, but wishing so cannot make it so by
itself’. Entrepreneurial wishes yield profits only when technological possibilities
are arranged in a manner which best satisfies consumer preferences in the most
economic fashion. Consumer preferences change, and the stock of technological
knowledge changes, and the entrepreneur (perhaps a new one) is trying to bring
their new wishful conjectures into life to realize profits. If their conjecture is
wrong, or poorly executed, then the ensuing losses will redirect their efforts.
“Every single step of entrepreneurial activities,” Mises wrote, “is subject to
scrutiny by monetary calculation. The premeditation of planned action becomes
commercial precalculation of expected costs and expected proceeds. The
retrospective establishment of the outcome of past action becomes accounting
profits and losses” (Mises 1949, p. 229).

The ability to render monetary calculations is conditioned by social
institutions—namely private property in the means of production. Mises’
question to critics of the “anarchy” of capitalist production was what alternative
to rational calculation on the basis of monetary prices do you propose?’ If a
satisfactory non-market answer is not put forth, then Mises’ challenge remains
unmet. And, if instead some form of “market socialism” is proposed, then it
must be recognized that this is “nothing short of a full acknowledgment of the
correctness and irrefutability of the economists’ analysis and devastating
critique of socialists’ plans” (Mises 1949, p. 706).

Mises’ argument was directed at a broad community of intellectuals, activists,
and scientists. The intention was to demonstrate how economic science
decisively challenges the claims made on behalf of the socialist project. The
intellectual spirit of the age was one which accepted the superiority—both
ethically and economically—of socialism. “To prove that economic calculation
would be impossible in the socialist community,” Mises stated, “is to prove also
that Socialism is impracticable. Everything brought forward in favour of
Socialism during the last hundred years, in thousands of writings and speeches,
all the blood which has been spilt by the supporters of Socialism, cannot make
socialism workable” (1922, p. 117). This was a conclusion that was most
inconvenient to those who aspired to create a better world along “progressive”
lines in the early twentieth century.
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As Mises pointed out in his original essay on the subject, there were socialists
who never thought of the problems of economic organization, and there were
those who examined in some depth the problems in economic history, but as
regards a critical examination of the economic organization of socialism there
were hardly any thoughtful excursions. Economics did not seem to figure
prominently in the pictures painted of the future socialist world. “They
invariably explain how, in the cloud-cuckoo lands of their fancy, roast pigeons
will in some way fly into the mouths of the comrades, but they omit to show how
this miracle is to take place” (Mises 1920, p. 88). The investigation into the
properties of a society organized along socialist lines seemed to be called for. So
Mises’ essay can be seen as an attempt to raise this challenge to socialist
writers—to examine how the socialist commonwealth would in fact organize its
economic affairs. As such, his argument was intended for a wide audience, and
not a narrow subset of specialists within economics. Such a narrow subset did
not yet exist to which one could aim an argument, but wide acceptance of the
moral superiority and historical inevitability of socialism did exist.

In Mises’ writings there are four basic warnings against socialism—the most
decisive, of course, was the problem of the impossibility of rational economic
calculation. Nevertheless, it is essential to recognize that Mises does present four
arguments which include:

private property and incentives;

monetary prices and the economizing role they play;
profit and loss accounting; and

political environment.

B W=

In a fundamental sense, all of these arguments are derivative of an argument for
private property. Without private property, there can be no advanced economic
process.

To the economically illiterate, Mises had to explain how private property
engenders incentives which motivate individuals to husband resources
efficiently. To the more informed, but still economically uninformed, he had to
explain how the exchange ratios established in a market allow individuals to
compare alternatives by summarizing in a common denominator the subjective
assessment of trade-offs that individuals make in the exchange and production
process. To the trained economist, Mises had to explain how the static conditions
of equilibrium only solved the problem of economic calculation by hypothesis,
and that the real problem was one of calculation within the dynamic world of
change, in which the lure of pure profit and the penalty of loss would serve a
vital error detection and correction role in the economic process. And, finally, to
scholars, activists, and political leaders, Mises warned that the suppression of
private property leads to political control over individual decisions and thus the
eventual suppression of political liberties to the concerns of the collective. All
four arguments are criticisms of socialist proposals. On the other hand, the
private-property market economy is able to solve each of the three economic
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issues, and constitutional democracy does seek to guarantee individual rights,
and protect against the tyranny of majority. Where socialism fails, in other
words, liberalism succeeds.

Mises focused most of his efforts in his critical examination of socialism on
how private property was an essential precondition for the monetary exchange
process which makes possible the intellectual division of labor embedded in
advanced industrial production.® There are two motivating forces for Mises’
endeavors that should be kept in mind. First, he was critically responding to the
ideas of Marxist thinkers who advocated the abolition of commodity production
and the substitution of a natural economy for a monetary exchange economy.
Second, he was developing his thesis concerning monetary exchange within the
economic process (put forth in his Theory of Money and Credit, 1912), and
further integrating that argument with an understanding of the capital structure
(made up of heterogeneous and multispecific capital goods).

It is important to keep these two factors in mind for my thesis. In response to
Mises’ challenge, the parameters of the debate shifted. To see how this shift
affects how the economic calculation argument was presented by Hayek, it is
useful to see what Hayek’s argument was before the Lange-Lerner response was
formulated. Even here it is difficult, because soon after Mises presented his
challenge in 1920, there developed a German-language response and an English-
language response. The English-language response included essays by F.M.
Taylor and Frank Knight, as well as H.D.Dickinson, which argued that
marginalist principles could be effective tools in the economic management of
the socialist state.’ In other words, even by the time Hayek had come to be
involved in this analytical debate, the opponent had already shifted from the
Marxist call for the abolition of commodity production to the neoclassical
economists’ insistence of the universal validity of marginalist principles of
maximization. But we can compare Hayek’s statement of the problem in his two
essays from Collectivist Economic Planning and his critical examination of “The
Competitive Solution”—all three papers were reprinted in Individualism and
Economic Order under the title: “Socialist Calculation”—with that of the
position developed by Mises that has just been presented.

Hayek’s development of the economic calculation argument

Hayek’s first contributions to economic science were, like his mentor Mises, in
the field of monetary theory and the trade cycle. Following in the Austrian
tradition, Hayek postulated a complex capital structure of heterogeneous and
multispecific capital goods. Business plans required a prospective commercial
calculation to direct capital allocations, and a retrospective accounting of
previous decisions to judge the appropriateness of those decisions. Monetary
calculation, in the theory, is essential in that it provides business decision-makers
with the mental tool required to embark upon production projects, and to assess
the economic viability of chosen projects. When this process of monetary
calculation is impaired, economic decision-makers can systematically err, and a
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“cluster of errors” can result. The realization of the cluster of errors in
unfinished projects is what is referred to as the “bust” in the “boom-bust” cycle.

This is not the time or place for an examination of the Mises-Hayek theory of
the business cycle, but what is important to highlight is that Hayek’s
understanding of the economic process, like Mises’, was grounded in a theory of
the monetary exchange economy. The centrality of monetary calculation
permeates both Mises’ and Hayek’s writing. Consider Hayek’s understanding of
the application of this thesis to the problems that socialism would have to
confront.

First, Hayek argued that while the incentive problem “does raise some of the
real difficulties, it does not really touch the heart of the problem” (1935a, p. 2).
It is not that Hayek actually believes that socialist man (e.g. Homo sovieticus) is
a realistic possibility, but Hayek believed the argument that if one limits their
analysis to questions of motives, then economics as a science could not address
the problem. It would be a problem of ethics and psychology. Economics, he
insisted, can answer the comparative question between capitalism and socialism
without regard to ethics or psychology. It was not a question of the execution of
the socialist plan that was being raised. Rather, it was whether the plan—even if
we assume away these motivational difficulties—would achieve the desired end.
Here economics provides the essential lesson—absent the monetary price
system and choice among alternatives cannot be made economically.

To get at the heart of the matter, Hayek contends, the development of the
subjective theory of value was necessary—this is so because otherwise the
difference between the technological and economic problems would remain
hidden.! The economic problem, Hayek points out, arises “as soon as different
purposes compete for the available resources. And the criterion of its presence is
that costs have to be taken into account. Cost here, as anywhere, means nothing
but that the advantages to be derived from the use of given resources in other
directions” (1935a, p. 6). Economic allocation requires that decision-makers
compare alternative uses of scarce resources—whether the subject of
deliberation is the use of part of the workday for leisure, or the use of material
resources for alternative lines of production. “Even if the director of the
economic system were quite clear in his mind that the food of one person is
always more important than the clothing of another, that would by no means
necessarily imply that it is also more important than the clothing of two or ten
others” (Hayek 1935a, p. 7). Since in the modern capitalist society, nobody is
called upon to make these system-wide decisions, Hayek argues, most people are
not conscious that they are made at all. Of course, individuals continually must
assess their trade-offs and do. In order to do so, however, they require decision
input—namely the exchange ratios established on the market which embody the
trade-offs that other participants in the market have made.'" The prices
established on the market are vital inputs into the decision process which, when
taken in composite, select from among the array of technologically feasible
projects those which are economic. Hayek states this argument clearly in a short
examination of the Russian experience. As he admitted, from a technological
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point of view Soviet Russia had some impressive accomplishments by the
1930s. But, as Hayek insisted: “Whether the new plant will prove to be a useful
link in the industrial structure for increasing output depends not only on
technological considerations, but even more on the general economic situation”
(1935b, p. 204). And, once we free ourselves from the misleading impression, an
uncritical observation of the Soviet colossi of industrial production, “only two
legitimate tests of success remain: the goods which the system actually delivers
to the consumer, and the rationality or irrationality of the decisions of the central
authority” (1935b, p. 205). On these grounds, it is obvious that—except for the
privileged few—consumer satisfaction was better in pre-war Russia. Moreover,
the collapse of the industrial economy in 1921 demonstrated beyond doubt the
“impossibility of rational calculation in a moneyless economy, which Professor
Mises and Professor Brutzkus had foreseen.'> The development since, with its
repeated reversals of policy, has only shown that the rulers of Russia had to learn
by experience all the obstacles which a systematic analysis of the problem
reveals” (1935b, p. 200).

The key issue for Hayek, as it was for Mises, is that absent private property
in the means of production rational economic calculation will be impossible."
Without the mental aid of monetary calculation, decision-makers will be unable
to assess how to allocate scarce capital goods among alternative lines of
production in an efficient manner. Before I move on to examine how Hayek
restates this argument in response to different opponents, I want to clarify with
a few select quotations the importance Hayek placed on Mises’ contribution to
his endeavor to respond to opponents in the socialist calculation debate. In other
words, Hayek thought he was pursuing a Misesian line of argument and
applying it to meet the challenge of new opponents as they moved from
Marxists, such as Otto Neurath and Otto Bauer, to neoclassical socialist
economists, such as Oskar Lange (1939) and Abba Lerner (1934, 1935).

Mises, according to Hayek, “went far beyond” his predecessors in his critique
of socialism, and therefore Mises’ work represented “the starting-point from
which all the discussions of the economic problems of socialism, whether
constructive or critical, which aspire to be taken seriously must necessarily
proceed” (1935a, p. 33). Moreover, while it was true that both Max Weber and
Boris Brutzkus presented a critique of socialism on grounds of the impossibility
of economic calculation under socialism independently of Mises,'* it was Mises
who presented “the more complete and systematic exposition” of the problem
(1935a, p. 36).

Hayek explains that Mises’ “central thesis could not be refuted” (p. 36). But
even where Mises’ thesis was conceded, socialist thinkers did not abandon their
aspirations. There were basically two responses to Mises'>. The first response
was to admit Mises’ critique, and the implication that socialist production would
entail—in the world we live in (which includes a world economy of market
prices) there would be a loss of efficiency. But the loss of efficiency and decline
in general wealth would be accepted on the grounds of achieving a more just
distribution of income. As Hayek states, from an economic point of view, if this
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choice is made in full realization of what is implied, then there is not much left
for the economist to offer to the deliberation. Analytical economics has nothing
more to say. The second responses to Mises, however, left room for the
analytical economist to respond. Here the argument was made that Professor
Mises’ criticisms were “valid only as regards the particular form of socialism
against which it was mainly directed,” but that hope for socialists remained in
the attempt to “construct other schemes that would be immune against that
criticism” (1935a, p. 38). In this regard, Hayek saw his role as “to examine in
their light (i.e. Mises’ critique and the developments of that critique by others)
some of the more recent developments of English speculation” (1935a, p. 40).

Mises and Hayek in debate with socialist economists

In rhetoric, Mises did not have much patience with socialist intellectuals who did
not attempt to meet his challenge of rational economic calculation. On the other
hand, despite his fundamental disagreement, at least socialists such as Dickinson
and Lange “are conversant with economic thought” (1949, p. 706, fn.4). Thus, he
thought that responding to their attempts to meet his argument was worthwhile.
Hayek had already taken up that challenge in his concluding essay to Collective
Economic Planning (1935b) and his critical examination of “The Competitive
‘Solution’” (1940). Hayek’s knowledge problem argument emerged in this
exercise, whereas Mises’ theory of the entrepreneurial market process is refined in
his attempt to articulate why the mathematical model of Walrasian socialism did
not meet his argument (see Vaughn 1980b). The complementary nature of these
two arguments is what we hope to explore in this section.

Lavoie (1985, pp. 20-1) describes the debate as going through the following
stages:

central planning theory before 1920;
Mises’ critique of central planning;
equation solving;

the issue of impracticability; and
trial and error models.

W W=

Hoft’s (1949, p. 204) survey of the debate makes a similar distinction between
the stages of the debate, but is more concentrated on the responses made directly
to Mises’ challenge:

1 solutions from the theory of the moneyless economy;
solutions based on the original Marxist labor theory of value;

3 mathematical solutions and models which employ the experimental
method of trial and error;

4 solutions via marginal costing; and

5 those that aim to provide a solution by the introduction of competition into

models of socialism.
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As Hoff states, solutions offered in categories (1) and (2) were proven to be
futile against Mises’ challenge. The interesting issue, as far as testing Mises’
proposition that meaningful economic calculation can take place only within the
private property market society, was to see how Mises’ argument would hold up
against the counterarguments in (3)—(5).

Hayek (1935b) had already begun to respond to these arguments—and, in
fact, had anticipated arguments that would only be developed in the coming
decades.!® The debate in the English language began at “a comparatively high
level” and the first proposed solutions “were directed to show that on the
assumption of a complete knowledge of all relevant data, the values and
quantities of the different commodities to be produced might be determined by
the application of the apparatus by which theoretical economics explains the
formation of prices and the direction of production in a competitive system”
(Hayek 1935b, p. 207). There are two types of responses to make to this line of
argument. First, the easy argument would be to just point out the difficulties such
a solution would confront, even granting the assumptions. The “nature and
amount of concrete information required if a numerical solution is to be
attempted and the magnitude of the task which this numerical solution must
involve in any modern community” would represent a “statistical task” that is
“beyond human capacity” (Hayek 1935b, pp. 208, 210, 211). But this was not
Hayek’s argument. Hayek, following Mises, offered a more fundamental second
type of argument. To argue that “a determination of prices by such a procedure”
solves the problem of economic calculation under capitalism, let alone under
socialism “only proves that the real nature of the problem has not been
perceived” (Hayek 1935b, pp. 207, 208). The formal model of general economic
equilibrium (of either a Walrasian or Casselian variant) at best represents the
rules and principles to which the actual pricing process would have to adjust
were it to achieve an optimum, and not a description of actual pricing
processes.!” Within the actual market process, technological knowledge can
become useful to agents only via the economic calculations which the pricing
process affords. Absent this process and the data required to make the
calculations “is by no means ‘in existence’” (Hayek 1935b, p. 210).

An equilibrium model is relevant for descriptive purposes only if “all external
change had ceased.” “The essential thing” Hayek wrote, about the market order “is
that it does react to some extent to all those small changes and differences which
would have to be deliberately disregarded” under socialism (1953b, p. 212). The
continual, and marginal, adjustment and adaptability of the market to changes in
the underlying data is the source of its relative effectiveness in allocating scarce
resources. This is particularly relevant when assessing the “solutions” to Mises’
challenge through marginal cost pricing rules, or the so-called competitive
solution. As Hayek pointed out, the “excessive preoccupation with conditions of a
hypothetical state of stationary equilibrium has led modern economists in general,
and especially those who propose this particular solution, to attribute to the notion
of costs in general a much greater precision and definiteness than can be attached
to any cost phenomena in real life” (Hayek 1935b, p. 226).
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Readers might recognize in this concern of Hayek with economically
meaningful discussions of costs simply the emphasis that Buchanan has claimed
was the hallmark of the LSE approach to economics (see Buchanan 1969). Both
Buchanan’s and Coase’s critique of Pigouvian welfare economics was grounded
in the same type of criticism. Costs can only be treated as objective and
measurable, assuming conditions of equilibrium, but if one were in equilibrium
then costs cease to be a guide to future action, but instead are rules of action
which define the situation. Pigouvian remedies, in other words, were either
impracticable or redundant—in either case the Pigouvian approach was
irrelevant to the real problem at hand in dealing with externalities (see Vaughn
1980a). Hayek’s argument against socialist planning along marginal cost pricing
lines was in part to insist that in a world of disequilibrium marginal cost pricing
rules are economically meaningless in themselves. Once we:

consider a world where most of the existing means of production are the
product of particular processes that will probably never be repeated;
where, in consequence of incessant change, the value of most of the more
durable instruments of production has little or no connection with the costs
which have been incurred in their production but depends only on the
services which they are expected to render in the future, the question of
what exactly are the costs of production of a given product is a question of
extreme difficulty which cannot be answered definitely on the basis of any
processes which take place inside the individual firm or industry.
(Hayek 1935b, p. 227)

The constellation of market prices within the economic system, in other words,
is “an indispensable guide for the determination of the appropriate volume of
production.” Cost cannot be determined in any manner independent of the
pricing process. It is “only in this way that some of the alternative ends which
are affected by the decision can be taken into account” (Hayek 1935b, p. 227).

The marginal cost rule solution in models of market socialism is proposed as
if costs can be determined independently of the process within which the
manager must plan. Costs during any period of production cannot be said to be
dependent on prices. “Even in the very short run costs will depend on the effects
which current decisions will have on future productivity. Whether it is
economical to run a machine hard and to neglect maintenance, whether to make
major adjustments to a given change in demand or to carry on as well as possible
with the existing organization—in fact, almost every decision on how to
produce—now depends at least in part on the views held about the future”
(1940, p. 198).

The efficiency rule for industrial production under the direction of the Supreme
Economic Council in the market socialist scheme would be for managers to
minimize average costs of production, and price equal to marginal costs (see
Lange 1939, p. 77). But as Hayek points out, “What is forgotten is that the method
which under given conditions is the cheapest is a thing which has to be discovered,
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and to be discovered anew, sometimes almost from day to day, by the entrepreneur,
and that, in spite of the strong inducement, it is by no means regularly the
established entrepreneur, the man in charge of the existing plant, who will discover
what is the best method” (Hayek 1940, p. 196). The pressure sequence of the
ability to enter at one’s own risk and to attract consumers, “But, if prices are fixed
by the authority, this method is excluded” (Hayek 1940, p. 196).

In other words, the benefits of competitive markets are tied to the existence of
markets and cannot be obtained independent of that context. Hayek’s argument
is clear on this. The so-called “competitive solution” provides no solution to
Mises’ challenge, precisely because it assumes what must be demonstrated—so
the third chapter in the debate must also come to a close with Mises as the victor.
The knowledge argument is a contextual argument. Hayek’s argument is not
limited to the complexity issue of how various scattered bits and pieces of
information held privately can be summarized in a form which is objectively
useful for others, so that economic actors can coordinate their plans. This is an
important problem that all economists must recognize. The price system does
economize on the amount of information that we have to process, and it does
allow us to coordinate decentralized decisions. But this is not the most subtle
reading that can be given to Hayek.'

In addition to the complexity argument that most scholars read in Hayek,
there is an argument—as we have seen—that the knowledge required for
economic calculation is available only within the market process itself. Outside
of that context this knowledge does not exist. And, it is precisely this contextual
knowledge of the market which enables economic actors to select, from among
the numerous arrays of technologically feasible production projects, those which
are economically viable—in other words to engage in rational economic
calculation.

The fact that Hayek’s argument is made within the context of the socialist
calculation debate of the 1930s and 1940s means that he was forced to stress
certain arguments that would be effective against the arguments presented by his
opponents. He was, to put it bluntly, part of a conversation the parameters of
which were set by both parties to the conversation. Lange thought he could
answer Mises by stressing that the economic problem—under whatever
system—is answerable if three sets of data are available. The necessary data are:

1 individual preference scales;
2 knowledge of the terms on which alternatives are offered; and
3 knowledge of existing resource availability.

Lange asserted that knowledge of individual preference scales and resource
availability is given in socialism in the same way that it is given under
capitalism. The only really potential problem for socialist organization is
knowledge of the terms on which alternatives are offered. On the basis of the
modern marginalist theory of exchange and production, however, Lange argued
that knowledge of the terms on which alternatives are offered can be derived
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from knowledge of the scale of preferences and resource availability. Production
functions provide all that is necessary in terms of the technical possibilities of
transforming inputs into outputs. But in order to assert this theoretical
proposition, Lange had to assume that data on production and consumption were
given, when the problem was to show how in the absence of the market process
the socialist community would obtain these data. As Hoff (1949, p. 216) pointed
out, none of Lange’s theoretical assertions “can be considered tenable” for any
other reason than that the data are “not given to the same extent in the socialist
society, as they are in the capitalist one.”

Precisely because Hayek was responding to Lange and others,'” who assumed
as given the very knowledge of the data which within the market process is
embedded in the price system and entrepreneurial appraisement, and which
serves as the basis for economic calculation, he increasingly focused on the use
of knowledge in society. But if we compare Hayek’s statements on this issue—
once this context is remembered—with those of Mises, then a basic similarity in
the argument can be seen.

Mises, in order to pinpoint the crucial failure of socialist proposals, assumed
that the socialist dictator has at their disposal all the technological knowledge, a
complete inventory of the available factors of production and the manpower
available for the production period under discussion.?® Still, with all this
knowledge at their disposal, the dictator must choose among an infinite variety
of projects, such that resources are employed in their highest valued use (1949,
p.- 696). They must decide what is the best way to execute a production plan. But
in the standard equilibrium models proposed in the literature, the economic
knowledge, which Mises and Hayek emphasized was available only within the
context of the competitive market process itself, was assumed to be derivable
once technological knowledge was assumed to be provided. The key issue to
Mises and Hayek was to deny that this derivation was acceptable.

Mises, in other words, despite the assumption of given knowledge, is not
assuming perfect knowledge in the usual economic meaning of that term. If
perfect knowledge was assumed, then the problem with socialism would be at
best a complexity issue which could be solved by a supercomputer. The
“knowledge of the particular circumstances of time and place” and the fact that
we are dealing with data which “by its nature cannot enter into statistics” does
not just challenge the practicability of socialism (see Hayek 1945, pp. 80, 83).
Rather, socialism is impossible precisely because the institutional configuration
of socialism precludes economic calculation by eliminating the emergence of the
very economic knowledge that is required for these calculations to be made by
economic actors.

Mises’ argument is subtle and must be read carefully. Not only does he
contend that economic knowledge cannot be inferred directly from
technological knowledge without the aid of the market process, but that
knowledge of equilibrium values is irrelevant for action outside of equilibrium.
In equilibrium the underlying variables of tastes and technology are perfectly
reflected in the induced variables of prices and profits and loss. If this was not
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the case, then the conditions defined by Pareto optimality—in terms of
production efficiency, exchange efficiency, and product-mix efficiency—would
not hold. But this situation is irrelevant for actors in the world outside of
equilibrium. “What impels a man toward change and innovation,” Mises wrote,
“is not the vision of equilibrium prices, but the anticipation of the height of the
prices of a limited number of articles as they will prevail on the market on the
date at which he plans to sell.” The market economy is an entrepreneurial
process which “again and again reshuffles exchange ratios and allocation of the
factors of production. An enterprising man discovers a discrepancy between the
prices of the complementary factors of production and the future prices of the
products as he anticipates them, and tries to take advantage of this discrepancy
for his own profit. The future price which he has in mind is, to be sure, not the
hypothetical equilibrium price. No actor has anything to do with equilibrium and
equilibrium prices; these notions are foreign to real life and action; they are
auxiliary tools of praxeological reasoning for which there is no mental means to
conceive the ceaseless restlessness of action other than to contrast it with the
notion of perfect quiet” (1949, p. 711).

Just as in our discussion of the marginal cost solution, the optimality rule that
production should be at that level which minimizes average costs, and price
equals marginal cost, has no meaning to economic actors outside of the
equilibrium situation. In equilibrium the rule is not a guide to action, but rather
the outcome of a process set in motion outside of equilibrium. Outside of
equilibrium the guide to action is the ceaseless attempt to improve one’s lot by
removing uneasiness and substituting the current unsatisfactory state for an
anticipated better future state.?! Equilibrium conditions, or values, have no value
for the actor. Compare this reading of Mises’ with Hayek’s statements on the
failure of the marginal cost solution, and the positions are strikingly similar and
represent a paradigmatic alternative to the equilibrium economics of the
emerging neoclassical hegemony from the mid twentieth century to this day.

“The Misesian demonstration of the logical impossibility,” Salerno wrote
(1994, p. 112), “is not predicated on the central planners’ incapacity to perform
tasks that can conceivably be carried out by individual human minds (e.g.
discovery of factual and technical knowledge, mathematical computations,
managerial monitoring, and prevention of labor shirking, etc.). Rather, it is
concerned with the lack of a genuinely competitive and social market process in
which each and every kind of scarce resource receives an objective and
quantitative price appraisal in terms of a common denominator reflecting its
relative importance in serving (anticipated) consumer preferences. This social
appraisal process of the market transforms the substantially qualitative
knowledge about economic conditions acquired individually and independently
by competing entrepreneurs, including their estimates of the incommensurable
subjective valuations of individual consumers for the whole array of final goods,
into an integrated system of objective exchange ratios for the myriads of original
and intermediate factors of production. It is the elements of this coordinated
structure of monetary price appraisements for resources in conjunction with
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appraised future prices of consumer goods which serve as the data in the
entrepreneurial profit computations that must underlie a rational allocation of
resources.”

If my interpretation of Hayek is correct, as I believe the above textual
evidence supports, then Salerno’s description also fits Hayek’s rendering of the
problem. Of course, neither Mises nor Hayek denied as a practical matter that
socialism would confront problems of gathering vast amounts of technical
knowledge; computing a set of mathematical equations for an advanced
industrial economy; managerial motivation; and labor discipline. And, at
different points throughout their respective careers they have both used variants
of all these arguments to challenge socialist and interventionist proposals. But
these difficulties were not the decisive objections to socialist planning. The
decisive objection is that the social process of the market is the source itself of
the knowledge required to pursue advanced industrial projects (which shuffle
heterogeneous and multispecific capital goods into production combinations)
and to make rational calculations about the use of scarce resources among
competing projects so that resources are allocated in an economically efficient
manner.

Hayek’s “knowledge” problem is what Salerno refers to as the “data” which
serve as the backdrop against which economic calculation proceeds. If these data
are assumed to be given, as in the general equilibrium models of socialism, then
Mises’ argument becomes theoretically trivial and just practically burdensome.?
But these data cannot be assumed to be given, as they are intimately tied to the
institution of private property and the market process and do not come into
existence in the absence of that process. It is the context of the market, and the
complex set of institutional arrangements that the term implies, which gives rise
to the market’s own error-corrective character. And, it is this character of the
market which is the common ground in the theory of the market economy
presented by Mises and Hayek (see Kirzner 1996, p. 153).

Conclusion: the socialist calculation debate today

The collapse of state socialism in the Eastern and Central Europe, and the former
Soviet Union has caused a sort of theoretical dissonance among economists. If
the market socialists had demonstrated that Mises’ argument was flawed and
Hayek’s complexity argument could be handled with the advent of modern
computer technology—as was argued in the standard historiography—then why
did the economies of these countries operate so inefficiently? First, the standard
historiography was mistaken on several counts, as Lavoie (1985) demonstrated.
Second, the relationship of the Mises-Hayek critique and the operation of former
socialist economies is a subtle matter and not as easily rendered as the above
statement of dissonance might suggest.”® Nevertheless, this question has
motivated economists to rethink the issue of economic organization of socialism.
In particular, Bardhan and Roemer (1993) have edited a volume which attempts
to establish the terms of the current debate on market socialism in the
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post-Communist world. It is important to contrast their understanding of the
states of the debate with that presented here (following the work of Hoff and
Lavoie). Bardhan and Roemer (1993, pp. 3—-17) fail to recognize the contextual
knowledge argument presented as the Austrian objection to socialism. Instead,
they read Mises and Hayek through the lens of modern mechanism design
theory and principal-agent models. The nature of criticism remains, in their
opinion, the complexity of coordinating private information and monitoring the
behavior of agents. In this rendering, a feasible model of non-private ownership
can be designed which attempts to “combine democracy and a reasonably
egalitarian income and wealth distribution with some of these incentive and
discipline mechanisms” (Bardhan and Roemer 1993, p. 16).

Obviously, a communication failure between the Austrians and other
economists persists.>* The Austrian argument can be understood only by
translating it into terms in which it is no longer the fundamental critique of the
socialist project that it was intended to be. This means that the paradigmatic
clash between the Austrians and contemporary formal theory persists. In other
words, the theory of the market process in Mises and Hayek is of a different
character from the theory presented in modern economics. This was true in the
1930s and 1940s, and it remains true today—and it is the divergence in meaning
which continues to confuse matters with regard to the socialist calculation
debate, as Lavoie (1985) contended.

The dehomogenization of Mises and Hayek will not aid in closing this
communication gap. Thus, along with Kirzner, we can disagree with Salerno’s
“two-paradigm” thesis, yet admit that Salerno’s discussion of the entrepreneurial
appraisement process has drawn attention to a “significant element in Mises”
(1996, p. 148). The Mises-Hayek understanding of the market as a ceaseless
corrective process, which is brought to life only through the institution of private
property and with the aid of monetary prices that affords monetary calculation,
stands in contrast to approaches which emphasize only the incentive issues of
private property, or the informational efficiency of equilibrium prices. The
centrality of monetary calculation to Mises and Hayek is the unique contribution
of the Austrian school of economics. Combined with additional Austrian
assumptions and theoretical propositions—irreversibility of time, uncertainty,
time structure of production, heterogeneity and multiple specificity of capital
goods, non-neutrality of money, and so on—monetary calculation emerges as
not just an aspect of the market process, but the crucial element which allows for
the social cooperation under the division of labor. Without monetary calculation,
civilization as we know it is simply not possible. As Mises put it: “Our
civilization is inseparably linked with our methods of economic calculation. It
would perish if we were to abandon this most precious intellectual tool of
action” (1949, p. 230). And, as Hayek has said: “socialist aims and programmes
are factually impossible to achieve or execute; and they also happen, into the
bargain as it were, to be logically impossible... The dispute between the market
order and socialism is no less than a matter of survival. To follow socialist
morality would destroy much of the present humankind and impoverish much of



Economic calculation 45

the rest” (1988, p. 7). Except for wording and rhetoric in argumentation, the
essential argument that Mises and Hayek rose against socialist proposals—the
problem of economic calculation—and their understanding of how the private
property system enables monetary calculation are complementary contributions
to economic theory, and represents one of the most important and original
contributions to political economy of this (or any) century.
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4  Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom
revisited

Government failure in the argument
against Socialism*

Introduction

In a symposium on The Fatal Conceit, the economic historian Robert Higgs
chided Hayek for ignorance of modern developments in public choice. “From
reading Hayek,” Higgs argued, “one would never know that public choice had
been invented. Neither Buchanan nor Tullock nor any of their followers gets a
single mention. Neither does Hayek show any awareness of public choice
problems” (1988-9, pp. 8-9). According to Higgs, there is no discussion of
interest groups, the motivation for voting, free rider problems, constitutional
rules, etc., in Hayek’s work. I grant that Higgs’ discussion is limited to The Fatal
Conceit and is not meant to address the entire corpus of Hayek’s work, but the
impression on the reader is that this flaw in Hayek’s final work is symptomatic
of something that permeates his entire body of work in economics and politics.
The Fatal Conceit is seen as simply a restatement of Hayek’s earlier works and,
that, in fact, is the problem, according to Higgs. Repeating familiar Hayekian
themes about rational constructivism and the informational function of the price
system does not suffice as an academically rigorous foundation for classical
liberalism. Not only are the political issues raised by public choice scholars
ignored, but so are the “market failure” arguments that have emerged from
mainstream neoclassical economics. Hayek’s argument is analytically weak and
rhetorically vapid, and, as a result, Higgs concludes, we should not expect
Hayek’s argument to convince anyone who is not already deeply sympathetic to
the Hayekian position.

I single Higgs out not because his discussion represents an egregious example
of misreading of Hayek’s work, but because he reflects a general opinion among
pro-market intellectuals concerning Hayek’s analytical apparatus.' In other
words, while many individuals may nod to Hayek’s valiant fight against
socialism and in organizing an international resurgence of classical liberal
political economy (especially with his efforts relating to the Mont Pelerin
Society), the belief is that he failed to address not only the revisions of socialist

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1995) “Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom Revisited: Government Failure in the
Argument Against Socialism,” Eastern Economic Journal 21(1) (Winter): 7-26.
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economic theory through the years (say post-Lange market socialist models of
the kind proposed by Leonid Hurwicz or the models of workers’ self-
management of the type developed by Jaroslav Vanek), but also the various
subtle arguments for interventionism (neo Keynesianism and market failure
theory) that had developed in the post-World War II years. Even more damning
is Hayek’s supposed ignorance of pro-market developments in economic
science, such as property-rights and transaction-cost theory, law and economics,
monetarism, New Classical macroeconomics, public choice, etc. Instead, the
sympathetic critic contends that Hayek was content simply to beat the
intellectually dead horse of central planning.?

While many public choice scholars will give a nod to Joseph Schumpeter’s
Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy (1942) as an early precursor, Hayek’s work
in political science is barely mentioned at all with regard to the historical
development of public choice theory.® This is quite striking since Schumpeter did
not see any theoretical difficulty in the organizational logic of socialism, whereas
Hayek’s work explicitly dealt with the thorny economic and political logic of
socialism and democratic socialism.* Specifically, it is curious that The Road to
Serfdom is not seen as a volume which addressed the standard public choice
problems of the operation of democracy despite its extended treatment of the
limits of democracy. Sir Alan Peacock, for example, in his book, Public Choice
Analysis in Historical Perspective (1992, pp. 59—-60) uses Hayek as an example of
a theorist who is decidedly not in the public choice tradition. According to
Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom, the bulk of humanity, Peacock argues, reacts
passively to policy initiatives. Hayek is just as guilty as Keynes, Peacock states, for
implicitly rejecting the wisdom of public choice analysis when he accepts the
proposition that it is ideas and not vested interests which rule the world of affairs.

The Road to Serfdom, however, was not limited to a critique of comprehensive
central planning, i.e. the socialism of the Bolsheviks. Neither was it limited to an
examination of the ideas which fostered the rise of totalitarian Bolshevism and
Nazism. Rather, the book set out to explicate how socialist ideas change the
demands on democratic institutions and how these institutions are in turn
transformed into instruments of totalitarian rule because of their inability to meet
these changing demands in a manner consistent with democratic principles. In
other words, Hayek tells a tragic story—one in which the best of intentions pave
the way to a hellish political, social, and economic existence. “Is there a greater
tragedy imaginable,” Hayek asks, “than that, in our endeavor consciously to shape
our future in accordance with high ideals, we should in fact unwittingly produce
the very opposite of what we have been striving for?” (1944, p. 5).

In order to get a deeper understanding of Hayek’s argument, I will attempt to
reconstruct his argument in The Road to Serfdom, survey the reaction to his
argument by his contemporaries, elaborate on why his argument was
misunderstood by his contemporaries and subsequent generations, and finally
explain the continuing relevance of his thesis concerning the failure of
government to either control or supplant the market mechanism in a manner
consistent with the principles of liberal democracy.
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The central argument

The Road to Serfdom is not the usual “political” pamphlet. The argument within
the text is subtle and, in fact, its central message preoccupied Hayek for the rest of
his scholarly life. Hayek took time out from technical economics, as he informed
his reader in the preface, “due to a peculiar and serious feature of the discussions
of problems of future economic policy at the present time” (1944, p. xvii). There
is no doubt that Hayek intended to return in earnest to problems of pure economic
theory, and specifically to capital theory (of which his The Pure Theory of Capital
(1940) was only the first volume of a proposed two-volume work) after
completing this book in his spare time. Hayek, however, never did return to
economics. Instead, he embarked upon a new career as political theorist, historian
of ideas, legal philosopher, etc. In fact, it could be legitimately argued that after
1944 Hayek moved completely out of economics proper and into social theory,
and arguably emerged as one of the most wide-ranging theoretical social scientists
of the twentieth century. But both The Constitution of Liberty (1960) and Law,
Legislation and Liberty (1973-9) are in many ways elaborations and refinements
of the argument first articulated in Hayek’s “political book.”

The Road to Serfdom is divided into sixteen concise chapters that take us on
a tour of intellectual history and abstract logical deduction interspersed with
historical observation. The contribution of the book was to demonstrate the
social consequence of ideas. In this regard, Peacock’s reading of Hayek is
correct, but misleading. While it is true that Hayek envisions ideas as the motive
force in history, the tragedy of bad ideas is that they permit the rule of privileged
interests over the common interest. Ideas provide the social infrastructure within
which individuals pursue their own interest. If these ideas do not constrain the
self-seeking behavior of individuals appropriately, then the result will be not
only economically inefficient, but politically and socially obnoxious.

The theoretical core of Hayek’s analysis was Mises’ (1922) insight
concerning the technical impossibility of economic calculation within a socialist
system—socialism traditionally defined as the abolition of private property in
the means of production. Hayek’s twist on this Misesian argument was to
elaborate the precise role that the price system played in providing the
information (or knowledge) required for complex plan coordination.’ The
Mises-Hayek argument demonstrated that socialism could not replicate what the
private property order and the price system provided. No one mind or group of
minds could possibly possess the knowledge necessary to coordinate a complex
industrial economic system. The private property order and the price system, on
the other hand, through the signals of monetary prices, and profit and loss
accounting engendered the appropriate incentives, economized the information
that needed to be processed by economic actors, and not only provided the social
context for entrepreneurial discovery that was necessary for the effective use of
currently available resources but led to the innovations and technological
progress that assured continued prosperity (Mises 1922, pp. 55-130; Hayek
1948, pp. 77-91, 119-209).
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The Road to Serfdom proceeds under the assumption that this Misesian
theoretical proposition has been established in the technical literature.® Hayek’s
task in The Road to Serfdom was not to establish that socialist planning could not
achieve the efficiency results of capitalism, but rather to demonstrate what
would structurally emerge from the failure of socialist planning to achieve its
desired results. The detour into intellectual history in the first three chapters was
considered necessary to show that despite the Misesian demonstration, the
socialist critique of competition had effectively undermined the legitimacy of
liberal institutions among the general public and especially among the
intellectual élite. Hayek’s assessment that one of the great advances of liberal
theory was to unmask the special pleading activity of interest groups is
significant when demonstrating Hayek’s relevance to public choice. Liberalism,
Hayek argues, had imparted a “healthy suspicion” of any argument that
demanded restrictions on market competition.” With its critique of the
competitive system, socialist theory had unfortunately swept away the liberal
constraints against special pleading, and opened the door for a flood of interest
groups to demand government protection from competition under the flag of
socialist planning (Hayek 1944, p. 40).

Hayek even explains how the failure of laissez-faire liberalism against
socialism was born out of its success in curbing the special interests of the
mercantilist type. Hayek states:

Against the innumerable interests which could show that particular
measures would confer immediate and obvious benefits on some, while
the harm they caused was much more indirect and difficult to see, nothing
short of some hard-and-fast rule would have been effective... [But since
such a] strong presumption in favor of industrial liberty had undoubtedly
been established [by the classical economists], the temptation to present it
as a rule which knew no exception was too strong always to be resisted.

(Hayek 1944, pp. 17-18)

Thus, if one of the theoretical claims of modern public choice theory is the
demonstration of the logic of concentrated benefits and dispersed costs, then
clearly Hayek understood this principle. Moreover, if one considers his
argument for the economic importance of “the rule of law,” then it becomes
clear that Hayek sought to counter the logic of concentrated benefits with a fixed
rule that would eliminate opportunities for special groups to capture the
apparatus of the state in order to use it for their benefit.?

Despite the reading given by Higgs or Peacock, The Road to Serfdom touches
upon several themes central to public choice besides concentrated benefits and
dispersed costs. In his elaboration of the importance of the rule of law, for
example, Hayek anticipated a theme that would be continually reiterated in the
work of James Buchanan. Rules, rather than discretion, by “tying the King’s
hands” provide the legal certainty required for the development of commercial
society. Hayek (1944, p. 73), in fact, describes formal rules as “instruments of
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production,” a phraseology that is echoed in Buchanan’s (1975) distinction
between the “productive state” and the “redistributive state.”

Hayek provides one of the most articulate statements of the liberal
proposition that economic freedom and political freedom are linked. This
argument has often been misunderstood to suggest that economic development
could occur only within a liberal political order. If that were the case, empirical
counter-examples could be supplied where authoritarian dictatorships produced
economic growth. The liberal argument would be refuted, or at least seriously
called into question.® Hayek’s argument, of course, was more limited and not so
crude as to assert such a tight social causation. He argued that economic control
does not control merely “a sector of human life which can be separated from the
rest; it is the control of the means for all our ends. And whoever has some
control of the means must also determine which ends are to be served, which
values are to be rated higher and which lower—in short, what men should
believe and strive for. Central planning means that the economic problem is to
be solved by the community instead of by the individual; but this involves that
it must also be the community, or rather its representatives, who must decide the
relative importance of the different needs” (1944, p. 92).

Perhaps Hayek’s most important public choice contribution in The Road to
Serfdom was in pointing out the organizational logic implied in the substitution
of community decision-making by its representatives to form a collective plan
for the private decisions of individuals within the marketplace. His discussion
entails both an examination of the incentives these representatives face in the
institutional context of centralized economic planning, and the evolutionary
process engendered by these institutions for the selection of leaders. Remember,
in my interpretation, Hayek did not seek to demonstrate the truth or falsehood of
the Misesian proposition concerning the impossibility of economic calculation
under socialism in The Road to Serfdom. This work proceeded as if that
proposition had already been established in the technical literature of economic
theory. Thus, Hayek was examining the organizational logic of central planning
and what societal/institutional transformation would occur in response to the
failure of planning to achieve its stated purposes.'

Obviously, when faced with their failure, government officials could reverse
course and move toward the adoption of liberal economic policies. Crucial to
Hayek’s argument is the public choice wisdom that government decision-
makers, within a social context where liberalism (and its institutions of
governance) has been undermined by the socialist critique, do not face
incentives which are likely to produce a choice of reversing course. This is how
we get the “slippery slope” argument. Where Hayek differs from the extreme
public choice interpretation of the incentives within politics is how ideas (by
changing the social infrastructure) can change the incentives that officials face in
policy decisions. In this regard, Hayek blends ideas and interests together in a
more subtle manner than is available in textbook treatments of public choice
theory, and he does so in a manner akin to Buchanan’s important distinction
between pre- and post-constitutional levels of analysis.
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In examining the organizational logic of planning, Hayek warns the reader
that since the economic knowledge necessary to plan the economy rationally
will not be available to planners, these decision-makers will be forced to rely on
the forms of information that are readily available, which in this context comes
in the form of incentives to exercise political power. Hayek’s argument is an
application of the principle of comparative advantage to the selection of leaders
within the planning system. In other words, just as we expect the division of
labor within a society to reflect the opportunity costs of the various producers,
so we should expect those with the requisite skills in exercising political power
to advance within the political apparatus of planning. In this regard, Hayek was
directly challenging the argument that experiments in real existing planning, say
in the former Soviet Union, were tainted by “historical accident” and/or “bad”
people, and therefore, could not be employed to illustrate the difficulties with
planning. It simply was not true that if only “good” people controlled the
planning bureau, then the results would be harmonious with liberal democratic
values.!! Hayek wrote:

There are strong reasons for believing that what to us appears the worst
features of the existing totalitarian systems are not accidental by-products
but phenomena which totalitarianism is certain sooner or later to produce.
Just as the democratic statesman who sets out to plan economic life will
soon be confronted with the alternative of either assuming dictatorial
powers or abandoning his plans, so the totalitarian dictator would soon
have to choose between disregard of ordinary morals and failure.
(Hayek 1944, p. 135)

“Success” in this arena requires a talent for unscrupulous and uninhibited moral
behavior with respect to humanity. Totalitarianism is neither a consequence of
“corruption” nor ‘“historical accident,” but rather a logical consequence of the
institutional incentives of the attempt to centrally plan an economy.!?

Hayek, in this context as throughout The Road to Serfdom, is making a subtle
and tragic argument about the consequences of planning. It is not just that a band
of “thugs” gets control of the coercive apparatus of the state and employs it to
oppress the mass of citizens to their own benefit, the desire to organize economic
life (or social life in general) in strict accordance to a scientific plan does not
spring from a desire to exercise power over people. But, Hayek points out, the
arbitrary employment of power is a consequence, and not a cause, of the desire
to plan the economy scientifically. In order “to achieve their end, collectivists
must create power—power over men wielded by other men—of a magnitude
never before known, and...their success will depend on the extent to which they
achieve such power” (1944, p. 144). Even liberal socialists, as opposed to
collectivists, in their desire to plan the economy, must establish institutions of
discretionary planning and grant authority to the planners to exercise their
political power in order to accomplish the task entrusted to them. The
complexity of the task implied in rationally planning an economic system would
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require that planners be granted almost unlimited discretion. And, as a
consequence, we should expect that only those that have a comparative
advantage in exercising discretionary power will survive.

Hayek’s argument was a straightforward application of economic principles
to the political institutions of planning. It was an argument not unique to Hayek
and should not have been a controversial proposition. Frank Knight, in fact,
made quite a similar argument when he aptly stated that the planning authorities
would have to:

exercise their power ruthlessly to keep the machinery of organized
production and distribution running... They would have to do these things
whether they wanted to or not; and the probability of the people in power
being individuals who would dislike the possession and exercise of power
is on a level with the probability than an extremely tender-hearted person
would get the job of whipping-master on a slave plantation.

(Knight 1938, p. 869)

If public choice theory means “The economic study of non-market
decisionmaking or simply the application of economics to political science”
(Muller 1989, p. 1), then Hayek’s argument concerning the organizational logic
of socialist institutions is unduly neglected within the contemporary literature in
political economy. Moreover, Hayek’s argument was not limited to an
examination of “hot” socialism, but included an analysis of the importance of
rules rather than discretion, the limits of democracy and the importance of
federalism as an institutional constraint on democratic action.'?

What I would like to suggest is that this neglect of Hayek’s public choice
contribution can be ascribed to the twin factors of vision and analysis."* The
majority of his contemporaries misunderstood his insights because of visionary
differences which caused them to turn a deaf ear to his argument. In addition,
among those contemporaries who shared his vision, precious few followed his
analytical structure.'> Unfortunately, even as time passed and more scholars
tended to share Hayek’s vision concerning the failure of government planning of
the economy, their mode of analysis remained antithetical to his, and thus his
original analytical contribution was masked from their view.

The spirit of the age

The socialist critique of the liberal economic order had effectively changed the
terms of the debate by the beginning of the twentieth century. Most participants
in the intellectual and political debate agreed that laissez-faire liberalism had
failed to provide equity and humane social conditions. Instead, progressive
legislation was demanded in order to correct for the failings of free competition.
The Great Depression, which by popular interpretation of the time demonstrated
that not only was capitalism unjust but that it was also unstable, contributed to
the critique of laissez-faire liberalism. The capitalist system, if it was to survive
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in the liberal world of the 1930s, had to be subject to democratic political forces
of control to tame its operation and protect the populace from unscrupulous
business and irresponsible speculation.

This general intellectual climate of opinion both altered and was reinforced
by the development of neoclassical economics in the 1920s and 1930s. As
academic economic theory became more technically sophisticated and rarefied
in its presentation of its basic theorems, the more intuitive or appreciative
understanding of rivalrous market processes that characterized the classical
economists and the early development of neoclassical economics was dismissed
as unscientific.!® The flip-side of the development of the model of perfect
competition and the strict conditions required was the development of the theory
of market failure. Market failures were said to exist whenever capitalist reality
did not meet the conditions of the textbook model of perfect competition.
Externalities, public goods, monopoly, imperfect competition, and
macroeconomic instability were said to characterize real-world market
economies and required positive government action to curb the socially
undesirable result.

These theoretical developments colored historical interpretations. The
Progressive Era in the US, for example, was seen as a public interest
movement to rid society of social ills through positive government action. The
cynicism toward proposals by interest groups to curb the forces of free
competition that Hayek rightly attributes to nineteenth-century liberalism was
gone, replaced by an optimism of government officials to set right what was
wrong with our world.

The Great Depression simply solidified the “victory” of the socialist critique
of liberalism. The collapse of the US and UK economies shook an entire
generation’s faith in the capitalist system. Rational planning came to be viewed
as not only a viable alternative to be debated, but the only alternative to chaos.
Classical liberal economic policy reflected the beliefs of the naive and the
simple minded. The modern world had become too complex for ideas from the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to offer anything of value.

John Maynard Keynes argued that while some may cling to the old ideas of
liberal economic policy, “in no country of the world today can they be reckoned
as a serious force” (1933, p. 762). The significant fact to remember is that
Keynes considered himself, and was viewed by others, as a realist in the classical
liberal tradition. Keynes was not a socialist radical, but rather a self-anointed
savior of the bourgeois order (Keynes 1926, pp. 129-30). The Keynesian idea
was for government to intervene rationally to improve the workings and
outcomes of the market economy. He proposed combining the socialization of
the capital market with the nineteenth-century political traditions of Great
Britain. While he saw the socialization of investment as the only way of securing
full employment, this change did not, in his analysis, require a general break
with bourgeois society. Keynes conceived of his theory as an extension of
classical liberalism, not a rejection. His advocacy of a greater role of government
in planning the economy was, in his mind, a practical attempt to save



The Road to Serfdom revisited 55

individualism and to avoid the destruction of the existing economic system (Ibid.
1936, pp. 378-81).

The spirit of the age even led someone as cynical toward intellectual and
political promises of human betterment through progressive legislation as Frank
Knight to declare publicly the virtues of Communism (Knight, 1932). Knight
argued that liberal society had failed to provide social order in the time of crisis,
and, therefore, that Communism may regrettably provide the social order so
desperately needed.'” It seemed as if everyone advocated some form of
government control and planning of the economy to ensure stability and equity
during the 1930s and 1940s. In this intellectual climate of opinion, the challenge
posed to economic planning by its critics, Mises and Hayek, was neither
appreciated nor tolerated. But without understanding the theoretical difficulties
with planning, the eventual disappointing experience with planning attempts in
both the socialist and democratic world could not be understood. It was not just
an issue of ideological apologetics; the problem was that the ideological vision
produced an honest analytical blind spot in scholars and intellectuals.

The intellectual biases of the time not only failed to appreciate economic
problems of planning; they also ignored political difficulties of planning. Along
with the previous era’s cynicism toward pleas for restrictions against
competition, the victory of the socialist critique of liberal society also eliminated
the justifications for constraints on democratic government that had been
developed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Hayek’s discussion of this
delegitimation of liberal constitutionalism and the rule of law was one of the
crucial arguments in The Road to Serfdom (1944, pp. 56-87). In order for
planning to be implemented, officials cannot be constrained by formal rules, but
must be entrusted with discretionary power. Moreover, planning (if it is to have
any coherent meaning) requires broad agreement, and democracy is capable of
only producing a certain level of agreement—usually limited to general rules
within which disagreement will be tolerated. Hayek argued, “That planning
creates a situation in which it is necessary for us to agree on a much larger
number of topics than we have been used to, and that in a planned system we
cannot confine collective action to the tasks on which we can agree but are
forced to produce agreement on everything in order that any action can be taken
at all, is one of the features which contributes more than most to determining the
character of a planned system” (1944, p. 62). In other words, “planning leads to
dictatorship because dictatorship is the most effective instrument of coercion and
the enforcement of ideals and, as such, essential if central planning on a large
scale is to be possible. The clash between planning and democracy arises simply
from the fact that the latter is an obstacle to the suppression of freedom which
the direction of economic activity requires” (1944, p. 70).

Such a warning, however, was not going to be respected during this era.
Traditional limits on democracy had to be abandoned so that progressive
legislation could be enacted. The classical liberal wisdom concerning
constitutional constraints was lost. Instead, a naive view of democratic
governance dominated discourse. A democratic political system was envisioned
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as one in which individual citizens could effectively determine the rules by
which they would live. The voting process unambiguously conveyed the
necessary information concerning the array of public goods and services
demanded and the level of taxes that must be paid. Democracy was an ideal
model of self-rule. The spirit of the age demanded an expansion of democratic
power, not constraint.'® Faced with the failures of the liberal economic order,
democratic government could easily set the manner straight through the
judicious use of rational planning. If government action failed, it was not due to
structural weaknesses in the democratic system (such as the inability of the
government to calculate the alternative use of scarce resources rationally without
the signals of the market). Instead, political actors would just have to gather
more information and try harder next time.

Planning and the expansion of democratic procedures into areas beyond its
traditional scope were not seen as a threat to political freedom. Keynes, for
example, in reacting to Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom wrote:

I should say that what we want is not no planning, or even less planning,
indeed I should say that we almost certainly want more. But planning
should take place in a community in which as many people as possible,
both leaders and followers, wholly share your own moral position.
Moderate planning will be safe if those carrying it out are rightly oriented
in their own minds and hearts to the moral issues.

(Keynes 1944, p. 387)

So long as “good” people were in charge, nothing was objectionable with
economic planning. In fact, planning was desirable.

Hayek’s argument was not treated as kindly by most critics as it was by
Keynes. Hayek had his supporters. For example, Joseph Schumpeter (1946)
wrote a positive review in the Journal of Political Economy, as did Aaron
Director (1945) in the American Economic Review. But most of the leading
academic reviews were not favorable. Barbara Wootton (1945) wrote an even-
handed and respectful critique of Hayek. In fact, Wootton’s book was written in
such a qualified manner that despite its general reputation as a critique of Hayek,
many liberal writers who were sympathetic to Hayek viewed the book as a
confirmation of Hayek’s thesis.!” Wootton was the exception as far as critics of
The Road to Serfdom were concerned.

Herman Finer’s The Road to Reaction (1945) set the tone. Finer accused
Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom of being “the most sinister offensive against
democracy to emerge from a democratic country for many decades” (1945, p. v).
The true alternative to dictatorship, Finer assured his audience, was not
economic individualism and competition, but a democratic government fully
responsible to the people. Hayek’s world, according to Finer, would leave
individuals under the control of aristocrats or the moneyed bourgeoisie. But free
people can govern themselves without such masters. Economic planning was
simply democracy in action, and it proved itself every time there was a
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successful government action. Finer accused Hayek of confused and misleading
language, misunderstanding the concept of the rule of law which was out of the
range of Hayek’s amateur comprehension, a biased understanding of economic
processes, poor scholarship, historical blindness, non-existent comprehension of
the basic teachings of political science and ignorance of the science of
administrative management, as well as a direct assault on the principal values of
the democratic system that conveyed an attitude toward average men and women
that was authoritarian.

Charles Merriam (1946), in reviewing both the Finer and Wootton volumes,
spent very little time on Wootton, but instead devoted most of his energy to
endorsing Finer’s critique vigorously. He refers to Hayek’s book as “an over-
rated work of little permanent value” and states that there has not been a more
effective political polemic written since Henry George’s critique of Herbert
Spencer in the Perplexed Philosopher. Finer’s work, in contrast to Hayek’s, we
are told “breathes the democratic spirit of confidence, and contains a progressive
plan based upon hope rather than upon fear” (Ibid. 1946, p. 135). In his own
review of The Road to Serfdom, Merriam anticipated Finer’s critique of Hayek
as being confused, lacking in scholarship, and arrogant, and concludes by stating
contra Hayek that:

[O]ut of skillful planning will come human freedom in larger measure, the
growth of the human personality, the expansion of the creative possibilities
of mankind. Conscious creative evolution—mastery rather than drift—
marks the way to higher levels and higher orders of human life. The road
to serfdom is not planning but drift, unwillingness to change, incapacity
for adaptation to new possibilities of human emancipation, worship of the
status quo.

(Merriam 1944, p. 235)%

Admittedly I have singled out the worst examples of critical discussion of
Hayek’s thesis. But Merriam’s reviews were published in such prestigious
journals as the American Political Science Review and the American Journal of
Sociology. Joseph Mayer’s (1945) review of The Road to Serfdom, published in
Annals of the American Academy of Political Social Science, was lukewarm—he
did not really understand Hayek’s point about planning, but thought the book
made some important points about the rule of law in a peace-time democracy.
When the American Economic Review ran Director’s review, the editors
included an opposing review by Eric Roll and prefaced the reviews with the
following note: “In view of the ideological character of, and the great interest in
Professor Hayek’s book it was found desirable to publish two reviews written
from different standpoints.” Roll’s review, in fact, comes close to the standard of
“scholarly” discourse established by Finer. Hayek had succumbed to the
common rhetorical tactic among journalists and political pundits, Roll argues,
but we should have hoped that such an experienced social scientist as Hayek
would have avoided the temptation to equate socialism with Nazism. Roll states:
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Hayek might have stopped to reflect upon the very different development
during the last few pre-war years in Germany and in the Soviet Union, and
he might have had the grace, at the least, to acknowledge the very different
manner in which the war itself has been conducted by the enemy and by
our ally: we have yet to be shown that Maidanek is an inevitable corollary
of a collective economy. The truth is that Hayek’s strong political
prejudices show through the veneer of reasonableness with which he tries
to impress the reader.

(Roll 1945, p. 180)*

The intellectual spirit of the age simply could not appreciate or incorporate the
argument put forth by Mises and Hayek into the public wisdom of the time.
Their vision and analysis of political and economic processes were simply
inconsistent with everything that the contemporary intellectual culture in
Western democracies was suggesting c. 1930 to 1975. Even if the intellectual
élite in the West expressed normative disagreements with aspects of how the
Soviet Union was going about introducing a “new civilization,” the attempt to
bring social life under conscious and rational direction with the aid of science
was to be applauded. The economic failures of the Soviet system were attributed
to its historical backwardness, and the political problems were attributed to a
lack of democratic traditions within Russian history. German Nazism, on the
other hand, was a consequence of the German character and the failures of
capitalism, and not the corruption of liberal institutions through the intrusion of
socialist principles, as Hayek contended.

Subsequent historical development seems to have persuaded many that
Hayek’s vision was essentially correct (Heilbroner 1990).% Unfortunately, this
does not translate into an appreciation of his analytical contribution to politics
and economics, and this is no less true for those broadly sympathetic to his
classical liberal vision than for those who are radically opposed to that vision.

Analytical confusions

Hayek was above all else an “Austrian” economist. The analytical propositions he
worked with, the techniques of analysis utilized, his whole mode of operation was
that of an Austrian economist. And, despite his departure from formal economic
questions, this analytical apparatus remained intact. Hayek used Mengerian
spontaneous order theory and Misesian market process theory to examine the
emergence of private property rules, the development of the common law, the
growth of commerce, the rules of moral conduct, etc. Obviously, Hayek was a
unique scholar and read widely across disciplines—he could not be accused, for
example, of being “economistic” in his research. My point is simply that he “read”
this information gleaned from his wide-ranging research through his Austrian
analytical lenses. This point is completely missed by those preoccupied with
Hayek’s liberalism. Liberalism provided Hayek with a set of problems, but the
way that he went about analyzing these problems was thoroughly Austrian.
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Although the visions we hold concerning “man” and “society” provide the
basis of social analysis, they do not constitute it. As Schumpeter wrote, “In order
to posit to ourselves any problems at all, we should first have to visualize a
distinct set of coherent phenomena as a worth-while object of our analytical
efforts. In other words, analytical effort is of necessity preceded by a pre-
analytic cognitive act that supplies the raw material for the analytic effort”
(1954, p. 41). Once we have located an “interesting” problem, we then set about
analyzing it, and the outcomes of our study are not neutral with regard to our
method of analysis.

Hayek’s Austrian style of analysis, however, fell out of favor in the 1940s and
has remained outside the mainstream of economic thinking ever since. To go
back to my introductory thesis, public choice economics was the application of
mainstream economic analysis to political decision-making. The mainstream
tenets of economic analysis are:

1 maximizing behavior,
2 stable preferences, and
3 equilibrium.

Austrian economists, and Hayek in particular, reject at least two of these tenets,
if not all three.”® Hayek, for example, rejects the Homo economicus assumption
as part of the rationalist tradition as opposed to the evolutionary tradition in
which he places his own work (1960, p. 61). Moreover, Hayek was highly
critical of the apparatus of perfect competition and the preoccupation of
economists with equilibrium analysis (1948, pp. 77-106).

Thus, Hayek’s contributions to public choice analysis come in the form of the
application of Austrian economic theory to decision-making within non-market
settings. I would stress even further that it is Austrian capital theory where the
differences between Austrian and other marginalist economists are most acute.?* In
mainstream economic analysis, the strict application of the three tenets above
masks the complexity of the capital structure, and thus the issue of coordination
becomes relatively trivial. But in Austrian analysis the coordination of plans
through time (and in an environment of uncertainty) takes center stage, and the
various key positive propositions derived in Austrian theory (such as relative prices
signals, profit and loss accounting, heterogeneity of capital, complementarity of
capital goods, etc.) are employed to derive a theory of how complex plans dovetail
in an industrial economy. In short, the manner in which Austrians explain the
“equilibrium” outcome of market processes (if we can even use that term) is
radically different from the conception within the mainstream, and as such
represents a different analytical contribution to economic science. The difficulty of
coordinating economic plans through time, and the vital role that a functioning
capital market plays in guiding that process, focus theoretical attention on the issue
of economic calculation and entrepreneurial discovery. In a standard circular flow
model of the capitalist economy, on the other hand, these problems are not
highlighted in the formal presentation because the underlying assumptions solve
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the problem of coordination by calculation by hypothesis. It is not the political-
sociological vision that makes Hayek so different from other scholars; it is his
analytical apparatus which forces scholars to pay attention to the dynamic capital
structure of an economic system. What is most challenging to mainstream
economic scholars is that if Hayek’s position is proven to be more robust, then a
major recasting of post-World War II developments in economic science would be
in order.

Standard public choice analysis followed the path of mainstream neoclassical
economics. The Virginia School, however, did not follow completely in line with
the mainstream, but the Chicago School of public choice analysis certainly
did—with the result that many of the institutional inefficiencies of government
action are often not recognized because the equilibrium analysis does not permit
their examination.” If, on the other hand, disequilibrium adjustment processes
form the core of one’s analytical structure, then inefficiencies and imperfections,
and the way that individuals respond to this situation, are crucial to the analysis.
Institutions, and the incentives and information they engender, drive the
analysis. Economic outcomes are not invariant with respect to institutions—
including forms of democratic governance.

Public choice analysis in the Austrian tradition would emphasize the
structural ignorance that actors must confront in situations outside the context
of the market economy.’ The Arrow theorem, for example, could be
reinterpreted as an application of Mises’ impossibility thesis to non-market
decision-making via democratic voting. In the absence of the price system,
actors would confront a set of incoherent signals about how they should orient
their behavior. Rather than rely on the competitive bidding of the market, the
community must decide on how to allocate a scarce resource, say a vacant lot.
The lot could be used for:

1 a community park,
2 an elementary school, or
3 a parking garage.

Without the price system to guide resource use, community agreement must
emerge. But, as Arrow demonstrated, even in a simple example such as this one,
majority-rule pairwise voting might not produce the required agreement (a
highly formal result which echoes Hayek’s discussion of limits of
democratically derived agreement in The Road to Serfdom). The park may win
against the school, and the school may win against the parking garage, but the
parking garage would win over the park—violating the mathematical principle
of transitivity. The well-known result is that given this problem the outcome can
be efficient only if the political system is dictatorial, or allocations can be
inefficient, but democratic. There simply is no manner in which allocations can
be efficient and derived democratically.

One line of argument favored by some public choice scholars, such as
Buchanan and Tullock, was to charge this result with being trivial. Why should
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we be surprised? Only a naive view of democracy would have expected that
individual preference rankings could be aggregated cleanly to convey
unambiguously the “will of the people.” This was a perfectly reasonable
response by scholars working within a constitutional democratic tradition. But,
the Arrow result was important precisely because it should have burst the bubble
of naive democracy of the type that informed Finer’s critique of Hayek. And,
moreover, to go back to my introductory remarks concerning the Higgs-type
critique of Hayek—this challenge to the ability of democratic government to
produce agreement beyond a certain limited range of issues informs the
Hayekian examination of public goods (i.e. what are the demand revealing
processes in public goods provision, and what institutions would compensate for
the calculation difficulties in non-market allocations?) and externalities (i.e.
what property rules and/or contract technologies would internalize external
effects?). This is why, for example, in his examination of public goods problems
in Law, Legislation and Liberty, despite his acceptance of certain aspects of the
analytical arguments of standard market failure theory Hayek nevertheless
derives an entirely different conclusion concerning the production and
distribution of public goods. In particular, Hayek argues for a non-exclusive
position for the government even when it can be technically determined that
under current circumstances only government would in fact be able to supply
the good in question. This argument is not a result of “bad economics” combined
with wishful ideological thinking (e.g. assuming away free-rider problems), but
rather emerges from Hayek’s analytical consideration of the dynamics of
technological change and his recognition that the informational requirements of
matching demand and supply of any good are dependent upon the institutional
context within which that process is to take place (Hayek 1973-9, vol. 3, pp. 41—
64). Hayek is not ignorant of public choice problems: he just alters the analytical
treatment of these problems in certain directions that differ from more traditional
treatments in the literature.

The inability of democracy to ensure agreement means that theorists must
recognize the limits of democratic decision-making and focus scholarly
attention on the governance structures that permit efficient outcomes to result.
The political process, just like the market process, should not be expected to
generate optimal allocations. Both are imperfect. Unlike the market process,
however, democratic politics does not engender the incentives and information
for its own error detection and correction. The type of spontaneous adaptations
that occur in the market to correct current inefficiencies cannot be expected to
emerge in the political process. Instead, conscious direction and rule-making are
needed. Rather than spontaneous adaptation, politics requires conscious
adaptation, and there are epistemological limits to this procedure.

Conclusion

Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom is as relevant today as when it was published fifty
years ago, perhaps more so. At the time of publication it constituted a warning
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to the liberal democratic West that the road to totalitarianism was not paved by
revolutionary bandits, but instead by high ideals. Today, we are witnessing the
collapse of the state socialist system, and the attempt to transit the path to
political democracy and economic prosperity. We will not find an answer to
these problems by reading Hayek’s great book. What we will find, however, is
a set of analytical tools and insights that we can employ to address the problems
of our modern world.
In this regard, Hayek leaves us:

1 a refined statement of the Misesian proposition concerning the
impossibility of economic calculation in the absence of private property,
and

2 an examination of the organizational logic of institutions designed to

replace the private property system in allocating scarce resources.

The strength of Hayek’s analysis was to show that this logic was not a function
of the form of government which inspired the substitution of collective decision-
making for the private choices on the market. Whether democratic or
authoritarian in legitimation, the institutional incentives produced a logical
pressure toward totalitarianism.

In Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union this logic is
misunderstood when the intellectual élites insist that democratic politics be held
up as the revolutionary values of 1989, and not economic freedom. That there
can be no meaningful political freedom without a large degree of economic
freedom was the core political-philosophical claim of The Road to Serfdom, a
claim derived from an analytical argument concerning the nature of the
planner’s task. It will indeed be a hollow victory if the revolutions of 1989 end
up by simply rejecting the totalitarian rule of the Communist Party only to
embark upon a process of multi-party sanctioned dictatorship in the quest to
control the process of transition. Already much of Eastern and Central Europe
has failed to incorporate the constitutional lessons of liberal democracy. We are
in a constitutional moment, but it still does not appear that the “democratic
fetish” that Hayek warned about has subsided. Moreover, we have to convey
forcefully to the people in the former Communist Bloc countries (and our own)
that not all forms of democratic rule are equally effective with regard to
safeguarding the market economy. Unless “enabling” institutions are established
and the spontaneous adjustments of markets are permitted to guide economic
decision-making, the poverty of one terrible period will only be replaced by the
continued poverty and disappointment of a people who have endured so much
already.
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5 Coase, Communism, and the
“Black Box” of Soviet-type
economies®

Introduction

In his youth, like many students of his generation, Ronald Coase was favorably
disposed toward socialism (Coase, 1988b, p. 5). This ideological predisposition,
in fact, was one reason why he decided to study economics.' This attraction to
socialism would eventually be dispelled by his understanding of economic
processes he learned from Arnold Plant at the London School of Economics.
From Plant, Coase learned to appreciate the “invisible hand” of the market
economy. Though he was persuaded of the power of the market economy to
coordinate the plans of diverse individuals in society, the proposition left Coase
with a new question which ate away at him. If the market is so efficient and
powerful in organizing our affairs, then why were there business organizations?

In fact, as Coase has stated, it was Plant’s critique of rationalization schemes
for British industry which motivated Coase’s inquiry into business organization
and management. Not that he disagreed with Plant’s argument that a “normal
economic system works itself,” but Coase found this answer to be incomplete.
He was also motivated to ask questions of economic organization due to a
curiosity about Soviet Russia. As Coase puts it: “there was very little experience
of economic organization in Russia to go on and economists in the West were
engaged in a grand debate on the subject of planning, some maintaining that to
run the economy as one big factory was an impossibility. And yet there were
factories in England and America. How did one reconcile the impossibility of
running Russia as one big factory with the existence of factories in the western
world?” (1988b, p. 8).

Coase’s answer to this question was formulated by 1932 in a letter to his
friend, Ronald Fowler, and presented in a lecture at the Dundee School of
Economics and Commerce. “I pointed out,” Coase writes to Fowler of the
lecture, “if there were atomistic competition, where every transaction involving
the use of another’s labour, materials or money was the subject of a market
transaction, there would be no need for an organization. In fact, this is not so.

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1998) “Coase, Communism, and Inside the ‘Black Box’ of Soviet Type
Economies,” in S.Medema (ed.) On Coasean Economics, Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 193-207.
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Why? I found the reason in the costs of conducting these marketing transactions.
Think of the inconvenience (increased cost) if every time someone worked with
someone else, there had to be a market transaction. But if the transactions are not
to be governed by the price mechanism directly there has to be an
organization... I then asked—if by eliminating market transactions, costs were
lowered, why were there market transactions at all? That is, why are there
separate firms?” Coase gives two reasons relating to the organizational costs of
the business enterprise. The main contribution Coase saw of his analysis was that
he was able to succeed in “linking up organization with cost” (1932). He ends
the letter to Fowler by stating that he plans to “work up this argument a bit
more.” The result was his “The Nature of the Firm” paper, which was eventually
published in Economica in 1937, and fifty-four years later cited by the Swedish
Academy as one of the two fundamental contributions Coase had made, which
warranted the awarding of the 1991 Nobel Prize in Economic Science.

Coase’s writings on the capitalist business enterprise have been quite
influential—especially as the framework has been translated by Oliver
Williamson. In other words, Coase’s analysis of the nature of the firm has
influenced mainly the research on the internal organization of the firm and the
costs associated with pure market exchange. What I propose to do here is to look
at economic organization from the opposite side, with the Soviet and post-Soviet
experience as the background reality which is to be explained.

The theory of the firm as a limit “theorem”

Throughout his career Coase represented a style of economic reasoning which
could be termed “economic minimalism.” Simple economic concepts—some
could even be termed mere tautologies—are deployed to offer insights which are
of great empirical significance. They may be tautologies, but there was nothing
“mere” about them. These theoretical conceptions come mainly as “limit
theorems” in that they demonstrate the pure logic of a situation as the starting
point of the analysis. In other words, they establish what the world is not, so that
we may get on with the task of explaining the world as it is. In a world of zero
transaction costs, for example, firms would not be necessary, as all economic
activity could be coordinated through the market. But this is not the world we
live in. By isolating the pure case, we can learn what factors in the world may
lead to the emergence of practices such as the organization of production in
business firms.

It is precisely because we live in a world where transactions possess costs that
firms owe their existence. But if firms are so efficient at organizing economic
activity in a world of positive transaction costs, then why don’t we see one giant
firm to coordinate all economic activity? Here Coase introduces the concept of
organizational costs. So Coase was able to link the nature of economic
organization to marginal cost-marginal benefit calculus. We rely on the market
to coordinate affairs as long as the marginal benefits exceed the marginal costs,
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and similarly we rely on the firm to organize our affairs as long as the marginal
benefits of organization outweigh the costs.

Such a tautology is of course limited to a large extent, but the knowledge it
establishes is essential as it frames theoretical and empirical questions.
Unfortunately, standard textbooks continued (and for the most part do so today)
to concentrate their analytical attention on the zero transaction cost world where
firms do not really exist. Firms are often treated as a “Black Box” within
economic theory, as microeconomics is restricted to consumer choice theory,
and production theory. Business history, of course, emphasizes the internal
organization of firms and the management strategy which lead to success or
failure. But a gap exists between the theory and history of market activity for the
most part. This has been largely repaired by a considerable literature on the
nature and evolution of the capitalist firm.? But the flip-side of Coase’s
tautology—that the costs of hierarchy preclude a pure organizational solution to
economic life—has been relatively underdeveloped.

Soviet myth and Soviet reality

Standard textbooks characterized the Soviet economy as offering a radical
alternative to the market economy—the centrally planned economy. This
characterization belied a fundamental misunderstanding of the possible in
economic life. Just as the model of perfect competition is difficult to reconcile
with the lived experience of market competition and entrepreneurial activity, the
material balance model of central planning was inconsistent with the intra-plan
bargaining and extra-plan black-market activity. The organizing principles of
Soviet economic life remain a “Black Box.”

Coase’s tautology—if taken to heart—could have directed research on the
Soviet system in a more productive direction. Pure atomistic market competition
is not a plausible framework for studying capitalist history. The very existence of
business organizations implies that the transaction costs associated with market
coordination are positive, and thus suppression of atomistic competition is
beneficial. Theoretical and empirical research has to focus attention on the
implications of positive transaction costs and the economics of hierarchical
organization. But, as mentioned above, the organizational costs of hierarchy
(and the suppression of markets) possesses costs that must be accounted for, and
place limits of the growth of hierarchy. As organization replaces market
competition, the firm must cope with problems of shirking, informational
complexity, and monetary calculation.?

Soviet reality could not have conformed to the textbook model precisely
because of these problems suggested by the flip-side of Coasean analysis of
market and hierarchy. Instead of delving inside the “Black Box” of Soviet
economic organization, mainstream economic analysis of the Soviet system
proceeded along one of two paths. Either scholars worked out the efficiency
properties of various models of central planning, or scholars attempted to rework
Soviet statistics to get an accurate measure of aggregate economic performance
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with which to contrast with the performance of Western capitalist
microeconomic and macroeconomic formal analysis was how the Soviet-type
economy actually operated in practice.* We did get glimpses of how the system
worked from historically minded scholars who provided “thicker descriptions”
and journalists who traveled widely in the country. But the extremely important
information provided in these accounts fell short because of the lack of an
analytical framework to integrate these data into an overall analysis of Soviet
economic practice. It is my contention that Coase provides that framework by
forcing us to pay attention to the contractual and property rights nature of
economic organization within a positive transaction cost world.

Soviet economic reality was one in which the plan served an ideological
veneer. The motivating ideology of the Russian revolution was a form of
Marxism which stressed that justice could only be achieved through
transcendence of commodity production (see Boettke, 1990; Malia, 1994;
Walicki, 1995). The project then was one of abolition of all vestiges of the
market economy and the complete substitution of production for direct use
through a unified plan, for a social system based on production for profit. Such
a project ran aground in practice due to the difficulties associated with
attempting to suppress markets completely. But the legitimating rhetoric of
Soviet politics remained one of justice through transcendence. On the economic
front, of course, the rhetoric-reality dichotomy set the stage for the “living the
lie” that was endemic to Soviet-type societies in all walks of life (see Kuran,
1995, pp. 261-88 and Boettke, 1993, pp. 57-72). What this meant in terms of
economic interaction was that the discrepancies between the de jure system of
planning, and the de facto existence of internal and external markets which
attempt to coordinate production plans on the one hand, and satisfy consumption
demands on the other, must move to the center of our attention. “When a huge
organization is this highly centralized,” David Granick wrote concerning the
Soviet economy, “two possibilities exist. The organization may founder in its
own bureaucracy, or it may ignore its own rules... The evidence is conclusive
that formal decision-making regulations have been constantly violated. Plant
managements have had to make their own decisions if they were to produce the
results demanded of them. Top authorities in Moscow had to wink at violations
of rules if they wished industrial production to grind ahead” (1961, pp. 132-3).
The way in which the Soviet myth of Central Planning interacted with, and
imprinted on, the Soviet reality of decentralized decision-making through
informal channels is what must be explained if we are to understand how the
system operated, and why it eventually failed.

From “here” to “there”

A Coasean perspective leads one to look for the underlying property rights
arrangement within the actual organizational structure of an economy. What
complex array of exchanges emerged so individuals could pursue their interests
as they see fit given the incentive structure? From a property rights perspective,
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we can usefully distinguish between cash-flow and control rights. Soviet reality
was where control rights rested to a large degree at the enterprise management
level, but managers did not possess full cash-flow rights. As a consequence, the
appropriability of income streams is attenuated to a large extent. But precisely
because monitoring costs are positive, and thus managerial discretion is
possible, potential deviations can emerge between managerial decisions and
economically optimal decisions. Within developed capitalist economies,
decentralized monitoring mechanisms—namely the capital market, and the
internal and external managerial labor market—emerge to discipline (at least in
theory, and in my judgment also in practice) the behavior of managers. One way
to discipline the behavior of managers is to make sure that they have both
control rights and cash-flow rights. In other words, make managers residual
claimants on how well a firm performs in terms of maximizing profits. Under the
socialist enterprise, however, no such decentralized monitoring mechanisms
emerged, and managers certainly were not residual claimants. Monitoring
remained an explicit operation of the vast state bureaucracy. The system required
an expanded ‘“span of control,” not impersonal market forces to do the job of
disciplining behavior.

If monitoring costs are assumed to be zero, then these questions about
disciplining the discretionary behavior of managers are also assumed away. But,
under both socialism and capitalism, we should expect that deviations from ideal
behavior are significant and require disciplinary institutions (see Moore 1974,
pp- 330-3). Since under socialism the appropriability of income streams was
attenuated in terms of pecuniary rewards, one should expect that managerial
discretion would lead to behavior directed toward reaping non-pecuniary
benefits, or attempts to transform the non-pecuniary rewards into pecuniary
benefits. The enterprise manager, in other words, was placed in the prime
position for rent-seeking behavior. As Jan Winiecki (1991, pp. 1-27; 52-75) has
pointed out, this rent-seeking perspective is able to explain how the inefficient
property rights structure persisted in the Soviet-type economies. The economic
illiteracy of economic planners, the phenomena of the shortage economy and
soft-budget constraints, and the nomenklatura system of economic appointment
are woven together under the rubric of property rights analysis and rent-seeking
theory to explain the allocational pattern under Soviet socialism—which spread
scarce resources—not randomly as predicted by the illiteracy model—but rather
in accordance with the rent-seeking activity of the ruling élite. Anderson and
Boettke (1997) offer an interpretation of the Soviet system as a rent-seeking
society along lines that some historians have suggested resemble the mercantilist
economies of England and France, and in so doing make an argument that
economics does indeed have a useful past with regard to the transition.

Emphasizing the property rights structure of the Soviet economy does not
just provide a more accurate picture of how that system operated, but also is
important because that system is what is currently undergoing attempts at
transformation—and not the idealized model depicted in textbooks. At the
time of the introduction of radical market reforms in Russia (January 1992),



Coasean economies 71

there existed an array of ownership claims. The right of ownership constitutes
a claim to:

a right to use the asset;

the right to appropriate the returns from the asset; and

3 the right to change the asset’s form and substance (see Furubotn and
Pejovich 1974, p. 4).

N =

By institution, following the standard model in new institutionalism, I mean the
formal and informal rules governing the social intercourse under discussion. In
this regard, when discussing the institution of ownership we are attempting to
specify those formal and informal rules which govern the use, transfer, and
capitalization of an asset. In a world where formal rules are absent or defined in
an incoherent manner, informal rules emerge to provide a governance structure
within which economic decisions will be made. How effective or ineffective this
system of governance will be is an empirical matter. Both formal and informal
rules can imperfectly define rights and lead to social conflict. In pre-Yeltsin
Russia, private property was not abolished, despite the formal rules which said
so. As Yoram Barzel has put it: “The claim that private property has been
abolished in Communist states and that all property there belongs to the state
seems to me to be an attempt to divert attention from who the true owners of the
property are. It seems that these owners also own the rights to terminology”
(Barzel 1989, p. 104, fn. 8).

The idea of collective property is incoherent. Within the ambiguous social
arrangement created by the demand for observance to an incoherent formal rule,
informal rules evolve to govern social affairs and ward off collapse.® “The
distinction between the private and public sectors,” Barzel states, “is not a
distinction between the presence and absence of private property rights. Such
rights are necessarily present in both systems. The distinction lies instead in
organization, and particularly in the incentives and rewards under which
producers tend to operate” (1989, p. 107). Comparative political economy is a
research program which attempts to shed light on the effect on economic
performance of alternative political and economic institutional arrangements.
But that requires that the analyst correctly specify the alternatives being
compared.

The path from “here to there” requires then not only an idea of the “there”
intended, but also the “here” from which one is starting, before an appropriate
strategy for the path can be determined. With regard to the question under
examination (i.e. the transfer of ownership) the steps required for the divesture
of property from some owners, the legitimation of property held by others, and
the establishment of conditions for the attainment, use, transformation,
capitalization, and transfer of assets for new owners are the focus of attention.
The appropriate policy path is necessarily multidimensional, and grounded in
the previous historical pattern of ownership. As David Stark (1992) has argued,
post-Communist developments are following a path-dependent trajectory, and
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therefore it is more appropriate to view post-Communism as a process of
transforming existing institutions, rather than a transition to new economic order
lying outside of history.

Coase and the Coaseans

Some scholars, in my opinion, have misappropriated Coase’s name for transition
policy, precisely because they have mis-specified the starting point of the
transition. During the 1980s it was argued by some scholars that since Soviet-
type economies were based on communal ownership, privatization could be
accomplished roughly along the following lines.® First, determine the aggregate
value of assets in the economy. Second, divide that aggregate value by the
population. Third, provide all citizens with a certificate indicating the share
value in the economy. Privatization would now be achieved. A market would
immediately emerge for these share values in the economy, and, as Coase
argued, the initial ownership structure would not matter as individuals would
engage in mutually advantageous exchange until resources were placed in their
highest valued use. Moreover, since the initial distribution of shares would be
based on egalitarian principles, the Second Fundamental Welfare Theorem
would have the opportunity to be operationalized in a manner not before seen in
a real existing political economy. In an ironic twist of fate, efficiency and equity
could be achieved through the market in the former Soviet Union through an
egalitarian distribution and the unhampered operation of the market economy.
No doubt Coase’s work has emphasized the robust nature of exchange
behavior, but the argument offered above fails on several grounds. First, it fails
to recognize the existing property rights structure in Soviet-type economies.
Second, the proposal is caught in the following trap—it presupposes that we can
assess the asset value of the economy, when in fact the purpose of creating the
market in the first place is to find out the appropriate value of assets.” In other
words, it presupposes what it hopes to obtain. If an accurate asset value was
available to economic decision-makers prior to marketization, then in fact there
would be no need for marketization. Third, the understanding of the Coase
theorem is based on a zero transaction cost world. In the zero transaction cost
world, the initial distribution of rights would not matter as resources would flow
to their highest valued use. But, the main focus of Coase’s work was to direct
our attention to how institutions emerge, so that individuals can cope with a
world of positive transaction costs, and how various institutional environments
impact upon individuals’ attempts to coordinate their behavior with one another.
Coase is certainly relevant for transition economies, and his pioneering
studies on the distribution of property rights are as relevant to our discussion as
his work on the theory of the firm, as emphasized above. The basic unity of this
Coasean project had been demonstrated by Medema (1994) and by Coase’s own
autobiographical reflections (see, for example, Coase 1994, pp. 3—14 and 1997).
Coase, like Buchanan, conceived of economics as a science of exchange—
catallaxy. The pure logic of choice might be a necessary component, but it is
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certainly not sufficient.® Rather, the focus is on the conditions of exchange, and
as I have said above, how alternative institutional configurations affect exchange
behavior by changing the structure of costs and benefits. The Coase Theorem,
like the theory of the firm, represents a limit theorem. By postulating a zero
transaction cost world, Coase was able to establish at one and the same time the
basic redundancy in the Pigouvian remedy to externalities, the limits to the pure
laissez-faire solution, and he redirects our attention to the question of
comparative institutional analysis in a world of positive transaction costs and
other imperfections.’ In the zero transaction costs world, many of the institutions
that we witness in the world and associate with economic vitality are
demonstrated to be unnecessary. Absent transaction costs and neither the
business firm nor the law would be important components of everyday principal
economic phenomena such as non-interest-bearing media of exchange, long-
term contracting, and entrepreneurial discovery.

The zero transaction cost world, for Coase, was a mental tool, not an
assumption about the world. Following a method of contrast style of reasoning,
Coase was able to simplify the real world of everyday life in order to explain it."
Policy analysis based on the zero transaction cost world violates the spirit of
Coase’s work. Instead, the lesson from Coase that should be relevant for
transition policy concerns questions of structure of the law and how that
structure influences the organization of production.

Think about Coase’s analysis in his project on the political economy of
broadcasting. Starting with an analysis of the British Broadcasting Corporation
(BBC), Coase was led to question the arguments which justified regulation of
the airwaves in general, including the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) in the US (see Coase 1959). The paper on the FCC was where Coase first
clearly states the “Coase Theorem,” but for our purposes the key question is his
actual argument about how property rights evolve and are transferred in
emerging markets. Here Coase again calls upon the proclivity of individuals to
recognize the gains from exchange and move to capture them. The chaos on the
airwaves was a result not of competition, but of the failure to assign broadcast
rights. “Once the legal rights of the parties are established, negotiation is
possible to modify the arrangements envisaged in the legal ruling, if the
likelihood of being able to do so makes it worthwhile to incur the costs involved
in negotiation” (Coase 1959, pp. 26-7).

It is precisely at this juncture where Coase’s emphasis on the organizational
structure and the importance of establishing legal rights comes into play with
regard to transition economies. As argued above, a complex array of ownership
rights already existed prior to the reform moment. Moreover, while there was a
separation between control and cash-flow rights, the system allocated resources
along rent-seeking lines—explaining both its inefficiency and its persistence.
This is where reform must begin. The main point to emphasize is that while we
must begin with the existing de facto rights (and perhaps simply confer de jure
status of them, rather than attempt to transfer them to some other owners ex
ante), these rights are not fixed in stone. As long as conditions are so established
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that allow for the transfer of property rights, individuals will so exchange.'' Of
course, this exchange process is sensitive dependent so no ideal static-efficiency
allocation can be claimed for the end state a priori. But, the transferring of
existing resources is not what is most important with regard to the
transformation of a rent-seeking economy.'> What matters most is that the very
conditions which make negotiation over existing resources possible are also
those conditions which allow entry of new individuals into the system, who will
discover better ways to employ existing resources or perhaps even find new
resources and technologies to be employed in the production process—i.e.
dynamic and adaptive efficiency. Coase’s work shifts our attention in terms of
both understanding how the system operated in the past and the importance of
the institutional environment within which economic processes are to proceed in
the future.

Conclusion

Ronald Coase does not suffer from the usual hubris of the economist, or
intellectual in general. This is true, from all accounts, of Coase as a person, but
it is especially true of his economics. By his own account, Coase’s main
contribution to economic science has been to “urge the inclusion in our analysis
of features of the economic system so obvious that...they have tended to be
overlooked” (1994, p. 3). And, as he further argued, “The value of including
such institutional factors in the corpus of mainstream economics is made clear
by recent events in Eastern Europe. These ex-Communist countries are advised
to move to a market economy, and their leaders wish to do so, but without the
appropriate institutions no market economy of any significance is possible”
(1994, p. 6).

Adam Smith once commented that “Little else is requisite to carry a state to
the highest degree of opulence from the lowest barbarism, but peace, easy taxes,
and a tolerable administration of justice; all the rest being brought about by the
natural course of things” (1755, p. xliii). If we unpack this sentence, then there
is probably a large degree of truth to it. But unpacking all that is packed into this
program for successful development has proven more difficult. What we do
know, however, is that it is not just a matter of “getting the prices right.”
Certainly, allowing the price system to operate is now recognized to be a vital
aspect of successful economies. As Coase has argued, this price system is
embedded within a set of institutions. Perhaps, then, the question is one of
“getting the institutions right.” Large differences in per capita income across
countries, Mancur Olson (1996, pp. 3-24) has argued, cannot be explained by
the variables associated with standard mainstream models of growth and
development. Instead, these differences are to be explained by reference to
differences in the institutional environment. “Though low-income societies
obtain most of the gains from self-enforcing trades,” Olson maintains, “they do
not realize many of the largest gains from specialization and trade. They do not
have the institutions that enforce contracts impartially, and so they lose most of
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the gains from those transactions (like those in the capital market) that require
impartial third-party enforcement. They do not have institutions that make
property rights secure over the long run, so they lose most of the gains from
capital-intensive production. Production and trade in these societies is further
handicapped by misguided economic policies and by private and public
predation. The intricate social cooperation that emerges when there is a
sophisticated array of markets requires far better institutions and economic
policies than most countries have” (Olson 1996, p. 22).

Mutually beneficial bargains are not enough to ensure that the gains from
specialization and trade will be realized. Realization requires a complex set of
institutions. What the profession has understood as the Coase Theorem is
undermined by the first sentence, but the Coase Theorem as understood by
Coase focused our attention on the second sentence.

References

Alchain, A. (1977) Economic Forces at Work, Indianapolis: Liberty Press.

Anderson, G. and Boettke, P.J. (1997) “Soviet Venality: A Rent-seeking Model of the
Communist State,” Public Choice 93:37-53.

Anderson, T.L. and Hill, P.J. (eds.) (1996) The Privatization Process: A Worldwide
Perspective, Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Barzel, Y. (1989) The Economics of Property Rights, New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Besancgon, A. (1980) “Anatomy of a Spectre,” Survey 25 (Autumn):.

Boettke, P.J. (1990) The Political Economy of Soviet Socialism: The Formative Years,
1918-1928, Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Boettke, P.J. (1993) Why Perestroika Failed: The Politics and Economics of Socialist
Transformation, New York: Routledge.

Boettke, PJ. (1994) “The Reform Trap in Politics and Economics in the Former
Communist Economies,” Journal des Economistes et des Etudes Humaines 5:267-93.

Boycko, M., Schleifer, A. and Vishny, R. (1995) Privatizing Russia, Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Coase, R. (1932) “Letter dated 10 October to Ronald Fowler.” As quoted in Coase 1988b,
p. 4.

Coase, R. (1959) “The Federal Communications Commission,” Journal of Law and
Economics 2: 1-40.

Coase, R. (1988a) The Firm, The Market and the Law, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Coase, R. (1988b) “The Nature of the Firm: Origin,” Journal of Law, Economics, &
Organization 4: (Spring): 3-17.

Coase, R. (1994) Essays on Economics and Economists, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Coase, R. (1997) “Looking for Results: An Interview with Nobel Laureate Ronald Coase
on Rights, Resources and Regulation,” Reason January: 40-6.

Demsetz, H. (1988) The Organization of Economic Activity vol. 1, Ownership, Control
and the Firm, New York: Basil Blackwell.

Demsetz, H. (1989a) The Organization of Economic Activity vol. 2, Efficiency,
Competition and Policy, New York: Basil Blackwell.

Demsetz, H. (1989b) The Economics of the Business Firm: Seven Critical Commentaries.
New York: Cambridge University Press.



76 Calculation and Coordination

Feige, E. (1990) “Perestroika and Socialist Privatization,” unpublished manuscript, 31 pp.

Furubotn, E.G. and Pejovich, S. (eds.) (1974) The Economics of Property Rights,
Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing.

Granick, D. (1961) The Real Executive: A Study of the Organization Man in Russian
Industry, New York: Doubleday.

Klein, P. (1996) “Economic Calculation and the Limits of Organization,” Review of
Austrian Economics, 9(2): 3-28.

Kuran, T. (1995) Private Truths, Public Lies: The Social Consequences of Preference
Falsification, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Langlois, R. (ed.) (1986) Economics as a Process, New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Lazonick, W. (1991) Business Organization and the Myth of the Market Economy, New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Malia, M. (1994) The Soviet Tragedy: A History of Socialism in Russia (1917-1991), New
York: Free Press.

Medema, S.G. (1994) Ronald H.Coase, New York: St Martin’s Press.

Medema, S.G. (ed.) (1995) The Legacy of Ronald Coase in Economic Analysis, two
volumes, Aldershot: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Milgrom, P. and Roberts, J. (1992) Economics, Organization and Management,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Moore, J. (1974) “Managerial Behavior in the Theory of Comparative Economic
Systems,” in E.G.Furubotn and S.Pejovich (eds.) The Economics of Property Rights,
Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing, pp. 327-39.

Nelson, R. and Winter, S. (1983) An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change,
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Olson, M. (1996) “Big Bills Left on the Sidewalk: Why Some Nations are Rich, and
Others Poor,” Journal of Economic Perspectives 10(2): 3-24.

Rothbard, M.N. (1962) Man, Economy and State, two volumes, Princeton, NJ: Van
Nostrand Press.

Rubin, P H. (1996) “Growing a Post-Communist Legal System,” in T.L.Anderson and P.J.
Hill (eds.) The Privatization Process: A Worldwide Perspective, Lanham, MD:
Rowman and Littlefield, pp. 57-80.

Smith, A. (1937) (first published 1775) “Notes on the Wealth of Nations,” as reported in
the editors’ Introduction to An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of
Nations, New York: Modern Library.

Stark, D. (1992) “Path Dependence and Privatization in East Central Europe,” East
European Politics and Societies 6:17-54.

Tollison, R, and Wagner, R. (1991) “Romance, Realism, and Economic Reform,” Kyklos
44: 57-70.

Walicki, A. (1995) Marxism and the Leap to the Kingdom of Freedom: The Rise and Fall
of the Communist Utopia, Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Williamson, O.E. (1975) Markets and Hierarchies, New York: Free Press.

Williamson, O.E. (1985) The Economic Institutions of Capitalism, New York: Free Press.

Winiecki, J. (1991) “Resistance to Change in the Soviet Economic System: A Property
Rights Approach,” New York: Routledge.



6  The Soviet experiment with
Pure Communism®*

Introduction

In 1957, forty years after the Russian revolution, Michael Polanyi summarized
the state of Soviet studies by pointing out that despite, or because of the fact that
“volume upon volume of excellent scholarship [was] rapidly accumulating on
the history of the Russian Revolution... The Revolution [was] about to be
quietly enshrined under a pyramid of monographs.”' This condition continues to
persist even after seventy years of reflection upon one of the most fateful events
in political-economic history. Despite heroic efforts by Paul Craig Roberts* and
Laszlo Szamuely® to lift the Revolution from underneath the debris of wood
pulp, confusion still permeates historical discussion of the meaning of the Soviet
experience with Communism.* “We have forgotten,” as Polyanyi wrote, “what
the Russian Revolution was about: that it set out to establish a money-less
industrial system, free from the chaotic and sordid automation of the market and
directed instead scientifically by one single comprehensive plan.””

The grand debate over the Soviet experience from 1918 to 1921 revolves
around whether the Bolsheviks followed policies that were ideological in origin
or were forced upon them by the necessity of civil war. If Bolshevik economics
was ideological, then Marxian socialism must confront the failure of its utopia to
achieve results that are even humane, let alone superior to capitalism. If it was
spawned by an emergency, then the Soviet experience from 1918 to 1921 does
not provide any lesson for the economic assessment of socialism. (Some recent
authors wish to argue that the policies now known as “War Communism” were
produced by both ideology and emergency, and, as a result, they fundamentally
misunderstand the meaning of the Soviet experience with socialism.)® In order to
evaluate these opposing interpretations, let me first lay out points of agreement
and conflict among those interpreters of the Soviet experience with socialism
who have established the two poles of the grand debate.

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1988) “The Soviet Experiment with Pure Communism,” Critical Review
2(4) (Fall): 149-82.
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Points of agreement

Concerning the time period from 1917 to 1921, there really is no dispute over
the chronology of events or the economic conditions as they existed after three
years of Bolshevik rule. (The famous disputes over Soviet economic statistics do
not refer to this time period.) In particular, there exists no controversy
whatsoever regarding the economic condition the Russian people found
themselves in after only three years of Soviet rule. William Chamberlin, for
example, stated that the Russian economy of 1921 was “one of the greatest and
most overwhelming failures in history.”” “Never in all history,” H.G.Wells
declared, “has there been so great a debacle before.”® The industrial collapse can
be represented in statistical terms as in Table 6.1.

By 1921, all areas of economic output had fallen far below pre-war levels.’
Industrial life and the cities, in particular, suffered a serious setback during this
time, as is evidenced in population figures. “By 1920, the number of city
dwellers had fallen from 19 percent of the population in 1917 to 15 percent.
Moscow lost half its population, Petrograd two-thirds.”'® In 1921 the Soviet
Union, as Stephen Cohen has pointed out, lay “in ruins, its national income one-
third of the 1913 level, industrial production a fifth (output in some branches
being virtually zero), its transportation system shattered, and agricultural
production so meager that a majority of the population barely subsisted and
millions of others failed even that.”"!

There is no dispute over these facts. But what the facts mean is another story.
While for Polanyi or Roberts these facts depict the failure of Soviet socialism, in
the eyes of Maurice Dobb, E.H.Carr, or Cohen the same facts represent the cost
of civil war. The debate over the Soviet experience with socialism from 1918 to
1921 is one of intellectual history and political economy, not economic history.
It is fundamentally a debate over which theoretical framework provides the best
background with which to interpret the facts.

Table 6.1 Russian industrial output

Datum 1913 1921

Gross output of all industry (index) 100.00 31.00
Large-scale industry (index) 100.00 21.00
Coal (million tons) 29.00 9.00
Qil (million tons) 9.20 3.80
Electricity (million kWh) 2,039.00 520.00
Pig iron (million tons) 4.20 0.10
Steel (million tons) 4.30 0.20
Bricks (millions) 2.10 0.01
Sugar (million tons) 1.30 0.05
Railway tonnage catried (millions) 132.40 39.40
Agricultural production (index) 100.00 60.00
Imports (“1913” roubles) 1,374.00 208.00
Exports (“1913” roubles) 1,520.00 20.00

Source: Alec Nove (1984) (first published 1969) An Economic History of the USSR, New York:
Penguin Books, p. 68.
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The standard historiography

Despite an apparent dichotomy in the ethical assessment of socialism, most
scholars agree with the following rough narrative of events surrounding the
origins of the Soviet system. In October of 1917 (November on the Western
calendar) the Bolsheviks assumed power because the provisional government
was no longer able to rule. As a result of the civil war and foreign intervention,
the Bolsheviks were forced to engage in emergency policies (later referred to as
“War Communism”) from June 1918 to April 1921. From 1921 to 1928, after the
detour necessitated by war, the Bolsheviks returned to the proper economic
policies of the victorious proletariat in an economically backward country (the
“New Economic Policy”). In 1928, owing to the threat of military intervention
and a growing economic crisis, the Stalinist regime began its “revolution from
above.” Policies of collectivization and industrialization were followed as the
Soviet Union established the first advanced centrally planned economy.
Economic historians as diverse in their appreciation of the moral ideal of
socialism as Alec Nove and the late G.-Warren Nutter have endorsed this view.'?

The standard interpretation is reiterated even by some of the most important
proponents of Marxian social theory. Tom Bottomore, for example, wrote that “it
is a considerable exaggeration to argue...that the period of ‘War Communism’
in the USSR reflected a deliberate policy to abolish the market and the price
system, rather than being in large an avoidable practical response to the
conditions produced by the war, the civil war and foreign intervention.”"
Bottomore defends his position by relying upon the “more balanced view” of
Alec Nove.

Economists and social theorists who stress the emergency interpretation of
War Communism rely considerably upon the research of Maurice Dobb, E.H.
Carr, and Alec Nove. In particular, it is Dobb and Carr who turned the scholarly
literature away from the once standard view that War Communism represented
an attempt to implement the Marxian project of Communism to the now
prevalent emergency interpretation.

Maurice Dobb

Maurice Dobb argues that while there was some ideological justification for the
policies of 1918-1921, notions of establishing an immediate socialist economic
order were “no more than flights of leftist fancy.”'* We must consider the policies
of War Communism within the context in which they were introduced, Dobb
argues. If we remember that these centralization policies fall between the more
decentralized periods of the first eight months of Bolshevik rule and the New
Economic Policy (NEP), then War Communism “emerges clearly as an empirical
creation, not as the a priori product of theory: as an improvisation in face of
economic scarcity and military urgency in conditions of exhausting civil war.”"

The Bolsheviks had to increase centralized direction and the use of coercive
measures in order to obtain and manage the resources necessary for the war
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effort. Lenin’s regime originally tried to obtain the necessary resources for the
civil war by following inflationary policies, according to Dobb. By issuing new
currency the Bolsheviks were temporarily able to procure command over the
necessary resources. Inflation “acts as a forced levy or tax upon the community,
forcing other people to go without, in order that the government as consumer
may command a larger share of the available resources.”'® In keeping with
socialist principles, however, this tax was levied upon the “moneyed class, who
were extensively expropriated by the fall in the value of money, and the
peasantry,” not the industrial worker, who was the backbone of the revolution,
since it became the practice for workers to receive an increasingly large part of
their wages in kind."”

But these inflationary policies so devalued the currency that it was impossible
for the Bolsheviks to procure enough grain from the peasants. While the
issuance of new roubles only increased 119% in 1918, 1919 and 1920 saw
increases of 300% and 400% respectively. By October 1920, “the purchasing
power of the rouble was no more than 1 per cent of what it had been in October
1917.”'8 But Dobb argues that this was all in the name of raising funds for the
war effort, and had nothing to do with the Marxian desire to eliminate the
monetary economy and substitute for it a comprehensive central plan.'

Since the Soviet government could no longer obtain resources through the
normal process of market exchange, even with the aid of the printing press, it
became necessary to “obtain these resources only by measures of coercion, and
by centralized control and distribution of supplies.” Peasants were required to
forfeit any surplus beyond “essential needs of subsistence and seed corn” to the
Commissariat of Supplies for allocation among the army and industrial workers.
The centralization of the collection and distribution of supplies was the keystone
of the system.”

These policies of compulsory requisitioning and centralized economic
control could only have been intended as expedient measures, Dobb argues,
because they threatened the alliance between the peasantry and the industrial
working class which was the basis of the revolution. The Kronstadt rebellion of
March 1921 brought home this point with urgency.” The three-year reign of War
Communism had left the economy in ruins and threatened the Bolsheviks’
ability to maintain political power. The decision to abandon the policies of War
Communism in April 1921 is seen by Dobb, however, as a “reversion to the road
which was being travelled during the early months, before the onset of the civil
war.” “NEP,” Dobb argues, “is the normal economic policy of the proletariat
after the revolution.”*

Dobb points out that his historical interpretation of War Communism and
NEP directly contrasts with the predominant Western view in the 1940s that War
Communism “was a product of an attempt to realise an ideal Communism,
which, coming into inevitable conflict with realities, had to be scrapped in
favour of a retreat in the direction of Capitalism, as represented by the New
Economic Policy.” In a twist of scholarly fashion, Dobb’s interpretation
conquered the mainstream within a matter of years.
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E.H.Carr

The famous historian of the Soviet Union, E.H.Carr, reiterated Dobb’s
interpretation of the war emergency nature of War Communism, and is probably
more responsible than anyone else for promoting the “War Communism as
expedient” point of view. The Bolsheviks found themselves in a theoretical and
practical paradox, Carr argues. They rose to political power smoothly because of
the economic backwardness of Russia; opposition came solely from the
remnants of feudalism and from elements of underdeveloped capitalism. This
backwardness, however, also made the task of socialist construction that much
more difficult. The Bolsheviks wished to construct a socialist economic order
without the advanced political (bourgeois democratic) or economic (capitalistic)
development that Marxian theory had treated as essential for social change. The
situation dictated slow and cautious going. The revolutionary cadre, according to
Carr, knew it was necessary in theory and in practice to complete the bourgeois
revolution before moving forward to the socialist revolution.

The outbreak of civil war in the summer of 1918, however, no longer afforded
the Bolsheviks the luxury of slow and cautious policies. It “removed all
hesitations by driving the regime forward willy-nilly at break-neck speed along
the socialist road.”* But Carr argues that the policies of War Communism were
“artificial and unstable,” similar to the period known as “war socialism” in
Germany.” “It was the product of a special emergency and lacked a sufficiently
solid social and economic basis to ensure its full survival (even though some of
its legacies were likely to remain) when the emergency was over.”?® War
Communism consisted of two major policy objectives:

1 centralization of economic decision-making and concentration of industry;
and
2 the substitution of a “natural” economy for the market economy.

Carr argues that the objective of centralization and concentration can be clearly
traced to the first period of the revolution. “Lenin had long ago insisted,” Carr
points out, “that socialism was the logical next step forward from state
capitalism, and that forms of organization inherent in the one were equally
indispensable for the other.” “Here war Communism” Carr continues, “was
building on a foundation of what had gone before, and many of its achievements
stood the test; only in their detailed application, and in the extended scope given
to them were its policies afterwards subject to criticism and reversal.””’
Policies intended to eliminate market relations, however, are not seen as
products of theory by Carr. “The second element of War Communism, the
substitution of a ‘natural’ for a ‘market’ economy, had no such foundations.”
According to Carr, this policy objective, far from following the original path of
the victorious proletariat, was the exact opposite. The attempt to substitute
“production for direct use rather than for a hypothetical market...was a direct
abandonment” of the policies of the first eight months, an “unprepared plunge
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into the unknown.”? But at other places in his narrative, Carr seems to suggest
that the policies of War Communism were not just emergency measures, but also
seemed to be “an authentic advance into socialist order.”® At one point he even
refers to War Communism as “the attempt to implant socialism by shock
tactics.”® And in another instance, Carr states that “the real issue in the period
of war communism was not the nationalization of industry...but the attempt of
the state to administer industry on socialist lines.”! “But the civil war,” he is
always quick to add, “dwarfed every other issue.”*

Forced requisitioning was introduced because the “needs of the Red Army
and the urban population could not be met in a devastated, mutilated and
disorganized country by anything short of the total surplus of agricultural
population.”? War emergency, in the final analysis, not adherence to any
socialist principles, dictated policy objectives.

The crisis situation demonstrated the need to militarize the economy. Small-
scale peasant agriculture was inconsistent with the objective of feeding the
industrial workers. Large-scale, collective farming was necessary. Arguments in
favor of “collective cultivation” are described by Carr as irrefutable “from the
standpoint of theoretical socialism or of practical efficiency.”** Unfortunately,
collective farming was not implemented; only grain requisitioning occurred. The
mistake committed during War Communism, with regard to agriculture, was
treating the food shortage as a problem of “collection and distribution” and “not
of production.”

Industry also needed to be mobilized for the war effort. All major industry
had to be transformed into “a supply organization for the Red Army.” Industrial
policy became “an item of military strategy” where “every decision was dictated
by emergency and taken without regard to long-term prospects and principles.”
The civil war drove home the necessity, according to Carr, for industry to come
under “centralized control, direction, and planning.”*® Mobilization of labor was
necessary to insure that “every man and every machine” was allocated in the
“interests of military victory over the ‘white’ armies.” Labor policy “became a
matter of recruiting workers for the war effort and of sending them where they
were most urgently required.”?’

Carr argues that declarations of anti-market principles and theoretical
references to overcoming the “anarchy of production” by such leading
theoreticians as Bukharin or Kritsman were “ex post facto justifications of
something which had not been expected but which it had not been possible to
prevent.”*® Carr even ascribes war expediency to passages that seem to suggest
the socialist aspirations of the decision-makers. A passage from the party
program at the Eighth Party Congress in March 1919, for example, states that the
“maximum utilization” of the labor force for the purpose of the “planned
development of the national economy” must be the “immediate task of the
economic policy of the Soviet power.” The program further states that the
“socialist method of production” can only be made possible by such
mobilization efforts.*® But Carr argues that these passages demonstrate merely
the key function of the trade unions in the civil war emergency.*’ Furthermore,
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he claims that “the argument for the permanent and unlimited conscription of
labor by the state, like the contemporary argument for the abolition of money,
reads like an attempt to provide theoretical justification for a harsh necessity
which it had been impossible to avoid.”!

So while the exigencies of War Communism, which demanded securing
resources for the Red Army and the urban population, could be described by
Carr at one point as “a foretaste of the future communist society” where
“methods of exchange” were substituted for by “the principles of taking from
each according to his capacity and giving to each according to his need,” Carr
opts to interpret the policy of forced requisitioning as being “rendered
imperative by the civil war” and justifies it “on grounds of military necessity.”*
It is clear that War Communism was brought on by military emergency, Carr
argues, because such “hand-to-mouth policies” could only be tolerated so long
as the war lasted. Grain requisitioning, in particular, “whose raison d’étre lay in
the continuous and inexorable need to meet today’s emergency,” could not last
beyond the emergency situation. The peasants’ loyalty to the Bolshevik regime,
and “reluctant submission to the requisitions” was based on the “fear of a ‘white’
restoration,” and once that fear passed, continued adherence to “oppressive
exactions” produced peasant resentment and unrest. This culminated in peasant
uprising beginning in 1920 and continuing through the spring of 1921.

The financial burden of the civil war and industrialization, moreover, called
for the nationalization of the banks, and the subsequent devaluing of the
currency. “The printing of notes,” Carr argues, “remained the sole serious
available source of funds to meet current public expenditure and to make
advances to industry.” So although the financial policies of War Communism
produced the “virtual elimination of money from the economy,” it would be
quite mistaken to view this result as the product of any anti-market intention.
The destruction of the rouble, according to Carr, was “in no sense the produce
either of doctrine or of deliberate design.”** The collapse of the currency had
originally “been treated by every responsible Soviet leader as an unmixed evil
against which all possible remedies should be invoked.” It was only after no
remedy could be found that Soviet leaders began to make a virtue out of the
elimination of money, and “the view became popular that the destruction of the
currency had been a deliberate act of policy.”*

The crisis atmosphere of March 1921 led to the substitution of the NEP for
the “more extreme policies of war communism.” Carr acknowledges that Lenin
and the other Bolshevik leaders gave mixed accounts of the significance of the
decision to change course, but claims that it was “unanimously accepted as a
welcome and necessary relief.”*® This contention simply ignores the subsequent
debate over NEP within the Bolshevik cadre.*” Carr, however, finds it convenient
to view NEP as an uncontroversial move away from the pragmatic, emergency-
induced but problem-plagued policies of War Communism. The policies of grain
requisitioning, mobilization of labor, centralization of economic decision-
making, and the destruction of the currency that were followed from 1918 to
1921 are seen by Carr as predominantly the result of emergency circumstances,
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not adherence to Marxian principles. “NEP was a retracing of steps from a
regrettable, though no doubt enforced, digression and a return to the safe path
which was being followed before June 1919.”74

While pointing out those traces of both the emergency interpretation and the
ideological interpretation can be found in Lenin’s writings in the post-war
Communist era, Carr relies upon Lenin’s description of NEP “As a resumption
of the true line laid down by him in the spring of 1918 and interrupted only by
the civil war emergency.”* It was military concerns, not economic theory, that
dictated the policies of War Communism. NEP was the path to the road of
economic development on the way to socialism.

Stephen Coben

The Dobb-Carr interpretation receives perhaps its strongest support from the pen
of political historian Stephen Cohen. Cohen, the biographer of Nikolai Bukharin
(the economic architect of both War Communism and NEP), has defended War
Communism as an emergency measure in all his writings. Intimately connected
to Cohen’s defense of War Communism as an expedient is his commitment to
NEP as a model of decentralized socialism.

The policies of War Communism, Cohen argues, “originated not in the
party’s ideology, but in response to the perilous military situation that suddenly
confronted the Bolsheviks with the outbreak of civil war in the summer of
1918.” These policies were “born and took shape in the crucible of military
expediency and the Bolsheviks’ desperate efforts to survive as the government
of Soviet Russia.”®

It is indeed ironic that the biographer of Bukharin would hold such a position.
Bukharin himself was very explicit in his understanding of War Communism and
the meaning of NEP “We conceived War Communism” Bukharin admits, “as the
universal, so to say ‘normal’ form of the economic policy of the victorious
proletariat and not as being related to the war, that is, conforming to a definite state
of the civil war.”' Bukharin understood NEP to be an admission of, and a retreat
from, the failure of War Communism. It was “not only a strategic retreat, but the
solution to a large social, organizational problem.” The Bolsheviks had tried to
take on the organization of the entire economy, and by 1922 Bukharin readily
admitted that “from the viewpoint of economic rationality this was madness.”>

A rethinking of the principles of socialism was called for on the part of
Bukharin and other Bolsheviks. As Bukharin put it, “the transition to the new
economic policy represented the collapse of our illusions.”® Socialism, in its
Marxian sense, had been tried and had failed. The search began for a “feasible
socialism.” The search continues today. But we cannot hide from the historical
lesson, and its theoretical significance: the search for “socialism with a human
face” may well be inconsistent with the socialist dream of overcoming the
“anarchy of production.”* Perhaps Bukharin understood this. Perhaps he even
understood the nature of the problem and its significance better than all but a few
have since.
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Criticisms of the standard account

The standard account is deficient for two reasons. First, economic historians and
political economists have failed to take seriously the policy prescriptions of early
twentieth-century European and Russian Marxism.? Leading economic
historians, such as Alexander Gerschenkron, argue that little or nothing in the
Soviet experience needs to be explained or understood in terms of Marxism.
Gerschenkron summarizes his position by arguing that “the economic order (or
disorder) as was developed in Soviet Russia was created not in obedience to any
theoretical tenets, but as a pragmatic response to the exigencies of the practice
with power mechanics of the dictatorship well in mind... Hardly anything in the
momentous story of Soviet economic policies needs, or suffers, explanation in
terms of its derivation from Marx’s economic theories.”*® Alec Nove, similarly,
argues with regard to the early policies of the Bolsheviks that Marxian ideology
was used only as an ex post rationalization for policies introduced as practical
responses to emergency situations.’’ 1 contend that the standard account of
historians, like Gerschenkron or Nove, misunderstands the policy prescriptions
suggested by Marxian political economy and underestimates the ideological
commitment of the “old” Bolshevik cadre.*®

While Marx did not wish to write “recipes for the cookshops of the future”
there is no doubt about the broad outline of Marx’s project. His project entailed
the rationalization of politics and economics. Rationalization of the economy
required the substitution of a “settled plan,” which achieved ex ante
coordination, for the “anarchy of the market”: the substitution of production for
direct use for production for exchange. As Marx argued in Capital:

The life-process of society, which is based on the process of material
production, does not strip off its mystical veil until it is treated as
production by freely associated men, and is consciously regulated by them
in accordance with a settled plan.*

Furthermore, consider the following position taken by the young Marx in the
Paris manuscripts:

The positive transcendence of private property as the appropriation of
human life, is therefore the positive transcendence of all estrangement—
that is to say, the return of man from religion, family, state, etc., to his
human, i.e. social, existence.®

The abolition of private property in the means of production and the substitution
of a settled plan for the market has the consequence of rationalizing economic
life and transcending man’s alienated social existence. This is Marx’s
“economic” project.

Marx’s political project, on the other hand, required the establishment of
“classless” politics. Marx’s political project was one of radical democracy, one
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which included universal suffrage and ensured full participation. Since to Marx
the state was an instrument of class conflict, the disappearance of class meant the
disappearance of the state and political power. But this did not mean the
disappearance of social or “classless” politics.5!

The Marxian rationalization project demanded a reconciliation of the conflict
between the public and the private spheres of life. Marx’s vision required the
broadening of the public sphere to all areas of human existence.®* As Don Lavoie
has argued:

Karl Marx conceived of central planning as an attempt to resolve this
inherent contradiction between the private and public spheres of society.
As in any genuinely radical perspective, his particular diagnosis of the
problem is inextricably bound up with his utopia, his notion of the cure.
Marx saw the problem as being located in the competitive private sphere,
the market system, where separate, divided, or “alienated” interests
contend with one another for resources. He argued that, so long as
democratic institutions tried to merge themselves with this competitive
sphere, they would invariably succumb to it. The solution, then, was to
eradicate competitive market relations and to replace them with a
broadening of the democratically based public sphere to encompass all of
social life... Social problems would henceforth be resolved not by meekly
interfering with a competitive market order but by taking over the whole
process of social production from beginning to end.*

The task of eradicating market relations and “taking over the whole process of
social production from beginning to end” constitutes the economic policy
followed by the Bolsheviks from 1918 to 1921. War Communism represents the
conscious and deliberate attempt to realize Marx’s utopia. As Alexander Rustow
argued, “There can be no doubt that Lenin acted as a Marxist during this seizure
of power and viewed his mission as one of carrying out the Marxist program
under his regime.”

The second reason that standard accounts fail is that they do not account for
the economic coordination problems that the Bolsheviks faced in implementing
their policies. The theoretical debate over the feasibility of economic calculation
under socialism (which first took place among German-speaking economists and
sociologists during the 1920s and later among the technical economists in
English-speaking countries during the 1930s and 1940s) seems to be irrelevant
to the standard economic historian. The typical attitude appears to be that while
the theoretical debate might be interesting in itself, it has nothing to add to our
analysis of the practice of socialism. This kind of theory-practice split suggests
an unhealthy state—either implying that theory has gone off in an esoteric
direction and become irrelevant for understanding practical problems, or that
economic historians are failing to use theoretical developments to aid them in
interpreting reality. While both historical research on the Soviet experience and
theoretical discussion about possible socialist worlds continues to accumulate,
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there does not appear to be a healthy cross-fertilization. As a result, both the
historical interpretation of the Soviet economy and the theoretical discussion of
socialist economics seem to misunderstand the significance of the historical
lesson of the Soviet system.

But, as F.A.von Hayek has argued, “Even the most careful study of the
Russian facts cannot lead very far if it is not guided by a clear conception of
what the problem is; i.e. if it is not undertaken by a person who, before he
embarks on the investigation of the special problems of Russia, has arrived at a
clear idea of the fundamental task that economic planning involves.”%
Socialism, in its original intent, faces the problem of substituting for the “blind
forces of the market” a conscious and deliberate plan that can maintain advanced
material standards of living and promote the flourishing of human potential. The
Russian experience provides important insights into the feasibility of that quest.

The alternative account

Before Dobb and Carr, most historians and political economists understood the
failure of War Communism to be a direct demonstration of problems of the
Marxian project. Economists such as K.Leites,” Arthur Shadwell,® Leo
Pasvolsky,® and Boris Brutzkus™ all understood the Russian experience as an
attempt to realize Marx’s utopia. This interpretation of events, however, was
buried under what became the authoritative account of Dobb and Carr. The
original account, though, received strong support in the hands of Michael
Polanyi and Paul Craig Roberts.

Polanyi argued that the Soviet experience confirms Mises’ original contention
that socialism, in its original Marxian sense, is technically impossible. “The only
full-scale attempt to [direct all resources of an industrial system from one center]
was the one undertaken in Soviet Russia during the last six or eight months of
1920; and the results were disastrous.”” Mises was proven right.

The program of Marxian central planning died in March 1921 with the
introduction of NEP, but the ideology of socialism did not. The Soviet economy,
Polanyi argues, was turned into a military state-capitalist system. “The Five-Year
Plans with all their sound and fury are but the parading of a dummy dressed up
in the likeness of the original purpose of socialism.”” We have forgotten what
the Revolution was all about when we view it otherwise.

Roberts, following on Polanyi, demonstrates that War Communism was not
conceived as a set of emergency measures by the Bolshevik leaders at the time.
Rather, it was an outright attempt to abolish market relations. He points out that
in the standard account, such as that of Dobbs, Lenin is quoted only after the
establishment of NEP. In addition, while several accounts allow for some
ideological influence, they blend ideology and emergency in such a way such
that ideology quickly falls into the background, and the conditions of the time
become the motive force behind Soviet economic policy.”

In order to combat the emergency interpretation, Roberts turns to evidence
from Marx and the “early” Lenin. He demonstrates that Lenin understood that in
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Marx’s critique of capitalism there existed a positive vision of socialism. The
Marxian theory of alienation and its relation to commodity production play a
crucial role in understanding the motivation behind the attempt to abolish all
market relations during War Communism. Lenin ef al. sought to abolish the
anarchy of capitalist production and substitute for it a comprehensive planning
system. For in an economy where market forces were allowed to continue to
operate, alienation would persist, and the Marxian dream would be unfulfilled.

The utter collapse that occurred due to the attempt to implement Marxian
socialism forced Lenin to put an end to ideological aspirations, at least for the
time being, in order to avoid losing control of the government. He chose to
maintain political power at the expense of strict adherence to ideological
principles.” “Lenin thought,” argues Roberts, “That the reintroduction of market
exchange was necessary to retain power”; he “understood the practical need to
sacrifice doctrine to power rather than the other way around.” Thus, “it is clear
that the program of eliminating commodity production was abandoned not
because it was a wartime measure unsuited to peacetime but because it had
caused economic disruption and dissatisfaction that were threats to the political
power of the bolsheviks.””

Roberts concludes by issuing a challenge to those who interpret War
Communism as a set of expedient measures:

Those who maintain that the policies of War Communism were temporary
measures to cope with war and inflation rather than an effort to establish
a socialist organization should explain why Lenin repeatedly described the
policies as efforts to establish socialism. If they were wartime policies,
why should Lenin not have said so? If in fact the measures were meant to
be temporary and were a response to war and inflation, Lenin’s admission
that he and the R.C.R(B.) had made mistakes in their efforts to introduce
socialism was not only needless and erroneous but also a fabrication.”

Evidence from the old Bolsheviks

Lenin argued that the imperialist World War I had ripened the conditions for the
revolution. Politically, the war had intensified the exploitation of the working
class. Economically, the necessities of war planning had created a greater
concentration of capital and had brought production under the conscious control
of society. Lenin did not intend to abolish war planning but to transform it into
a model of socialist organization. As he wrote in December 1916:

The war has reaffirmed clearly enough and in a very practical way...that
modern capitalist society, particularly in the advanced capitalist countries,
has fully matured for the transition to socialism. If, for instance, Germany
can direct the economic life of 66 million people from a single, central
institution...then the same can be done, in the interests of nine-tenths of
the population, but the non-properties masses if their struggle is directed
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by the class-conscious workers... All propaganda for socialism must be
refashioned from abstract and general to concrete and directly practical,;
expropriate the banks and, relying on the masses, carry out in their
interests the very same thing the W.U.M.B.A. [i.e. the Weapons and
Ammunition Supply Department] is carrying out in Germany.”

With elimination of private ownership of the means of production, and political
power passing directly to the proletariat, Lenin believed that “these very
conditions are a pledge of success for society’s transformation that will do away
with the exploitation of man by man and ensure the well-being of everyone.””
Lenin argued that it was an utter mistake to suggest, because of some
preconceived notion that conditions were not ripe, that the working class should
support the bourgeois government, or that the proletariat should renounce its
leading role in convincing the people of the urgency of taking practical steps
toward the establishment of socialism.”

“We [Bolsheviks],” Lenin wrote, “put the issue of socialism not as a jump,
but as a practical way out of the present debacle.”® The steps Lenin advocated
were nationalization of land, state control over banks and the establishment of a
single state bank, control over the big capitalist syndicates and a progressive
income tax. “Economically,” Lenin argued, “these measures are timely;
technically, they can be carried out immediately; politically they are likely to
receive the support of the overwhelming majority of the peasants, who have
everything to gain by these reforms.”!

Only by implementing socialist policies could Russia avert catastrophe. This
theme of Lenin’s was reiterated in “The Impending Catastrophe and How to
Combat It.”® What was needed, according to Lenin, was for the government, a
real revolutionary government, to take steps toward introducing the socialization
of production; only by such steps would Russia escape disaster. The chief and
principal measure for averting catastrophe was to increase control of the
production and distribution of goods, i.e. to rationalize the economic process.
Lenin’s program of control, which he argued could be established by a workers’
state “in the first weeks of its existence,” consisted of:

nationalization of all banks and the creation of a central bank;
nationalization of syndicates;

abolition of commercial secrecy;

compulsory syndication; and

compulsory organization of the population.

[V, IOV T NS I

The creation of a central bank, in particular, was essential to Lenin, because the
principal nerve center of modern economic life was the bank. One cannot
regulate economic life without taking over the banks—control over the banks
allowed the unification of accountancy.®

“We cannot be revolutionary democrats in the twentieth century and in a
capitalist country,” Lenin wrote, “if we fear to advance toward socialism.”%
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There “can be no advance except towards socialism.” Capitalism in Russia had
become monopoly capitalism due to the imperialist war. Monopoly capitalism
develops into state monopoly capitalism. Yet the state is nothing but the
organization of the ruling class. If you substitute a revolutionary democratic
state for a capitalist state, Lenin argued, “you will find that, given a really
revolutionary-democratic state, state-monopoly capitalism inevitably and
unavoidably implies a step, and more than one step, toward socialism!” “For
socialism,” Lenin continued, “is merely the next step forward from state-
capitalist monopoly which is made to serve the interests of the whole people.”

These themes are perhaps best articulated in Lenin’s two most important
works, Imperialism, The Highest State of Capitalism and The State and
Revolution * Imperialism set out to explain how the world economic system had
changed, and how the war was the inevitable outcome of this change. State and
Revolution concerned itself with the nature of the state, its use in the revolution
and subsequent dictatorship of the proletariat, and its inevitable “withering
away” in the post-revolutionary world. The unifying theme in both works, from
an economic perspective, is the necessity of control mechanisms for
rationalizing social production.

The increasing concentration of capital in the epoch of finance capital had the
advantage of bringing economic life under conscious control. The chaotic
process of free competition had been overcome, Lenin argued. “Capitalism in its
imperialist stage,” he wrote, “leads directly to the most comprehensive
socialisation of production; it, so to speak drags the capitalists, against their will
and consciousness, into some sort of new social order, a transitional one from
free competition to complete socialisation.”®’

The era of finance capital had laid the necessary groundwork for complete
socialization. The interlocking of business and banking had transformed the
world economy, shifting the social relations of production away from capitalism.
As Lenin argued:

When a big enterprise assumes gigantic proportions, and, on the basis of
an exact computation of mass data, organizes according to plan the supply
of primary raw materials to the extent of two-thirds, or three-fourths, of all
that is necessary for tens of millions of people; when the raw materials are
transported in a systematic and organized manner to the most suitable
places of production, sometimes situated hundreds or thousands of miles
from each other; when a single centre directs all the consecutive stages of
processing the material right up to the manufacture of numerous varieties
of finished articles; when these products are distributed according to a
single plan among tens and hundreds of millions of consumers...then it
becomes evident that we have socialisation of production and not mere
“interlocking.”*®

In State and Revolution Lenin repeated that the epoch of finance capital and the
imperialist war had transformed capitalism into monopoly capitalism, providing
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the necessary prerequisites for transforming the social relations of production.
“The proximity of such capitalism to socialism should serve genuine
representatives of the proletariat as an argument proving the proximity, facility,
feasibility and urgency of socialist revolution,” Lenin wrote.® The “mechanism
of social management” necessary for social transformation was easily at hand,
and was demonstrated in such state-capitalist monopoly business organizations
as the postal service. Lenin argued that once the workers overthrew the
bourgeoisie then they would inherit a “splendidly-equipped mechanism” that
could easily be run by the united workers. This presented the proletariat with a
“concrete, practical task which [could] immediately be fulfilled.” “To organize
the whole economy,” Lenin wrote, “on the lines of the postal service so that the
technicians, foremen and accountants, as well as all officials, shall receive
salaries no higher than ‘a workman’s wage’, all under the control and leadership
of the armed proletariat—that is our immediate aim. This is the state and this is
the economic foundation we need.”
Or as Lenin put the matter later in the text:

Given these economic preconditions, it is quite possible, after the
overthrow of the capitalists and the bureaucrats to proceed immediately,
overnight, to replace them in the control over production and distribution,
in the work of keeping account of labour and products, by the armed
workers, by the whole of the armed proletariat... Accounting and
control—that is mainly what is needed for ‘smooth working’, for the
proper functioning, of the first phase of communist society.’!

With the political and economic task of overthrowing the bourgeoisie and
bringing social life under rational control in mind, Lenin broke off from
completing State and Revolution. The events of the fall of 1917 had transformed
Lenin’s activity from theorizing about revolution to revolutionary praxis. As
Lenin put it on November 30, 1917, “It is more pleasant and useful to go through
the ‘experience of the revolution’ than to write about it.””*?

Overnight the new revolutionary government sought to implement its
program by degree. Leon Trotsky, for example, described Lenin’s first
appearance before the Congress after taking power with the following narrative:
“Lenin, gripping the edges of the reading-stand, let little winking eyes travel
over the crowd as he stood there waiting, apparently oblivious to the long-rolling
ovation, which lasted several minutes. When it finished, he said simply, ‘We
shall now proceed to construct the socialist order.” “** Having wrested political
control from the provisional government the Bolsheviks were now “in a position
to carry out the great economic revolution to which the political revolution was
only a prelude, introduce socialism forthwith and transform the whole order of
Society.”**

The economic transformation of Russian society consisted of implementing
five major principles of social organization:
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1 Elimination of private property in land and the means of production, and
the maximum extension of State ownership. This required that the working
class take control of the banks, railways, shipping, mining, large-scale
industry, foreign trade, etc.

2 The forced allocation and mobilization of labor. Militarization of labor
was necessary in order to allocate labor resources, just like other
resources, in the construction of socialism.

3 Centralized management of production and distribution of resources,
deemed necessary for rationalizing the economic process.

4 The introduction of class and socialist principles of distribution.

5 The abolition of commodity and money relations and the substitution of a

“natural economy” for the market economy. The elimination of the
monetary economy and commodity production were deemed necessary for
the “defetishization” of economic life and the transcendence of man’s
alienated social existence.”

Taken in combination, these policies constituted the economic program of War
Communism, but at the time it was known simply as Communism. As Victor
Serge reports in his Memoirs of a Revolutionary, 1901-1941, “The social system
in these years was later called ‘War Communism.” At the time it was called
simply ‘Communism,” and anyone who, like myself, went so far as to consider
it purely temporary was looked upon with disdain.”® This system attempted to
substitute a unified plan of economic life, i.e. rational social relations of
production, for the chaotic and exploititive relations of production that existed
under capitalism.

Through a series of decrees, resolutions and party platforms, the Bolsheviks
set about implementing the socialist project. By December 1917 the Supreme
Economic Council was established and the banks had been nationalized. In
January 1918, a declaration of the rights of working and exploited people was
issued, abolishing the exploitation of man by man. The decree, however, also
embodied a call for a universal labor duty. Labor conscription was introduced to
ensure socialist victory in eliminating the parasitic strata of society and in
rationally organizing the economy. By July 1918, the Soviet Constitution
described labor as an obligation of all citizens and declared that whoever does
not work shall not eat. And, throughout 1919, labor conscription, i.e.
militarization, continued to extend to all categories of labor until it was declared
by the State Council on Defense that leaving one’s job would be considered
desertion.””

This militarization plan was extended not only in production but in
distribution. Throughout 1918 and 1919 collective exchanges were established,
and the trade unions were employed to assure the central distribution of
foodstuffs. Trotsky, for example, in a decree of 17 February 1918, called upon
all local Soviets, railway committees and patrols to fight unorganized trading.
The punishment for illegal trading of food was either confiscation of all
foodstuffs or immediate death.”®
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In addition to the above-mentioned policies, the Bolsheviks issued many
other decrees in order to initiate their economic program. Inheritance, for
example, was abolished in May 1918, and in June 1918 large-scale industry was
nationalized. The party program of the Eighth Party Congress, adopted in March
1919, called for increased centralization and for the abolition of money. And as
late as November 1920 (after the civil war), the Supreme Economic Council
nationalized all industry (even small-scale enterprises). Only the Kronstadt
Rebellion of March 1921 would steer the Bolsheviks off this track of outright
socialist construction.”

In his pamphlet, The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government, Lenin
argued that the problem confronting the Bolsheviks was that of organizing social
administration. The decisive means of solving this problem was implementing
“the strictest and country-wide accounting and control of production and
distribution of goods.” The successful implementation of accounting and control
alongside the amalgamation of all banks into a single state bank would
transform the banks into “nodal points of public accounting under socialism”
and allow the Soviets to organize “the population into a single cooperative
society under proletariat management.”'® The possibility of socialism required,
according to Lenin, the subordination of the desires of the many to the unity of
the plan. The rhetoric of workers’ control and workers’ democracy meant
something entirely different from the model of decentralized socialism that is
promulgated today. To Lenin, as to most Marxists at that time, workers’ control
was a method by which central planning could be accomplished, and not a
decentralized alternative to it. As Silvana Malle points out, “in Lenin’s model of
power, workers’ control would not evolve in any decentralized form, but, on the
contrary, would facilitate the flow of information to the centre and the correct
implementation of central guidelines.”'"!

Centralized planning and control were the essential elements of Leninist
socialism. “It must be said,” Lenin wrote, “that large-scale machine industry—
which is precisely the material source, the productive source, the foundation of
socialism—calls for absolute and strict unity of will... The technical, economic
and historical necessity of this is obvious and all those who have thought about
socialism have always regarded it as one of the conditions of socialism.” And
how can such strict unity of will be guaranteed” Lenin asked rhetorically. “By
thousands subordinating their will to the will of one.”'®

This theme of strict unity of the plan was echoed throughout various speeches
and writings, and not just Lenin’s. Trotsky, for example, during a speech to the
Central Executive Committee on 14 February 1917, repeated the necessity of
rationalizing the economic life of Russia through strict conformity to the plan.
“Only a systematic organization of production,” he said, “that is, one based on
a universal plan—only a rational and economic distribution of all products can
save the country. And that means socialism.”'® This project entailed the
abolition of private ownership and the replacement of production for exchange
by production for direct use. The chaotic process of market exchange and
production must not merely be tampered with, but abolished. “Socialist
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organization of production,” Trotsky declared in 1920, “begins with the
liquidation of the market... Production shall be geared to society’s needs by
means of a unified economic plan.”'*™

The ubiquitous nature of monetary calculation under capitalist methods of
production was to be replaced by the introduction of strict accounting and
control. The economic transformation demanded the abolition of the “alienated
ability of mankind,” i.e. money, and the substitution of moneyless accounting
for monetary calculation. Yu Larin, who was commissioned by Lenin to study
the operation of the German war economy and ways to implement that model in
Russia, argued fervently for the elimination of all market exchange and
production. Larin, at the Party Congress in March 1918, argued that a moneyless
system of accounting should be pursued post-haste. The nationalization of banks
provided the framework to eliminate hand-to-hand currency and to transform the
financial institutions of Russia into, as Lenin put it, “nodal points of public
accounting.” Under the new economic organization of society a circulating
medium was rapidly becoming unnecessary. “Money as a circulating medium,”
Larin declared, “can already be got rid of to a considerable degree.”'”> By May
of 1918 the party declared that all state enterprises should hand over circulating
media to the People’s Bank, and in August 1918 the Supreme Economic Council
instructed all managers of industry that settlements of deliveries and receipts of
commodities should consist of book entries; in no circumstance should money
be used in transactions. And Osinskii, who was the manager of the State Bank
and the first chairman of the Supreme Economic Council, described the
Bolshevik monetary policy in 1920 as having as “its main aim [the creation of]
normal conditions of exchange without money between parts of the uniform and
mostly socialized national economy.”!%

The Bolshevik program was best articulated in the Program of the
Communist Party of Russia adopted at the Eighth Party Congress in March
1919, and in the popular exposition of that program, The ABC of Communism,
by Bukharin and Preobrazhensky.'” Bukharin gave a detailed presentation of the
economic organization of Communist society in his chapter: “Communism and
the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.” He argued that “the basis of communist
society must be the social ownership of the means of production and exchange.”
Under these circumstances “society will be transformed into a huge working
organization for cooperative production.” The anarchy of production will cease
as rationality is imposed upon the economic life process. “In such a social order,
production will be organized.”

No longer will one enterprise compete with another, the factories,
workshops, mines, and other productive institutions will all be
subdivisions, as it were, of one vast people’s workshop, which will
embrace the entire national economy of production. It is obvious that so
comprehensive an organization presupposes a general plan of production.
If all the factories and workshops together with the whole of agricultural
production are combined to form an immense cooperative enterprise, it is



The Soviet experiment 95

obvious that everything must be precisely calculated. We must know in
advance how much labour to assign to the various branches of industry;
what products are required and how much of each it is necessary to
produce; how and where machines must be provided. These and similar
details must be thought out beforehand, with approximate accuracy at
least; and the work must be guided in conformity with our calculations.
This is how the organization of communist production will be effected.!"®

The planning process was to be entrusted to “various kinds of bookkeeping
offices and statistical bureau.” Accounts would be kept (day-to-day) of
production and its needs. All decisions for the allocation and distribution of
resources necessary for social production would be orchestrated by the planning
bureau. “Just as in an orchestra the performers watch the conductor’s baton and
act accordingly.” Bukharin wrote, “so here all will consult the statistical reports
and will direct their work accordingly.”!?

By achieving ex ante coordination of economic activity through the
substitution of production for direct use for production for exchange, Bukharin
understood that, organizationally, the need for money would disappear.
“Money,” he simply asserted, “would no longer be required” under these
circumstances. The rationalization of economic life under Communism would
eliminate the waste of capitalist production and lead to increased productivity.
This burst of productivity would free individuals from the “chains imposed upon
them by nature.” The utopian promise of this project was that “concurrently with
the disappearance of man’s tyranny over man, the tyranny of nature over man
will likewise vanish. Men and women will for the first time be able to lead a life
worthy of thinking beings instead of a life worthy of brute beasts.”!!°

Only the scientific organization of production under the direction of a unified
plan constructed by the dictatorship of the proletariat could put an end to the
capitalist anarchy of production and eliminate the tyranny of man over man.
With the breakdown of commodity production and its replacement by the
“socio-natural system of economic relations, the corresponding ideological
categories also burst, and once this is so, the theory of the economic process is
confronted with the need for a transition to natural economic thinking, i.e. to the
consideration of both society and its parts as systems of fundamental elements in
their natural form.”!'"" Social relations would no longer be veiled by the
commodity fetishism of the monetary exchange system.

This project of rationalization and emancipation is spelled out in the party
program adopted at the Eighth Congress. In the realm of economic affairs this
amounted to expropriating the expropriators, increasing the productive forces of
society by eliminating the contradictions of capitalism, mobilizing labor,
organizing the trade unions, educating the workers, and basically, securing “the
maximum solidarisation of the whole economic apparatus.”'' It was to
accomplish this goal that the Bolsheviks seized the banks and merged them into
a single State bank. The bank, thus, “became an instrument of the workers’
power and a lever to promote economic transformation.” The bank would
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become an apparatus of unified bookkeeping. “In proportion as the organization
of a purposive social economy is achieved, this will lead to the disappearance of
banks, and to their conversion into the central bookkeeping establishment of
communist society.” The immediate elimination of money was not yet possible,
but the party was moving in that direction. “Upon the basis of the nationalisation
of banking, the Russian Communist Party endeavors to promote a series of
measures favouring a moneyless system of account keeping, and paving the way
for the abolition of money.”!!?

The Bolsheviks did not just accept this program in the heat of civil war as
many historians assert. The civil war no doubt affected the way the program was
implemented, but the program itself was clearly ideological in origin. It emerged
out of the conscious attempt to achieve Marx’s utopia. Even after the civil war
had ended, the Bolsheviks embarked upon continued efforts to rationalize the
economy. For example, the “Outstanding Resolutions on Economic
Reconstruction” (adopted by the Ninth Congress of the Russian Communist
Party in April 1920) argued that “the basic condition of economic recovery of
the country is the undeviating carrying out of a unified economic plan.”''* And
in November 1920, V Milyutin, then Assistant President of the Supreme
Economic Council, announced the decree of the Council to nationalize even
small industrial enterprises and bring them under conscious control.'> Only the
insurgency of the sailors at Kronstadt convinced the Bolsheviks to reconsider
their policy.

State capitalism and NEP

Those writers who support the emergency interpretation of War Communism
rely upon Lenin’s late description of NEP as a return to his 1918 position. But
is this really the case? In his defense of the introduction of NEP, The Tax in Kind
(The Significance of the New Policy and Its Conditions),"'¢ Lenin argued that
NEP was a return to his 1918 position that state capitalism was the transitional
form of social organization between capitalism and socialism. But we must keep
in mind Lenin’s theory of the state and his theory of social relations of
production under imperialism.

In The Tax in Kind, Lenin reprints much of the argument contained in his
1918 pamphlet, Left-Wing Childishness and the Petty-Bourgeois Mentality,
which was a broadside against Bukharin and other left-wing Bolsheviks on the
Brest Peace and the issue of “state capitalism.” In the 1918 polemic, Lenin
argued that history had witnessed an unusual event. The Russian people had
successfully introduced the proper political basis for Communism with the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the organization of the Soviets. But Russia was
not fully developed economically. Germany, on the other hand, Lenin argued,
was backward politically but advanced economically. The immediate task of the
Russian people was to model their economy after the German war-planning
machine. They were to “spare no effort in copying it and not shrink from
adopting dictatorial methods to hasten the copying of it.”!"”
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The German model, Lenin argued, was “the last word” in modern large-scale
capitalism, incorporating advanced engineering and planned organization. But
the system was subordinated to a “Junker-bourgeois imperialism.” If the system
could be made to serve the interest of the proletariat, then socialism was not only
possible, but immediate. “Cross out, the words in italics [Junker-bourgeois
imperialism], and in place of the militarist, Junker, bourgeois, imperialist state
put also a state, but of a different social type, of a different class content—a
Soviet state, that is, a proletariat state, and you will have the sum total of the
conditions necessary for socialism.”'"® Thus, despite accounts that claim that
Lenin did not have a model of socialist organization because Marxism was
confined to a critique of capitalism, it seems that there was little doubt in Lenin’s
mind what socialism entailed. And it had nothing to do with the reintroduction
of market methods of production, as under NEP

The characterization of the years before the introduction of NEP as a
transition period did not refer to a period of market-based “socialism,” but
instead to the first phase of Communism, which would last a generation or so—
until the people had become so acculturated that the door would swing open for
the advancement to full Communism. This was explained by both Lenin and
Bukharin in their theoretical works prior to 1921. The market was to be
abolished and replaced by a unified plan which would achieve ex ante
coordination of production and distribution. War Communism was the deliberate
attempt to achieve this outcome. But, as Lenin wrote in 1921, this method of
economic organization proved to be a mistake. “We made the mistake,” Lenin
admits, “of deciding to go over directly to communist production and
distribution.”'® Always the master of political double-speak, however, Lenin is
able to turn this admission into an excuse for why the decision was forced upon
them. It is his double-speak that caught up commentators like Dobb and Carr.

Still, Lenin understood the problems the Bolsheviks faced in trying to
implement socialism. He went so far as to admit in a secret letter of 19 February
1921, written to G.M.Krzhizhanovsky, a member of the State Planning
Commission, that “the greatest danger is that the work of planning the state
economy may be bureaucratized. This is a great one. Milyutin does not see it
...A complete, integrated, real plan for us at present...‘a bureaucratic utopia’
...Don’t chase it.”'*

Lenin did not “deviate” from Marxist doctrine in his attempt to abolish
market relations. The social ills that accompanied War Communism were
consequences of precisely Lenin’s faithfulness to Marx. The Marxist project of
economic rationalization could not (and cannot) solve the fundamental problem
of how to utilize the knowledge in society “which is not given to anyone in its
totality.”!!

Lenin’s deviation was NEP The interventionist policies of NEP were an
outright denial of Marx’s organizational theory. Lenin not only allowed prices
and profits to persist, he abandoned the cardinal goal of socialism—the
substitution of a settled plan for the anarchy of the market. Even under the most
extreme policies of Stalinism, monetary calculation (although highly interfered
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with) would serve as the basis of Soviet “planning.” It was after the
abandonment of “war” Communism that Marxism was reduced to a mere
mobilizing ideology of the new ruling class.

While very few modern advocates of socialism would argue for
comprehensive central planning, they hold fast to the Marxist critique of the
anarchy of the market. But, as Don Lavoie has argued, “the modification from
comprehensive planning, which seeks to completely replace market competition
as the coordinating process of the economy, to noncomprehensive planning,
which seeks to reconcile planning with market institutions, is hardly an
alteration of analysis. It is the toppling of the basic pillar of Marxist analysis.”
Lavoie concludes that “it is by no means evident that the Marxist critique of the
market order which modern planners still implicitly employ, can stand up once
it is admitted that markets are necessary and that planning is to consist merely of
interference in this unplannable system.”!??
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Appendix: the Soviet experiment with Pure Communism:
rejoinder to Nove*

Professor Nove contends that I wrongly attributed to him a myopic view of the
ideological motives behind Bolshevik economic policy, when in reality it is my
view that is distorted because it overemphasizes those motives. I agree with
Nove that “no major action in the real world of politics can be attributed solely
to ideology.” (If I suggested that he argues in contrast for no ideological role,
then I apologize.)

My claim is that the major role played by non-ideological factors was in
influencing not the policies of “War Communism,” but the manner in which they
were implemented. The aspirations expressed in “War Communism” were not
born in the crucible of military expediency, but originated instead in the political
economy of Karl Marx and were transformed into praxis by Lenin from 1918 to
1921.1#

Against this claim, Nove raises not only the general issue of the role of
ideology in Soviet history, but also the intriguing matter of Trotsky’s and
Bukharin’s policy positions in the period following “War Communism.” Nove
admits that no serious scholar of Soviet history can deny that there were
ideologically inspired excesses during “War Communism,” but he points out that
“as soon as war communism ended Trotsky never returned to the theme of labor
militarization, and Bukharin became almost overnight the principal apostle

*Originally published in Boettke, P.J. (1991) Critical Review 5(1) (Winter): 123-8.
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of NEP.” He concludes from these facts that labor militarization and opposition
to economic markets must have been due primarily (although not exclusively) to
“the necessities of war.” But unless we are to fall into post hoc ergo propter hoc
reasoning, more must be done to explain the reason for, and the nature of, the
change in Trotsky’s and Bukharin’s views.

The policy pronouncements of Trotsky and Bukharin are a mixed bag in the
1920s. Although Trotsky did not continue to advocate labor militarization, he did
press for planned industrialization and an anti-kulak campaign, and he continually
referred to NEP as a temporary retreat. “Only the development of industry creates
an unshakable foundation for the proletarian dictatorship,” he wrote.'?*

Trotsky did not accept (at least in the 1920s) that “War Communism” had
produced economic chaos because it necessarily brought too much
administrative responsibility on itself. Rather, he claimed that its failure was due
to lack of administrative ability. NEP Trotsky argued, did not differ substantially
from “War Communism” with regard to the planning principle. The difference
lay in the method of planning. Under NEP, “arbitrary administration by
bureaucratic agencies is replaced by economic maneuvering,” but industrial
development must still be guided by the State Planning Commission. The system
of “one-man management must be applied in the organization of industry from
top to bottom.” As Trotsky saw it, the main problem in meeting this goal was
“the inadequate selection of business executives.”!?

Better selection of personnel and the establishment of correct incentives for
economic planners would ensure a successful extension of the planning
principle. This extension would not just lead to the modification of the market,
but to its eventual replacement. “In the final analysis,” Trotsky said at the
Twelfth Party Congress in 1923, “we will spread the planning principle to the
entire market, thus swallowing and eliminating it. In other words, our successes
on the basis of the New Economic Policy automatically move toward its
liquidation, to its replacement by a newer economic policy, which will be a
socialist policy.”!'?

However, Trotsky’s program of industrialization remained fundamentally
incoherent throughout the 1920s. He feared concessions to foreign capital, yet
he wanted to import capital resources to build up industry. He maintained a siege
mentality and argued that foreign capitalists would not deal with Soviet Russia,
yet he supported foreign trade. He supported NEPist reforms, yet argued that the
market must be liquidated. Despite all the equivocation, however, as Nove has
himself pointed out, Trotsky never fully escaped from his fear of the “market
devil.”¥

Bukharin’s position is even more puzzling. In fact, Bukharin’s “swing to the
right” is one of the great mysteries in early Soviet history. During the “War
Communism” period he represented the extreme left wing of the Bolshevik party.
His books: The ABC of Communism and The Economics of the Transition Period
were regarded as the theoretical manifestos of “War Communism.” They defended
the policies of coercion and extreme centralization that the Bolsheviks had
implemented from 1918 to 1921. While many readers are shocked by the
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conclusions that Bukharin reached in these works, it is even more amazing to
witness his swing to the right under NEP. Not only was Bukharin one of the
premier theorists of “War Communism,” he was also the premier theorist of NEP.

The failure of “War Communism” deeply affected Bukharin’s thinking,
representing—along with the adoption of NEP—*a collapse of our illusions.”
“War communism,” Bukharin argued, had been viewed “not as military, i.e. as
needed at a given stage of civil war, but as a universal, general, so to speak
‘normal’ form of economic policy of a victorious proletariat.”'?® The
tentativeness of the political alliance between the workers and the peasantry and
the economic annihilation of industry and agriculture in 1921 conflicted with
Bukharin’s original expectations of socialist construction. But, unlike the other
Bolsheviks, Bukharin had a paradigm with which to interpret these failures:
economic theory.

Bukharin was a serious student of bourgeois economics. During his exile
from Russia, he studied economics in Vienna and attended Bohm-Bawerk’s
seminar on economic theory. He later embarked on a serious study of the
theories of Walras and Pareto. His book The Economic Theory of the Leisure
Class (1919) was a product of these studies.'?® Bukharin was well aware of both
Bohm-Bawerk’s and later Mises’ criticisms of Marxian economics and socialist
organization. In 1925, for example, he referred to Ludwig von Mises as “one of
the most learned critics of Communism” and admitted that Mises was right
about the unfeasibility of socialism, at least given the current stage of cultural
development in Russia. Bukharin went on to state that, viewed in its economic
essence, “War Communism” resembled the command socialism that the learned
economists of the bourgeoisie predicted would lead to destruction. And NEP
represented the rejection of this system and the “shift to a rational economic
policy.”!%

But Bukharin’s position, like Trotsky’s, remained fundamentally at odds with
itself. For while he admitted the necessity of the retreat to the market, but he also
maintained that NEP was nevertheless a political victory of socialism. “When we
crossed over to the NEP we began to overcome in practice the... bourgeois case
against socialism. Why? Because the meaning of the NEP lies in the fact that by
using the economic initiative of the peasants, of the small producers, and even of
the bourgeoisie, and by allowing private accumulation, we also placed these
people objectively in the service of socialist state industry and the economy as
a whole."!

Through the use of market stimuli, private interest would be mobilized for the
good of social production. As long as the Bolsheviks held the “commanding
heights” of the economy, the “backward strata of the proletariat (who were
motivated by noncommunist ideas and private interests)” would be made to
serve the interests of socialism. By means of “socialist” competition and
economic struggle, the socialist sphere would eventually come to squeeze out
private interests.'?

The transition period would last a long time and would have to be managed
carefully by the political leaders so that political power would remain firmly in
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the hands of the Bolsheviks. The creeping socialism that Bukharin advocated
was a result of his recognition of the importance of balanced growth in
developing the industrial base upon which the future (full) socialist society could
be erected. Thus, despite the apparent drastic shift in position, Bukharin’s
appreciation of market forces in guiding economic development should not be
exaggerated.'?

Bukharin understood, at least to some degree, the problem of matching
production plans with consumption demands that must be overcome in the process
of economic development. This understanding underlies his demand for capital
proportionality within his strategy for economic growth. It served as the basis for
his acceptance of an essentially market-oriented model for economic development
and industrialization at that stage of Soviet history. But in the ideal Marxian future,
where production would be for direct use as opposed to exchange, Bukharin held
the view that capital proportionality would be maintained by the planning board’s
calculation of the appropriate use of capital resources in advance of any economic
process. Commodity exchange and production, in such a world, would be
abolished—an ancient relic of a capitalist world now surpassed.

To both Trotsky and Bukharin, therefore, NEP represented a pragmatic retreat
from the zealous attempt of “War Communism” to introduce socialism
immediately. But the basic structural goals of “War Communism”—the
liquidation of commodity production and the establishment of complete and
comprehensive economic planning—remained their aims. In the future, once the
appropriate industrial base was established, the full socialism of “War
Communism” could be implemented again. We cannot forget these ideological
aspirations if we wish to make sense of Soviet history.

My Critical Review paper deliberately refrained from a full treatment of
Nove’s interpretation of Soviet history because his views are more complex,
balanced, and therefore difficult to summarize, than those of either Maurice
Dobb or E. H.Carr. However, my book, The Political Economy of Soviet
Socialism, does treat Nove’s ideas at length.”** Although the book admits that
Nove’s presentation is very subtle and sophisticated, it contends that his habit of
introducing emergency conditions to explain away ideological aspirations
produces a misreading of history.

Nove arrives at his conclusions concerning “War Communism,” just as Dobb
and Carr did before him, by discounting Marxian aspirations to supercede the
market by eliminating money and exchange relations. Nove justifies this move
by arguing that Marx’s economic analysis is confined to capitalism and does not
extend to the economic problems of socialism.'** No doubt Marx did not wish to
write “recipes for the cookshops of the future,” but this was not in order to avoid
the problem of examining socialist society. Rather, it represents a crucial aspect
of Marx’s particular approach to social theory. In this fashion Marx moved
beyond the utopian socialists. As Don Lavoie has argued, Marx

did not blame the [utopian socialism] so much for discussing socialist
society as for the way in which they discussed it and for the contradictions
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within their descriptions. Marx’s scientific socialism was not merely an
excuse for avoiding any examination of socialist society. It was a
recommendation of a particular method for the conduct of such an excuse
for avoiding any examination of socialist society. It was a recommendation
of a particular method for the conduct of such an examination—that is,
that socialism be described through a systematic critique of capitalism. For
Marx, studying capitalism and developing a positive theory of socialism
are two aspects of the same endeavor. Marx conducted a critique of
capitalist society from the standpoint of socialism, intending to reveal by
this study the main features of the future socialist society... In many
respects, where Das Kapital offers us a theoretical “photograph” of
capitalism, its “negative” informs us about Marx’s view of socialism.!'*

I suggest that it is Marx’s implicit view of socialism that informed the
Bolsheviks, inspired them, and guided them in their attempt to construct a better
world order. Much of the meaning of these events is lost if this is overlooked.
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7  The political economy of utopia

Communism in Soviet Russia,
1918-21*

It has become a copybook maxim to assert that the policy of “War Communism”
was imposed on the Bolsheviks by the Civil War and the foreign intervention. This
is completely untrue, if only for the reason that the first decrees on introducing the
“socialist ideal” exactly “according to Marx” in Soviet Russia were issued long
before the beginning of the Civil War (the decrees of 26 January and 14 February
1918, on the nationalization of the merchant fleet and of all banks), while the last
decree on the socialization of all small handicraftsman and artisans was issued on
29 November 1920, i.e. after the end of the Civil War in European Russia. Of
course, the conditions of the Civil War and the intervention left an imprint. But the
main thing was something else—the immediate implementation of theory in strict
accordance with Marx (from “Critique of the Gotha Program”) and Engels (from
“Anti-During”).

(Sirotkin 1989)

In the failure of War Communism and the retreat to NEP the impossibility of
planning as articulated theoretically in the Mises-Hayek critique was directly
demonstrated in practice.

(Lavoie 1986-7)

Introduction

The historical understanding of the Russian revolution has traveled a rather
strange road. The original interpretations of this event basically agreed that
Marxian socialism had been tried by the Bolsheviks and failed to such a degree
that by 1921 the Bolsheviks were forced to retreat from their experiment with
Marxian socialism and switch back to market institutions in the New Economic
Policy (NEP).! During the 1940s, however, this standard interpretation was
challenged by individuals such as Maurice Dobb and, later, E.H.Carr.> Carr’s
massive study of the history of the Soviet Union, perhaps more than any other
source, was responsible for establishing the counterargument that the War
Communism period (1918-21) was not an attempt to implement Marx’s utopia,
but rather was forced upon the Bolsheviks by the conditions of civil war and
international intervention.

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1990) “The Political Economy of Utopia: Communism in Soviet Russia,
1918-1921,” Journal des Economistes et des Etudes Humaines 1(2): 91-138.
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Recent decades, however, have seen a growing skepticism toward Carr’s and
other studies which disregard the ideological motivations of the Bolsheviks. The
works of Paul Craig Roberts and Thomas Remington have re-emphasized the
point that War Communism was a deliberate policy aimed at the elimination of
all market institutions and not merely a matter of desperate emergency
measures.’ Still, the hegemony of the emergency interpretation persists and finds
two of its most ardent supporters in Alec Nove and Stephen Cohen, perhaps the
most influential Soviet specialists today.

The timing of the Dobb and Carr re-evaluations of Soviet history coincided
with a methodological thrust in the human sciences which sought to deny the
force of ideas in human history. Statistical studies would prove or disprove the
effectiveness of policies, so that endless disputes over intellectual history were
not necessary. Such metaphysical concepts as ideology were not important for
the scientific study of society. This methodological change was responsible for
the success of Dobb’s and Carr’s work and for the belief that central planning
began not as an attempt in 1918 to eliminate the market but as the attempt to
mobilize agricultural resources in 1928.

But, the decline of the positivistic model of the human sciences and the
establishment of a post-positivistic philosophy of science brings in its wake a
renewed appreciation of the force of ideas in human history.* This new
philosophical thrust of the human sciences leads to a fundamental reassessment
of this event and its relevance for the study of comparative political and
economic systems.

Today, with full knowledge of the effects of Stalinism and the problems that
continue to plague so-called socialist economies throughout the world, we can
perhaps come to a better understanding of the true meaning of the War
Communism period and its socioeconomic dimension. As philosopher Hans-
Georg Gadamer states:?

Time is no longer primarily a gulf to be bridged, because it separates, but
it is actually the supportive ground of process in which the present is
rooted. Hence temporal distance is not something that must be overcome.
This was, rather, the naive assumption of historicism, namely that we must
set ourselves within the spirit of the age, and think with its thoughts, not
with our own, and thus advance toward historical objectivity. In fact, the
important thing is to recognize the distance in time as a positive and
productive possibility of understanding... It lets the true meaning of the
object emerge fully... Not only are fresh sources of error constantly
excluded, so that the true meaning has filtered out of it all kinds of things
that obscure it, but there emerge continually new sources of
understanding, which reveal unsuspected elements of meaning... It not
only let those prejudices that are of a particular and limited nature die
away, but causes those that bring genuine understanding to emerge clearly
as such. It is only this temporal distance that can solve the really critical
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question of hermeneutics, namely of distinguishing the true prejudices, by
which we understand, from the false ones by which we misunderstand.

The Soviet experience from 1918 to 1921 represents a utopian experiment with
socialism. The Bolshevik revolutionaries attempted to implement a Marxian
social order. Examination of the texts of Lenin, Bukharin, Trotsky, and various
other party documents of the time demonstrates the intent to build socialism
immediately. The Bolshevik cadre possessed a strong faith in the imminent
world revolution, and, therefore, believed in the Trotskyite concept of
“permanent revolutions.”® The civil war represents not so much a distraction in
the building of socialism, but rather a method by which socialism will be
brought to the West.” “Reasoning from the premises of permanent revolution,”
Robert Daniels points out, “the Bolshevik left wing—Lenin now included—
envisioned vast but independent possibilities of revolution in Europe as well as
in Russia. Europe was ripe for revolution, and Russia would shake the tree.”®

This faith in sparking the international revolution was demonstrated at the 6th
Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Workers’ Party (Bolsheviks) held in
August 1917. “History is working for us,” Bukharin declared. “History is
moving on the path which leads inevitably to the uprising of the proletariat and
the triumph of socialism...we will wage a holy war in the name of the interests
of all the proletariat, and...by such a revolutionary war we will light the fire of
world socialist revolution.” And the draft resolution on the Current Movement
and the War accepted at the Congress merely reiterated Bukharin’s thesis.'®

The civil war was not a surprise to the Bolsheviks, but rather an expected
response from the bourgeoisie. But, while it was expected as part of the
transition period, and, in fact, the raison d’étre of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, the civil war did shape the implementation of policy. As Paul Craig
Roberts argues, “It was not the policy [of War Communism] but the manner in
which it was applied that was determined by civil war.”"" The policies of War
Communism, I hope to demonstrate, were not born “in the crucible of military
expediency” as Stephen Cohen argues,'? but originated instead from the political
economy of Karl Marx and were transformed into praxis by Vladimir Illich
Lenin from 1918 to 1921 in Soviet Russia.

The economic history of War Communism

There is no real dispute here over the economic facts. As Michael Polanyi wrote
with regard to Maurice Dobb, “Mr. Dobb’s account of the events does not
materially differ from that given in my text.”'3> What differs between the standard
account and the one offered here is the meaning of these facts. It is a problem of
intellectual history and not one of better fact-finding or statistical manipulation.
Substantial agreement exists concerning the chronology of events following the
October uprising and the implementation of certain economic policies.

The Bolsheviks rose to power with the promise of advancing Russia toward
socialism. Between October 1917 and May 1918, the Bolsheviks implemented
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several policies intended to be steps toward the realization of socialism.
“Changes of this sort,” Charles Bettelheim points out, “took concrete form in
certain decisive measures concerning industry and trade. Of these, the most
important were the decree on workers’ control, published on 19 November
1917, the decree on the formation of the Supreme Economic Council of National
Economy (VSNKh), the decree on the nationalization of the banks (28
December), the decree on consumers’ organizations, placing consumers’
cooperatives under the control of the Soviets (16 April), and the decree on the
monopoly of foreign trade (23 April).”"

However, the nationalization drive, which the standard account argues did not
begin until after the urgency of civil war became apparent, was already in
preparation in March and April of 1918; plans were being made to nationalize
both the petroleum and the metal industries.” But the sugar industry, with the
decree of 2 May 1918, became the first entire industry to be nationalized. Three
hundred enterprises were nationalized on 15 May, and by the beginning of June
that number exceeded five hundred, half of which represented concerns in heavy
industry. This was followed by the general decree nationalizing large-scale
industry issued on 28 June 1918.'¢ And by 31 August the number of nationalized
enterprises reached 3,000. The pace of the nationalization of industry grew
throughout the War Communism period to such an extent that, by November
1920, 37,000 enterprises were nationalized: 18,000 of which did not use
mechanical power and 5,000 of which employed only one person.'’

Efforts to nationalize the economy were deemed necessary for the
replacement of market methods of allocation by centralized allocation and
distribution.’® A 21 November 1918 decree, for example, forbade internal private
trading and a monopoly of trade was granted to the Commissariat of Supply."®
By March 1919 the consumer cooperatives lost their independent status and
were merged with the Commissariat of Supply. And labor mobilization
measures, i.e. the militarization of the labor force, were introduced in the
attempt to insure the appropriate allocation of the work-force. Stern labor
discipline was introduced and “deserters” were penalized accordingly.?

Efforts were also undertaken during this period to eliminate monetary
circulation. An August 1918 decree of the Supreme Economic Council declared
that all transactions had to be carried out by accounting operations without using
money. The figures concerning the emission of currency during this period are
shocking: 22.4 billion roubles were in circulation on 1 November 1917, 40.3
billion by 1 June 1918, and 60.8 billion by 1 January 1919. And during 1919 the
quantity of money tripled, in 1920 it quadrupled, leaving the purchasing power
of the rouble in October 1920 at only 1% of what it had been in October 1917.%!

Perhaps the most ambitious effort of the Bolsheviks during the War
Communism period was the attempt to organize the planning apparatus of the
national economy. The Supreme Economic Council (VSNKh) was established
on 2 December 1917, and three weeks later the Councils of the National
Economy (the Sovnarkozes) were created by the Supreme Economic Council to
coordinate the activities of all economic units within their provinces and
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districts. As the nationalization continued to increase, the management of
nationalized enterprises called for central administrations. Special departments
within the Supreme Economic Council, called Glavkis, were formed for this
task. Enterprises were integrated vertically through the glavki system and
horizontally through the sovarkozes.?

This system of planning attempted to provide ex ante coordination of
economic activities in place of the chaotic and ex post coordination provided by
the market system. This planning system, while not provided in a blueprint form
from Marx, was nevertheless influenced by him. As Malle writes: “Marxist
ideology did not provide concrete guidance about economic organization, but it
did provide a general hint about what to be kept and what had to be dropped on
the path of economic development. This hint was not irrelevant in the selection
of alternatives facing the leadership.”® It is this connection and its subsequent
development that I will proceed to explore.

From Marx to Lenin

While Marx did not wish to write “recipes for the cookshops of the future,” there
is no doubt about the broad outline of Marx’s project.* His project entailed the
rationalization of politics and the rationalization of economics. Both spheres
were interdependent within the Marxian system. The interpreter of Marx cannot
merely concentrate on either Marx’s economics or his politics if he/she wishes
to understand his project. Marx was a political economist in the broadest sense
of that term.

Rationalization of the economy required the substitution of a “settled plan,”
which achieved ex ante coordination, for the “anarchy of the market”; the
substitution of production for direct use for production for exchange. Consider
the following statement of Marx’s from Capital:*

The life-process of society, which is based on the process of material
production, does not strip off its mystical veil until it is treated as
production by freely associated men, and is consciously regulated by them
in accordance with a settled plan.

Furthermore, consider the following position taken by Marx in the Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844:%

The positive transcendence of private property as the appropriation of
human life, is therefore the positive transcendence of all estrangement—
that is to say, the return of man from religion, family, state, etc. to his
human, i.e. social, existence.

The abolition of private property in the means of production and the substitution
of a settled plan for the market has the consequence of rationalizing economic
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life and transcending man’s alienated social existence. This is Marx’s
“economic” project.

Rationalization of politics, on the other hand, required the establishment of
“classless” politics. Marx’s political vision was one of radical democracy; one
which included universal suffrage and insured full participation.”’ Since to Marx
the state was an instrument of class conflict, the disappearance of class meant the
disappearance of the state and political power. But this did not mean the
disappearance of social or “classless” politics. As Marx argued in The Poverty of
Philosophy.?

The condition for the emancipation of the working class is the abolition of
all classes... The working class, in the course of its development, will
substitute for the old civil society an association which will exclude
classes and their antagonism, and there will be no more political power
properly so-called, since political power is precisely the official expression
of antagonism in civil society... Do not say that social movement excludes
political movement. There is never a political movement which is not at
the same time social. It is only in an order of things in which there are no
more classes and class antagonisms that social evolutions will cease to be
political revolutions.

Mary, it is also clear, argued that the rationalization process of both politics and
economics would be conducted in the transition period by the “dictatorship of
the proletariat.” Moreover, it is quite clear that Marx believed the transition from
capitalism to socialism would not be peaceful, but violent. “The first step in the
revolution by the working class,” Marx and Engels wrote, “is to raise the
proletariat to the position of ruling class, to win the battle of democracy.” “The
proletariat,” they continued, “will use its political supremacy to wrest, by
degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of
production in the hands of the state, i.e. of the proletariat organized as the ruling
class; and to increase the total of productive forces as rapidly as possible.”

And, though it would be violent, Marx was of the opinion that the transition
would be short-lived. Capitalism would negate itself within the process of its
development. But within this process of negation, capitalism would develop the
material preconditions for the advancement to socialism. As he argued in
Capital >

Hand in hand with this centralisation, or this expropriation of many
capitalists by few, develop, on an ever extending scale, the cooperative form
of the labour-process, the conscious technical application of science, the
methodical cultivation of the soil, the transformation of the instruments of
labour into instruments of labour only usable in common, the economising
of all means of production by their use as the means of production of
combined, socialised labour, the entanglement of all peoples in the net of the
world-market, and this, the international character of the capitalist regime.
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Along with the constantly diminishing number of the magnates of capital,
who usurp and monopolise all advantages of this process of transformation,
grows the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation; but
with this too grows the revolt of the working class, a class always increasing
in numbers, and disciplined, united, organised by the very mechanism of the
process of capitalist production itself. The monopoly of capital becomes a
fetter upon the mode of production, which has sprung up and flourished
along with, and under it. Centralisation of the means of production and
socialisation of labour at last reach a point where they become incompatible
with their capitalist integument. This integument is burst asunder. The knell
of capitalist private property sounds. The expropriators are expropriated...
Capitalist production begets, with the inexorability of a law of Nature, its
own negation. It is the negation of negation... The transformation of
scattered private property, arising from individual labour, into capitalist
private property is, naturally, a process, incomparably more protracted,
violent, and difficult, than the transformation of capitalistic private property,
already practically resting on socialised production, into socialised property.
In the former case, we had the expropriation of the mass of the people by a
few usurpers; in the latter, we have the expropriation of a few usurpers by
the mass of the people.

There have been many recent attempts to understand Marx’s project, and assess
its relationship to the Soviet experience with socialism.’’ Many of these
attempts, however, focus exclusively upon the relationship between Marx’s
political vision and Soviet authoritarianism. David Lowell, for example,
concludes, after a thorough analysis and comparison of Marx’s political project
with that of Lenin’s, that while “Lenin supplied the theoretical foundations for
Soviet authoritarianism, Marx’s contribution to them was not decisive. While
there are many cogent reasons for rejecting Marx’s project as a panacea for
society’s ills, the project’s direct and necessary association with Soviet
illiberalism is not one of them.”*

Others, such as the critical theorists of the Frankfurt School (Horkheimer,
Adorno and Marcuse), consider it one of their fundamental tasks as social
theorists to explain the relationship between the Marxian promise of
emancipation and the Soviet reality of illiberalism. David Held, in his
informative history on the development of critical theory, points out that one of
the central problems of concern to the members of the Institute of Social
Research, i.e. the Frankfurt School, was to address the following questions:™*

Given the fate of Marxism in Russia and Western Europe, was Marxism
itself nothing other than a stale orthodoxy? Was there a social agent
capable of progressive change? What possibilities were there for effective
socialist practice?

Positive answers to these questions have not always been forthcoming from the
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critical theorists or Western Marxism in general. As a result, negativism and a
sense of despair burdens Western Marxist discussion of the project of
emancipation. Martin Jay expresses this sense of frustration when he asks, “is it
too much to hope that amidst the debris there lurks, silent but still potent, the
germ of a truly defensible concept of totality—and even more important, the
potential for a liberating totalization that will not turn into its opposite?”**

Jay and Western Marxism, in general, find hope in the research program of
Jurgen Habermas and the positive alternative that the Habermasian system
suggests. Habermas wishes to focus on Marx’s project of the rationalization of
politics. In this regard, Habermas has developed his idea of “uncoerced
discourse” as a model for politics.”> Habermas, however, does not provide a
cogent discussion of Marx’s responsibility (if any) for Soviet authoritarianism.

Perhaps the most insightful discussion on the subject of Marx’s political
project and the Soviet experience, therefore, is to be found within the Praxis
group philosophers of Yugoslavia. Svetozar Stojanovic, for example, argues that
modern Marxists cannot escape the fact that Marx’s fundamental ambiguity
toward the concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat is responsible for the
perversion of politics under Soviet rule. As Stojanovic argues:*

No matter how we look at it, Marx’s idea of the dictatorship of the
proletariat was practicable only by having one group rule in the name of the
proletariat as a whole. In the best of cases, it would rule in its interest and
under its control. In the worst case, it would rule without any kind of
supervision and against its vital interests. In conceiving a new state it is no
small oversight to set out from the most optimistic assumptions, where no
real thought is given to measures and guarantees against the abuse of power.

Thus, modern Marxists need to deal with the terror inflicted upon the proletariat
by the dictatorship in its name that occurred during the early years of the Soviet
regime.

All these interpretations, however interesting they are, have a fundamental
problem; they forget the economic sphere of Marx’s project and they ignore
unintended consequences in social life. In this regard, the attempt by Radoslav
Selucky to understand Marx’s project is much more satisfying.”” Selucky suggests
that Marx’s project of rationalization of the economy may be inconsistent with the
rationalization of politics that Marx envisioned. The concept of a centrally planned
unity in economic life is mutually exclusive from the ideal of full democratic
participation within political life. This line of reasoning is also consistent with
basic Marxian materialist philosophy which argued that the material base
(economic life) determines the superstructure (the realm of ideas).

As Selucky argues:*®

No Marxist may legitimately construct a social system whose political
superstructure would differ structurally from its economic base... If one
accepts Marx’s concept of base and superstructure, a centralized,
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hierarchically organized economic subsystem cannot coexist with a
pluralistic, horizontally organized self-governed political subsystem.

Selucky seems to understand the institutional requirements of economic
rationalization and their unintended consequences.

Those who assert that there is a line of continuity between Marx’s project and
Lenin’s praxis need not argue that either Marx or Lenin was an authoritarian.
The argument, rather, is that Marx’s project of rationalization has the
unintended, and undesirable, consequence of totalitarianism. Neither Marx nor
Lenin needs to be viewed as a totalitarian in order to understand how the
political utopia they envisioned resulted in such an order. The old Bolsheviks,
Lenin, Bukharin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, etc., believed they were faithfully
implementing Marx’s project of social transformation.*® In order to accomplish
the process of social transformation, it would have to be directed by the
dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e. the Bolsheviks, who represented the true
interests of the working class. Bolshevik proposals were filled with intentions of
radical democracy, both economically as well as politically, for the working
man. Lenin was a faithful interpreter of Marx’s project.

Don Lavoie, therefore, provides perhaps the most cogent understanding of
Marx’s political and economic project among recent interpretations. Lavoie
presents Marx’s project as an attempt to broaden the scope of democracy and
public life. He states:*

Karl Marx conceived of central planning as an attempt to resolve this
inherent contradiction between the private and public spheres of society. As
in any genuinely radical perspective, his particular diagnosis of the problem
is inextricably bound up with his utopia, his notion of the cure. Marx saw the
problem as being located in the competitive private sphere, the market
system, where separate, divided, or “alienated” interests contend with one
another for resources. He argued that, so long as democratic institutions tried
to merge themselves with this competitive sphere, they would invariably
succumb to it. The solution, then, was to eradicate competitive market
relations and to replace them with a broadening of the democratically based
public sphere to encompass all of social life. No longer would politicians
stoop to being tools of special and conflicting interests, since the private
sector would cease to exist as a separate component of society. All social
production would be carried out by the “associated producers” in
conjunction with a common plan. Production would no longer be a private
act of war by some market participants against others in a competitive
struggle for wealth, but would instead be the main task of the self-
coordinated democratic institution... The reason for our pervasive social ills,
culminating in the modern threat of total destruction in use, is perceived to
be the fact that we have narrowly confined the function of democratic
institutions to a tiny part of social life and have left the bulk of economic
activity to the unplanned outcome of non-democratic private struggles for
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wealth in the market. The proposed solution is to widen democracy to the
whole sphere of economics and completely abolish private ownership of the
means of production, thereby eliminating the competitiveness of market
relations as a basis for economic decision-making.

And, although Marx was extremely reluctant to discuss how his utopia would
work in practice, Lavoie suggests that we can envision the fundamental
components of Marx’s political and economic project, and study their operation.
So despite Marx’s reluctance, Lavoie argues that:*!

One can still infer from his [Marx’s] many indirect references to the
communist society that some sort of democratic procedures would be
constructed through which the goals of society could be formulated. After
this is done, scientists would devise rational comprehensive planning
procedures to implement these goals. Since this planning, to be
meaningful and scientific, must obtain control over all the relevant
variables, Marx consistently foresaw it as centralized and comprehensive.
The commonly owned means of production would be deliberately and
scientifically operated by the state in accordance with a single plan. Social
problems would henceforth be resolved not by meekly interfering with a
competitive market order but by taking over the whole process of social
production from beginning to end.

This task of abolishing market relations and “taking over the whole process of
social production from beginning to end” constitutes the economic policies
followed by the Bolsheviks from 1918 to 1921. The policies of War Communism
represent the conscious and deliberate attempt to realize Marx’s utopia.

Ripeness and the rise to power

Much has been made of the issue of “ripeness” or whether Russia was
sufficiently developed. Marx’s model of dialectical materialism and the debate
between the Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks is usually invoked to demonstrate
Lenin’s deviation from “real” Marxism. Russia’s backward political and
economic traditions, it is argued, precluded the possibility of a successful
Marxist revolution. Lenin’s political maneuvering was a gamble—the attempt to
skip over the important historical stage of the bourgeois revolution—with the
pay-off being a net loss to the Russian people.** Russia became stuck, as a result
of Lenin’s hurried attempt to achieve utopia, in the Asiatic mode of production
or “oriental despotism.”*

The tyranny of Soviet oppression under Stalin, from this perspective, is the
outcome of the intentional gamble by Lenin to rush the revolution in a backward
country. What is noteworthy in this analysis is that Marx’s project of
rationalization is understood; what is disappointing is that the economic problem
this rationalization process would have to confront, no matter what stage of
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development the country of revolution found itself, is misunderstood.
Discussion, instead, focuses upon the proper historical conditions conducive to
the world revolution.

Robert Daniels, for example, argues that the key to understanding the
development of Communism is to keep in mind the importance of historical
conditions. The Soviet experience—a historical accident—could not possibly
have succeeded in establishing socialism, because it lacked the necessary
preconditions. What resulted in the Soviet Union was not the unintended
outcome of attempting to implement Marx’s rationalization project, but rather a
different system determined by the historical stage of development. As Daniels
argues in The Conscience of the Revolution:*

The important concern from the standpoint of understanding the
development of Communism is to see how the ideal proved to be
unrealizable under the particular Russian conditions where it was
attempted. The Marxian theory underlying the ideal, whenever applied
objectively, actually foretold the failure: proletarian socialism required a
strong proletariat and an advanced economy; Russia lacked the strong
proletariat and the advanced economy. Therefore, the ideal could not be
attained, and any claims to the contrary could only mask the establishment
of some other kind of social order.

While Daniels sees this focus upon historical preconditions as the key to
understanding this episode, I contend that it turns into the key problem to
understanding, and, actually leads to misunderstanding the meaning of the
Soviet experience with socialism.” What is disappointing about much of the
analysis of the Bolshevik rise to power is the almost exclusive emphasis upon
historical preconditions for successful socialist practice and the differences in
political strategy that existed between the Mensheviks and Socialist-
Revolutionaries, on the one hand, and the Bolsheviks, on the other.*¢

The Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, after the February revolution,
originally wanted to work with the Kadet government, as a critic of policy, in the
belief that Russia needed to go through the bourgeois revolution before the
possibility of the workers’ revolution could be discussed.*’ The April days and the
July demonstrations, however, brought a closer coalition between the Mensheviks,
the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and the provisional government.”® The Bolsheviks,
on the other hand, wanted no part of the compromise with the government, and
grew more anxious throughout 1917 to take power and bring relief (and political
power) to the suffering masses. This proved to be a tactical coup d’état, for, as
conditions worsened through the summer of 1917, the Bolsheviks were the only
political group to remain untainted by association with the government. Lenin and
the party took full advantage of this “higher moral ground.”*

Lenin, for example, in his essay “Political Parties in Russia and the Task of the
Proletariat,” written in April 1917, set out to answer questions about the political
positions of the four major political factions.” There existed, according to Lenin:
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a group to the right of the Constitutional Democrats;

the Constitutional Democrats;

the Social Democrats and the Socialist Revolutionaries; and
the Bolsheviks.

B W=

The Constitutional Democrats, and the group to their right, represented the
interests of the bourgeoisie, while the Social Democrats and the Socialist-
Revolutionaries represented the interests of the petty bourgeoisie. The
Bolsheviks, however, represented the interests of the proletariat and demanded
all power to the Soviets, “undivided power to the Soviets from the bottom up all
over the country” (1977, vol. 24, p. 99). The major difference between the
political platform of the Social Democrats and the Socialist-Revolutionaries and
the Bolsheviks was pace; the Bolsheviks demanded power to the Soviets now,
while the Social Democrats argued that it was not time—Russia must wait until
the bourgeois revolution was completed.

“The masses must be made to see,” Lenin argued upon his arrival in Russia
in April 1917, “that the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies are the only possible form
of revolutionary government, and that therefore our task is, as long as this
government yields to the influence of the bourgeoisie, to present a patient,
systematic, and persistent explanation of the errors of their tactics, an
explanation especially adapted to the practical needs of the masses” (1977, vol.
24, p. 23). This is where he set out his famous “April Theses.”"

As long as the Bolsheviks remained in the minority* their primary task was
that of “criticising and exposing” the errors of the government, and to “preach
the necessity of transferring the entire state power to the Soviets of Workers’
Deputies” (Ibid.). It was not the task of the proletariat at that time (April 1917)
to introduce socialism immediately, according to Lenin, but rather to bring social
production and distribution under the control of the Soviets.”® The Bolsheviks
were urged by Lenin to take the initiative in creating the international revolution.
“It must be made clear that the people can stop the war or change its character,”
Lenin wrote “only by changing the class character of the government.”>*

Lenin believed that the workers could, and should, take state power
immediately. His belief was justified, he argued, because of the existence of two
governments; the existence of “dual power” within Russia.® There existed the
provisional government—which was the government of the bourgeoisie—but at
the same time another government had arisen: the government of the
proletariat—the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. “This power is of
the same type,” Lenin argued, “as the Paris Commune of 1871 (1977, vol. 24,
p.- 38). The workers’ state must assume power.

It is not a problem of ripeness, asserted Lenin.’® The problem with the Paris
Commune was not that it introduced socialism immediately (a bourgeois
prejudice). “The Commune, unfortunately,” Lenin asserted, “was too slow in
introducing socialism. The real essence of the Commune is not where the
bourgeois usually looks for it, but in the creation of a state of a special type. Such
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a state has already arisen in Russia, it is the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies!”’

The existence of dual power and the circumstances of the time led Lenin to
declare at the 7th (April) All-Russia Conference that the whole crux of the
matter can be summed up as follows: “We [Bolsheviks] put the issue of
socialism not as a jump, but as a practical way out of the present debacle” (1977,
vol. 24, p. 308). World War I had ripened the conditions for the revolution.
Economically, the necessities of war planning had created greater concentration
of capital and brought production under the conscious control of society.’®
Politically, the war had intensified the exploitation of the working class in the
name of the capitalist war. “But with private ownership of the means of
production abolished and state power passing completely to the proletariat,”
Lenin argued, “these very conditions are a pledge of success for society’s
transformation that will do away with the exploitation of man by man and ensure
the well-being of everyone” (1977, vol. 24, p. 310). Lenin argued that it was an
utter mistake to suggest, because of some preconceived notion that conditions
were not ripe, that the working class should support the bourgeois government,
or that the proletariat should renounce its leading role in convincing the people
of the urgency of taking practical steps toward the establishment of socialism.
The time was ripe.

The steps Lenin advocated were nationalization of land, state control over
banks and the establishment of a single state bank, control over the big capitalist
syndicates and a progressive income tax. “Economically,” Lenin argued, “these
measures are timely; technically, they can be carried out immediately; politically
they are likely to receive the support of the overwhelming majority of the
peasants, who have everything to gain by these reforms” (1977, vol. 24, p. 311).

Praxis and catastrophe

Concentration upon questions of historical ripeness results in a failure to discuss,
within the usual analysis of these conflicts among the different political groups,
the economic content of their respective platforms, and what they hoped to
accomplish by implementing their programs. As Lenin pointed out, though, in the
“Impending Debacle” (1977, vol. 24, pp. 395-7), there were no substantial
differences between the Narodniks and Mensheviks, on the one side, and the
Bolsheviks, on the other, over the economic platform. What Lenin’s complaint
amounted to, therefore, was that the other groups were only socialists in word,
being bourgeois when judged by their deeds. The Declaration of the “new”
Provisional Government (issued on 6 May 1917 by the first coalition provisional
government), for example, states that the “Provisional Government will redouble
its determined efforts to combat economic disorganization by developing planned
state and public control of production, transport, commerce and distribution of
products, and where necessary will resort also to the organization of production.”*
Moreover, Lenin quotes at length from a resolution of the provisional government
concerning economic policy (Lenin, 1977, vol. 24, p. 396):
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Many branches of industry are ripe for a state trade monopoly (grain,
meat, salt, leather), others are ripe for the organization of state-controlled
trusts (coal, oil, metallurgy, sugar, paper); and, finally, present conditions
demand in the case of nearly all branches of industry state control of the
distribution of raw materials and manufactures, as well as price fixing...
Simultaneously, it is necessary to place all banking institutions under state
and public control in order to combat speculation in goods subject to state
control... At the same time, the most energetic measures should be taken
against the work-shy, even if labour conscription has to be introduced for
that purpose... The country is already in a state of catastrophe, and the
only thing that can save it is the creative effort of the whole nation headed
by a government which has consciously shouldered the stupendous task of
rescuing a country ruined by war and the tsarist regime.

“We have here,” Lenin commented, “state-controlled trusts, the combating of
speculation, labour conscription—in what way does this differ from terrible
Bolshevism, what more could these terrible Bolsheviks want?”’ Lenin answers
his rhetorical question by simply stating that the provisional government has
been “forced to accept the programme of ‘ferrible’ Bolshevism because no other
programme offers a way out of the really calamitous debacle that is impending”
(Lenin, 1977, vol. 24, p. 396). But Lenin charged the provisional government
(the capitalists) with only accepting the programme “‘in order not to carry it out.”
Even though “all this can be introduced by decree which can be drafted in a
single day” the new provisional government possessed no intention of taking the
correct action. Disaster was imminent, Lenin warned, and action should have
been immediate."'

Lenin summarized his argument in “Lessons of the Revolution” (1977, vol.
25, pp. 229-43). He argues that Russia was ruled as a “free” country for about
four months after the overthrow of the tsarist regime on 27 February 1917. Even
though the bourgeoisie were able to “capture” the government (Kadet Party),
Soviets were elected in an absolutely free way—genuine organizations of the
people, of the workers and peasants. Thus, there arose a situation of dual power.
The Soviets should have taken state power in order to:

1 stop the war, and
2 stop the capitalists who were getting rich on the war.

But only the Bolshevik social democrats demanded that state power be
transferred to the Soviets. The Menshevik social democrats and the Socialist-
Revolutionaries opposed the transfer of power. “Instead of removing the
bourgeois government and replacing it by a government of the Soviets,” Lenin
argued, “these parties insisted on supporting the bourgeois government,
compromising with it and forming a coalition government with it. This policy of
compromise with the bourgeoisie pursued by the Socialist-Revolutionary and
the Menshevik parties, who enjoyed the confidence of the majority of the
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people, is the main content of the entire course of the development of the
revolution during the first five months since it began” (1977, vol. 25, p. 234).

This policy of compromise represented the complete betrayal of the
revolution. By April a spontaneous workers’ movement was ready to assume
power, but the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, instead, compromised
with the capitalist’s government, betraying the trust of the people, and allowing
the capitalists to maintain state power.®> The events of 1917, Lenin argued,
merely confirmed old Marxist truths about the petty bourgeoisie and prepared
the way for a true workers’ revolution. The lesson was all too clear.

The lesson of the Russian revolution is that there can be no escape for the
working people from the iron grip of war, famine, and enslavement by the
landowners and capitalists unless they completely break with the Socialist-
Revolutionary and Menshevik parties and clearly understand the latter’s
treacherous role, unless they renounce all compromises with the
bourgeoisie and resolutely side with the revolutionary workers. Only the
revolutionary workers, if supported by peasant poor, are capable of
smashing the resistance of the capitalists and leading the people in gaining
land without compensation, complete liberty, victory over famine and the
war, and a just and lasting peace

(Lenin 1977, vol. 25, pp. 242-3).

This theme is reiterated in “The Impending Catastrophe and How to Combat It”
(1977, vol. 25, pp. 327-69). There Lenin argues that six months had passed since
the revolution, and, despite promises to the contrary, the catastrophe was closer
than ever before. Unemployment had increased, shortages of food and other goods
persisted, and yet, the “revolutionary” government did nothing to avert the
catastrophe. Russia could wait no longer. The imperialist war was driving the
country nearer to ruin at an ever-increasing speed. Yet the government did not
implement the measures necessary to combat catastrophe and famine. The only
reason, Lenin argued, that no movement was made to avert catastrophe was
exclusively because their [i.e. the proper measures] realisation would affect the
fabulous profits of a handful of landowners and capitalists” (1977, p. 328).
What was needed, according to Lenin, was for the government (a real
revolutionary government) to take steps toward introducing the socialization of
production; only such steps would avert catastrophe.®* The chief and principal
measure of combating, of averting, catastrophe and famine was to increase control
of the production and distribution of goods, i.e. rationalize the economic process.
“Control, supervision, accounting, regulation by the state, introduction of a proper
distribution of labour-power in the production and distribution of goods,
husbanding of the people’s forces, the elimination of all wasteful effort, economy
of effort” these are the measures necessary, Lenin argued. “Control, supervision
and accounting are the prime requisites for combating catastrophe and famine.”
That this is so, Lenin stated, was “indisputable and universally recognized” (1977,
vol. 25, p. 328). The Mensheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries did nothing in
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the face of catastrophe. Their coalition with the government, and the government’s
sabotage of all attempts at control, made the Mensheviks and the Socialist-
Revolutionaries “politically responsible to the Russian workers and peasants for
winking at the capitalists and allowing them to frustrate all control” (1977, vol. 25,
p. 330).% It is no wonder, given the increased suffering of the masses, that such
energetic condemnations swung support from the provisional government toward
the Bolsheviks.

The crux of the matter, to Lenin, was the need for a revolutionary
dictatorship. “We cannot be revolutionary democrats in the twentieth century
and in a capitalist country,” he wrote, “if we fear to advance toward socialism”
(Lenin, 1977, vol. 25, p. 360). Those who argued that Russia was not ripe for
socialism, and, therefore, that the current revolution was a bourgeois revolution,
had failed to “understand (as an examination of the theoretical basis of their
opinion shows) what imperialism is, what capitalist monopoly is, what the state
is, and what revolutionary democracy is. For anyone who understands this is
bound to admit that there can be no advance except toward socialism” (Lenin,
1977, vol. 25, p. 361).

Capitalism in Russia, Lenin argued, had become monopoly capitalism due to
the imperialist war. This was evidenced by the development of the syndicates,
such as in sugar. Monopoly capitalism develops into state monopoly capitalism.
The state, on the other hand, is nothing but the organization of the ruling class.
If you substitute a revolutionary democratic state for a capitalist state “you will
find that, given a really revolutionary-democratic state, state-monopoly
capitalism inevitably and unavoidably implies a step, and more than one step,
toward socialism!” Lenin continued by arguing:

For socialism, is merely the next step forward from state-capitalist
monopoly. Or, in other words, socialism is merely state-capitalist
monopoly which is made to serve the interests of the whole people and has
to that extent ceased to be capitalist monopoly... The objective process of
development is such that it is impossible to advance from monopolies (and
the war has magnified their number, role and importance tenfold) without
advancing toward socialism

(Lenin, 1977, vol. 25, pp. 361-2, emphasis in original).

From imperialism to socialism

Lenin’s political position can be understood more clearly if one considers his
two theoretical works which basically bookend the revolutionary activity of
1917, Imperialism, The Highest Stage of Capitalism, and The State and
Revolution.®® Imperialism set out to explain how the world economic system had
changed, and how the war was the inevitable outcome of this change. The State
and Revolution concerned itself with the discussion of the nature of the state, its
use in the revolution and subsequent dictatorship of the proletariat, and its
inevitable “withering away” in the post-revolutionary world.
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“Competition,” Lenin argued in Imperialism, “becomes transformed into
monopoly.” “The result [of this increased monopolization of the economy],”
Lenin continued, “is immense progress in the socialisation of production. In
particular, the process of technical invention and improvement becomes
socialised” (1977, vol. 22, p. 205). The natural operation of the capitalist mode
of production leads to increased concentration of industry because of the profit
advantage inherent in economies of scale.®® The monopolization of the economy,
to Lenin, is not just the result of a state-granted privilege, but inherent to the
capitalist process of production.’” The state can only affect the form the
monopoly takes.

The increased concentration of industry that occurs in the highest stage of
capitalism has the advantage of bringing economic life under conscious control.
The chaotic process of free competition is overcome. “Capitalism in its
imperialist stage,” Lenin argued, “leads directly to the most comprehensive
socialisation of production; it, so to speak, drags the capitalists, against their will
and consciousness, into some sort of a new social order, a transitional one from
complete free competition to complete socialisation” (1977, vol. 22, p. 205).

The system no longer relied upon the businessman’s ability to satisfy
consumer demand. The concentration of banking had made business more and
more dependent upon pleasing finance capital to stay in operation.® Economic
success was not measured by profits gathered from satisfying consumers, but by
the connections one had to finance capital. Advantageous business connections
and not free competition dominated economic life. “At the basis of these
manipulations and swindles,” Lenin observed, “lies socialised production; but
the immense progress of mankind, which achieved this socialisation, goes to
benefit...the speculators” and not the people (1977, vol. 22, p. 207). The system
must be made to serve the interest of the people instead.

One of the key factors in the socialization of the economic process under
imperialism was the increased role of banks in economic life. “We see the rapid
expansion of a close network of channels which cover the whole country,” Lenin
commented, “centralising all capital and all revenues, transforming thousands
and thousands of scattered economic enterprises into a single national capitalist,
and then into a world capitalist economy” (1977, vol. 22, p. 213). This “banking
network,” which under imperialism increases the power of the monopolistic
giants, will provide the technical precondition for full socialization of the
economy.®

All of industry has become interconnected (not scattered as under free
competition) and dependent upon the central nerve of economic life: the bank.
“As regards the close connection between banks and industry,” Lenin stated, “it
is precisely in this sphere that the new role of banks is, perhaps, most strikingly
felt.” The result of this new role “is that the industrial capitalist becomes more
completely dependent on the bank™ (1977, vol. 22, p. 220).

Lenin sees this, economically, as a good and natural development. It enables
control over the economic life process.”” “Finance capital,” Lenin argued, “has
created the epoch of monopolies, and monopolies introduce everywhere
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monopolist principles: the utilization of connections for profitable transactions
takes the place of competition on the open market” (Lenin, 1977, vol. 22, p.
244). The era of finance capital had laid the necessary economic ground work
for socialization.

On the other hand, the increased monopolization generated war as capitalists
fought over economic territory and the division of the world market. “The
capitalists divide the world, not out of any particular malice,” Lenin stated, “but
because the degree of concentration which has been reached forces them to
adopt this method in order to obtain profits” (Lenin, 1977, vol. 22, p. 253). The
inevitable striving of finance capital to expand its influence leads directly to
colonialism and colonial conquest.” This increases the misery individuals suffer
under capitalist rule, and brings to consciousness the antagonism of the classes.
The imperialist war had laid the necessary ground work for political revolution.

Lenin argued that imperialism was capitalism in transition. As he stated
(1977, vol. 22, pp. 265-6):

Imperialism emerged as the development and direct continuation of the
fundamental characteristics of capitalism in general. But capitalism only
became capitalist imperialism at a definite and very high stage of its
development, when certain of its fundamental characteristics began to
change into, their opposites, when the features of the epoch of transition
from capitalism to a higher social and economic system had taken shape
and revealed themselves in all spheres. Economically, the main thing in
this process is the displacement of capitalist-free competition by capitalist
monopoly. Free competition is the basic feature of capitalism, and of
commodity production generally; monopoly is the exact opposite of free
competition, but we have seen the latter being transformed into monopoly
before our eyes, creating large-scale industry and forcing out small
industry; replacing large-scale by still larger scale industry, and carrying
concentration of production and capital to the point where out of it has
grown and is growing monopoly: cartels, syndicates and trusts, and
merging with them, the capital of a dozen or so banks, which manipulate
thousands of millions. At the same time the monopolies, which have
grown out of free competition, do not eliminate the latter, but exist above
it and alongside it, and thereby give rise to a number of very acute, intense
antagonisms, factions and conflicts. Monopoly is the transition from
capitalism to a higher system.

The epoch of imperialism had, according to Lenin, confirmed Marx’s theory of
the increased socialization of production under capitalism. Socialism was to be
born in the womb of capitalism, and the transition phase would have all the pains
associated with birth.”” Imperialism signaled the advent of transition.

The interlocking of business and banking interests, and the world economy
signified to Lenin the changing of social relations of production. As he wrote
(Lenin, 1977, vol. 22, pp. 302-3, emphasis added):
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When a big enterprise assumes gigantic proportions, and, on the basis of
an exact computation of mass data, organizes according to plan the supply
of raw materials to the extent of two thirds, or three-fourths, of all that is
necessary for tens of millions of people; when the raw materials are
transported in a systematic and organized manner to the most suitable
places of production, sometimes situated hundreds or thousands of miles
from each other; when a single centre directs all the consecutive stages of
processing the materials right up to the manufacture of numerous varieties
of finished articles; when these products are distributed according to a
single plan among tens and hundreds of millions of consumers...then it
becomes evident that we have socialisation of production and not mere
“interlocking.”

The shell of private ownership and private enterprise no longer fits the content
of the socialized mode of production; it must either decay (if its removal is
artificially delayed) or be removed, but nevertheless it will inevitably fall away
opening the door for people to exist in social relation with one another.

The process of removing the shell preparing for post-revolutionary social
relations constitutes the subject of Lenin’s The State and Revolution. This essay
is perhaps one of the most fateful political tracts for the human condition written
in the twentieth century. “The Soviet state,” A.J.Polan writes, “that emerged
after 1917 bore the stamp of The State and Revolution in all its subsequent
phases, before and after the Bolsheviks secured the monopoly of power, before
and after the decline of the Soviets as significant institutions, before and after the
rise of Stalin.””

Yet there is some controversy surrounding Lenin’s essay and its place within
Lenin’s political thinking. Robert Daniels, for example, has argued that The State
and Revolution represents a Utopian aberration in Lenin’s political career—a
product of revolutionary fervor—and, therefore, views it as a mistake to treat the
text as representative of Lenin’s political philosophy. “To consider State and
Revolution as the basic statement of Lenin’s political philosophy,” Daniels states,
“is a serious error.” Daniels’ argument amounts to pointing out that the essay’s
“argument for a utopian anarchism never actually became official policy after the
revolution,” and that the text only served as “the point of departure for the Left
Opposition.” It was the Leninism of 1902, the “What is to be Done” Lenin, “which
prevailed as the basis for the political development of the USSR.”™

Rodney Barfield, however, in challenging Daniels’ interpretation has pointed
out that Lenin’s essay cannot be viewed as a product of revolutionary fervor
because at the time he was researching it Lenin had no idea that revolution was
looming on the horizon for Russia. “If State and Revolution is divorced from the
revolutionary period and viewed as a theoretical work written for the future, a
work intended to be Lenin’s ‘last will and testament,” consisting of ideas which
were formulated not in the heat of revolution but in the cool detachment of the
Zurich Library,” Barfield argued, “then there is sufficient reason to interpret it as
representing an integral part of the whole of Lenin’s revolutionary thought and
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personal make-up. The book may then be viewed as a serious revelation of the
end to which Lenin had devoted his life.”"™

Alfred Evans has recently argued that “State and Revolution has been
misinterpreted in most of the scholarly literature on Lenin’s thought.””® Lenin is
simply not the utopian or quasi-anarchist, Evans argues, that people make him
out to be in State and Revolution. Lenin did not possess a blind faith in the
masses, nor did he reject authority from above. Evans contends that:”’

In 1917 he did not in theory or practice throw all caution to the winds and
stake everything on the unskilled wisdom of the masses. Lenin’s essay was
vulnerable to the charge of being unrealistic, not because he failed to allow
for authority from above, but because he expected centralized planning and
guidance to be easily compatible with enthusiastic initiative from below.

Thus, State and Revolution is neither the crazy utopian tract depicted by Daniels
nor the humanistic utopian tract depicted by Barfield, but a polemic in defense
of the Marxian utopia of a politically and economically rationalized society.
Lenin saw his “prime task™ as that of re-establishing “what Marx really taught”
(1977, vol. 25, p. 391). Once Lenin established, to his own satisfaction, what
Marx really taught on the subject of the state, he turned his attention to
clarifying the role of the state in the transition from capitalism to Communism
and the tasks that the proletariat vanguard must confront in socioeconomic
transformation.

Lenin defends the thesis of the withering away of the state against both the
opportunists (Kautsky, etc.), who argue that the proletariat needs the state, and
the anarchists, who argue that the state must be abolished without first
transforming the economic system. The state—that special apparatus of
coercion—is necessary during the transition, but it is a state that is withering
away. Lenin asserted that (1977, vol. 25, p. 441):

The proletariat needs the state only temporarily. We do not at all differ
with the anarchists on the question of the abolition of the state as the aim.
We maintain that, to achieve this aim, we must temporarily make use of
instruments, resources and methods of state power against the exploiters,
just as the temporary dictatorship of the oppressed class is necessary for
the abolition of classes.

The proletariat state would be modeled upon the Paris Commune, Lenin argued,
which could not be properly labeled a state in the sense that it no longer operated
as an instrument for the suppression of the majority, but the minority (see 1977,
vol. 25, pp. 441-7). The proletariat state must conduct the process of social
transformation along the lines of democratic centralism.

From this point of reference, Lenin argued, following Marx, that the
proletariat must win the battle of democracy in order to overcome mere
bourgeois democracy. “Fully consistent democracy,” Lenin wrote, “is
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impossible under capitalism, and under socialism all democracy will wither
away.”” But, “to develop democracy to the utmost, to find the forms for this
development, to test them by practice, and so forth, all this is one of the
component tasks of the struggle for the social revolution” (1977, vol. 25, p. 457).
Democracy, though, is merely “a state which recognizes the subordination of the
minority to the majority, i.e. an organization for the systematic use of force by
one class against another, by one section of the population against another”
(1977, vol. 25, p. 461). And, as Lenin pointed out, the goal of the social
revolution was to transcend such a social existence (Ibid.):

We set ourselves the ultimate aim of abolishing the state, i.e. all organized
and systematic violence, all use of violence against people in general. We
do not expect the advent of a system of society in which the principle of
subordination of the minority to the majority will not be observed. In
striving for socialism, however, we are convinced what it will develop into
communism and, therefore, that the need for violence against people in
general, for the subordination of one man to another, and of one section of
the population to another, will vanish altogether since people will become
accustomed to observing the elementary conditions of social life without
violence and without subordination.

However, during the special historical stage of development, where the
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat assumes state power, capitalist
democracy (democracy for the few) will be transformed into democracy for the
majority of the people. The vanguard of the oppressed ruling class must suppress
the oppressors. “Simultaneously,” Lenin wrote, “with an immense expansion of
democracy, which for the first time becomes democracy for the poor, democracy
for the people, and not democracy for the money-bags, the dictatorship of the
proletariat imposes a series of restrictions on the freedom of the oppressors, the
exploiters, the capitalists.” “We must,” Lenin emphasized, “suppress them in
order to free humanity from wage slavery, their resistance must be crushed by
force.” And thus, Lenin concluded (1977, vol. 25, pp. 466-7)

Democracy for the vast majority of the people, and suppression by force,
i.e. exclusion from democracy, of the exploiters and oppressors of the
people—this is the change democracy undergoes during the transition
from capitalism to communism. Only in the communist society, when the
resistance of the capitalists has been completely crushed, when the
capitalists have disappeared, when there are no classes (i.e. when there is
no distinction between the members of society as regards their relation to
the social means of production), only then “the state...ceases to exist,” and
“it becomes possible to speak of freedom.” Only then will a truly complete
democracy become possible and be realised, a democracy without
exceptions whatever. And only then will democracy begin to wither
away...
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The extension of democracy under the dictatorship of the proletariat will not be
without economic consequences. The political development in the transition
period “will exert its influence on economic life” and “stimulate its
transformation; and in its turn it will be influenced by economic development
...this is the dialectics of living history” (Lenin, 1977, vol. 25, p. 458). The
epoch of finance capital and the imperialist war had transformed capitalism into
monopoly capitalism and provided the necessary prerequisites for transforming
the social relations of production. “The proximity of such capitalism,” Lenin
wrote, “to socialism should serve genuine representatives of the proletariat as an
argument proving the proximity, facility, feasibility and urgency of socialist
revolution...” (1977, vol. 25, p. 448). The “mechanism of social management”
necessary for social transformation was at hand and demonstrated in such state-
capitalist monopoly business organizations as the postal service. Lenin argued
that once the workers overthrew the bourgeoisie they would inherit a
“splendidly-equipped mechanism” that could easily be run by the united
workers. This presented the proletariat with a “concrete, practical task which
[could] immediately be fulfilled.” “To organize the whole economy,” Lenin
wrote, “on the lines of the postal service so that the technicians, foremen, and
accountants, as well as all officials, shall receive salaries no higher than “a
workman’s wage,” all under the control and leadership of the armed
proletariat—that is our immediate aim. This is the state and this is the economic
foundation we need” (1977, vol. 25, pp. 431-2, emphasis in original).”

Or as Lenin put the matter of economic readiness later in the text (1977, vol.
25, p. 478, emphasis in original):

Given these economic preconditions, it is quite possible, after the
overthrow of the capitalists and the bureaucrats to proceed immediately,
overnight, to replace them in the control over production and distribution,
in the work of keeping account of labour and products, by the armed
workers, by the whole of the armed population... Accounting and
control—that is mainly what is needed for the “smooth working,” for the
proper functioning, of the first phase of communist society.

Once all have learned to administer and control social production, then “the door
will be thrown wide open for the transition from the first phase of communist
society to its higher phase, and with it the complete withering away of the state”
(1977, vol. 25, p. 479).

With the political and economic task of overthrowing the bourgeoisie and
bringing social life under rational control in mind, Lenin broke off from
completing The State and Revolution. The events of the fall of 1917 had
transformed Lenin’s activity from theorizing about revolution to revolutionary
praxis. As Lenin put it on 30 November 1917: “It is more pleasant and useful to
go through the experience of the revolution than to write about it” (1977, vol. 25,
p. 497). Utopia had come to power.*
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Utopia in power

The revolutionary midwife—the Party—had proceeded in assisting a successful
delivery.®! The socialist child was born and Lenin and the others were faced with
the task of insuring its development and maturation. Overnight the new
revolutionary government sought to implement its program by decree.®? Referring
to the Bolsheviks’ economic program, K.Leites stated that: “It [was] safe to say
that from the beginning of history humanity [had] never witnessed so complicated
an experiment in government.”®® Having wrested political control from the
provisional government the Bolsheviks were now “in a position to carry out the
great economic revolution to which the political revolution was only a prelude,
introduce socialism forthwith and transform the whole order of society.”®

The economic transformation of Russian society consisted of implementing
five major principles of social organization.® First, the elimination of private
property in land and the means of production and the maximum extension of
ownership. This included the working class taking control of the banks,
railways, shipping, mining, large-scale industry, foreign trade, etc. Second, the
forced allocation and mobilization of labor. The strictest militarization of labor
was necessary to successfully construct socialism. Third, centralized
management of economic production. Centralized planning of production and
distribution of resources was deemed necessary for rationalizing the economic
life process. Fourth, introduction of class and socialist principles of distribution.
Rationing according to class was considered necessary for the achievement of an
equitable distribution of resources. Fifth, the abolition of commodity and money
relations and the substitution of a “natural economy” for the market economy.
The elimination of the monetary economy and commodity production were
deemed necessary for the “defetishization” of economic life and the
transcendence of man’s alienated social existence.™

Taken in combination, these policies constituted the economic program of the
Bolsheviks from 1917 to 1921, although for purposes of exposition it is perhaps
more accurate to place the beginning of this program as December 1917 or
January 1918, when the Supreme Economic Council was formed and the
nationalization of industry increased in pace. This period is known to economists
and historians today as “War Communism,” but at the time it was known simply
as Communism.*’

This system attempted to substitute a unified plan of economic life, i.e. rational
social relations of production, for the chaotic and exploitative relations of
production that existed under monopoly capitalism. As Leo Pasvolsky stated in
1921: “the plan, underlying the whole Soviet economic mechanism, is made up,
primarily, of two elements, viz., unity and hierarchy. The first of these elements
calls for an effective coordination of the various phases of the whole country’s
economic life and a concentration of the control over these various factors. The
second makes it imperative that these various factors be classified and then
subordinated one to another in an ascending order.”® The task the Bolsheviks took
upon themselves consisted not of “rebuilding the economic apparatus and
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organizing productive effort, but in placing both upon an entirely new basis. The
Bolshevik[s] set out to purge the economic organization of Russia of its capitalist
spirit and to breathe into it their version of the Socialist spirit.”®

This program of socialist construction was presented in the Party platforms and
other writings of the leading Bolsheviks during this time. Various decrees were
announced and resolutions passed with the intention of building socialism in
Russia (see Table 7.1). Theoretical works, socialist polemics and Party propaganda
were issued to clarify and explain the Bolshevik program to the masses.

Lenin, for example, in his pamphlet The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet
Government (1977, vol. 27, pp. 235-77), argued that “For the first time in history
a socialist party has managed to complete in the main the conquest of power and
the suppression of the exploiters, and has managed to approach directly the task of
administration” (1977, vol. 27, p. 242, emphasis in original). Having successfully
convinced the majority of the people that its program and tactics were correct, and
having successfully captured political power, the Bolsheviks were faced with the
immediate task of organizing social administration. The decisive aspect in
accomplishing this task was organizing “the strictest and country-wide accounting
and control of production and distribution of goods” (1977, vol. 27, p. 245).

The successful implementation of accounting and control, alongside the
amalgamation of all banks into a single state bank, would transform the banking
system into “nodal points of public accounting under socialism™ and allow the
Soviets to organize “the population into a single cooperative society under
proletariat management” (1977, vol. 27, pp. 252, 256). But because the
introduction of accounting and control had lagged behind the expropriation of the
expropriators, Lenin argued, socialist construction would be slower than was
originally expected. “The possibility of building socialism,” Lenin wrote,
“depends exactly upon our success in combining the Soviet power and the Soviet
organization of administration with the up-to-date achievements of capitalism.”"

The possibility of socialism also required, according to Lenin, the
subordination of the desires of the many to the unity of the plan. The rhetoric of
workers’ control and workers” democracy meant something entirely different from
the model of decentralization that is promulgated today. To Lenin, as to most
Marxists at that time, workers’ control was a method by which central planning
could be accomplished and not a decentralized alternative. As Silvana Malle points
out: “In Lenin’s model of power, workers’ control would not evolve in any
decentralized form, but, on the contrary, would facilitate the flow of information to
the centre and the correct implementation of central guidelines.”

Centralized planning and control were considered the essential elements of
socialist construction. “It must be said,” Lenin wrote, “that large-scale machine
industry—which is precisely the material source, the productive source, the
foundation of socialism—calls for absolute and strict unity of will, which directs
the joint labours of hundreds, thousands and tens of thousands of people.” “The
technical, economic and historical necessity of this is obvious,” Lenin
continued, “and all those who have thought about socialism have always
regarded it as one of the conditions of socialism.” “But how can strict unity of
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Table 7.1 Major economic decrees and resolutions passed by the Bolsheviks

Dates (Western calendar)

Decrees and resolutions

8 November 1917
8 November 1917

27 November 1917
15 December 1917
27 December 1917
15 January 1918

16 January 1918
10 February 1918
22 April 1918

1 May 1918
9 May 1918

9 June 1918
28 June 1918
2 November 1918

22 March 1919

29 March to 4 April 1920

29 November 1920

March 1921
8-16 March 1921

23 March 1921

The Council of People’s Commissars is formed

Decree on Land; abolished the landlords’ right of property
and called for the confiscation of landed estates

Decree on Workers” Control over Production

Supreme Economic Council is established

Declaration of the Nationalization of Banks

Dividend and interest payments and all dealings in stocks
and bonds are declared illegal

Declaration of the Rights of the Working and Exploited
People abolished the exploitation of man by man
Repudiation of all foreign debt

Nationalization of foreign trade

Abolition of inheritance

Decree giving the Food Commissariat extraordinary powers
to combat village bourgeoisie who were concealing and
speculating on grain reserves

Labor mobilization for the Red Army

Nationalization of large-scale industry and railway
transportation

Decree on the Extraordinary Revolutionary Tax to support
the Red Army and the International Socialist Revolution
The Party Programme of the Eighth Party Congress; called
for increased centralization of economic administration

The Outstanding Resolution on Economic Reconstruction is
passed; called for increased centralization of economic
administration to insure the unity of the plan necessary for
the economic reconstruction after the civil war and foreign
intervention

Decree of the Supreme Economic Council on the
nationalization of small industrial enterprises; all enterprises
with mechanical power who employed five or more workers,
and all enterprises without mechanical power who employed
ten or more workers, were nationalized

The Kronstadt Rebellion

Resolution on Party Unity abolishing factionalism within the
Party is accepted

The Tax in Kind is established and the New Economic Policy
is introduced

will be ensured?” Lenin asked rhetorically. “By thousands subordinating their
will to the will of one” he answered (1977, vol. 27, pp. 268-9, emphasis in
original).

This theme of strict unity of the plan was echoed throughout various speeches
and writings. Lenin, in fact, declared that anyone who challenged this view
could not be properly considered a Marxist and was, therefore, not worth talking
to. “Socialism,” he wrote, “is inconceivable without large-scale capitalist
engineering based on the latest discoveries of modern science. It is
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inconceivable without planned state organization which keeps tens of millions of
people to the strictest observation of a unified standard in production and
distribution. We Marxists have always spoken of this, and it is not worth while
wasting two seconds talking to people who do not understand even this” (1977,
vol. 27, p. 339).

Such policy prescriptions were not limited to Lenin but pronounced by all the
leading Bolsheviks. Trotsky, for example, during a speech to the Central
Executive Committee on 14 February 1918, repeated the necessity of
rationalizing the economic life of Russia through strict conformity to the plan.
“Only a systematic organization of production,” he said, “that is, one based on
a universal plan—only a rational and economical distribution of all products can
save the country. And that means socialism.”® This project of rationalization, as
we have seen, entailed the abolition of private ownership in the means of
production for exchange. The chaotic process of market exchange and
production must not merely be tampered with, but abolished. “Socialist
organization of production,” Trotsky declared in 1920, “begins with the
liquidation of the market... Production shall be geared to society’s needs by
means of a unified economic plan.”

The ubiquitous nature of monetary calculation under capitalist methods of
production was to be replaced by the introduction of strict accounting and
control within state enterprises. Proposals for the nationalization of the banks
and the amalgamation of all banks into a single state bank was not, as Leon
Smolinsky argues, a means to maintain money as the “lifeblood of the new
planned economy,” where “planners were to utilize the price system, making
their choices on the basis of monetary values rather than physical terms.” The
economic transformation did not amount to utilizing “regulated markets” as a
“medium through which plans would work themselves out.”® The economic
transformation demanded instead the abolition of “the alienated ability of
mankind,” i.e. money, and the substitution of moneyless accounting for
monetary calculation.®’

Yuri Larin, who was commissioned by Lenin to study the operation of the
German economy and ways to implement that model in Russia, argued fervently
for the most extreme centralization of the economy and the elimination of all
market exchange and production.”® Larin declared in the spring of 1919 that the
moneyless system of accounting should be pursued post-haste. The
nationalization of banks provided the framework to eliminate hand-to-hand
currency and to transform the financial institutions of Soviet Russia into, as
Lenin put it, “nodal points of public accounting.” Under the new economic
organization of society, circulating media were rapidly becoming unnecessary.
“Money as a circulating media,” Larin declared, “can already be got rid of to a
considerable degree.”” And at the plenary session of the Supreme Economic
Council in April 1918, Larin said: “We have made up our minds to establish
commodity exchange on new bases, as far as possible without paper money,
preparing conditions for the time when money will only be an accounting
unit.”l()()
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By May of 1918 the Party had declared that all state enterprises hand over all
circulating media to the People’s Bank, and in an August 1918 decree of the
Supreme Economic Council it instructed the management of industries that,
from then on, all settlements of deliveries and receipts of commodities should
consist of book entries; on no account should they be used in transactions. The
intent of the policy was to establish a cashless clearing system where circulating
media would be replaced by bank money.'”" Osinskii, who was the manager of
the State Bank and the first chairman of the Supreme Economic Council,
described the monetary policy of the Bolsheviks as follows: “Our financial
policy has been aimed recently at building up a financial system based on the
emission of paper money, the ultimate objective of which is the natural transition
to distribution of goods without using money and to transform the money tokens
into accounting units... When introducing the system of cashless clearing, our
financial policy does not wish thereby to restore the disorder of monetary
circulation.” On the contrary, “its main aim is to create normal conditions of
exchange without money between parts of the uniform and mostly socialized
national economy.”!*

This program of the Bolsheviks was perhaps best articulated in the Program
of the Communist Party of Russia adopted at the 8th Party Congress in March of
1919, and the popular exposition of that program by Bukharin and
Preobrazhensky.!®® Bukharin gave a detailed presentation of the economic
organization of Communist society in his chapter “Communism and the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat.” He argued that “the basis of communist society
must be the social ownership of the means of production and exchange”; under
these circumstances “society will be transformed into a huge working
organization for cooperative production.” The anarchy of production will cease
as rationality is imposed upon the economic life process. “In such a social order,
production will be organized.”

No longer will one enterprise compete with another; the factories,
workshops, mines, and other productive institutions will all be
subdivisions, as it were, of one vast people’s workshop, which will
embrace the entire national economy of production. It is obvious that so
comprehensive an organisation presupposes a general plan of production.
If all the factories and workshops together with the whole of agricultural
production are combined to form an immense cooperative enterprise, it is
obvious that everything must be precisely calculated. We must know in
advance how much labour to assign to the various branches of industry;
what products are required and how much of each it is necessary to
produce; how and where machines must be provided. These and similar
details must be thought out beforehand, with approximate accuracy at
least; and the work must be guided in conformity with our calculations.
This is how the organization of communist production will be effected.!"

The planning process was to be entrusted to “various kinds of bookkeeping



132 Calculation and Coordination

offices and statistical bureau.” Accounts would be kept (day-to-day) of
production and its needs. All decisions for the allocation and distribution of
resources necessary for social production would be orchestrated by the planning
bureau. “Just as in an orchestra all the performers watch the conductor’s baton
and act accordingly,” Bukharin wrote, “so here all will consult the statistical
reports and will direct their work accordingly.”!%

By achieving ex ante coordination of economic activity through the
substitution of production for direct use for production for exchange, Bukharin
understood that, organizationally, the need for money would disappear.
“Money,” he simply stated, “would no longer be required” under these
circumstances.'%

The rationalization of economic life under Communism would eliminate the
waste of capitalist production and lead to increased productivity. This burst of
productivity would free individuals from the “chains imposed upon them by
nature.” The utopian promise of this project was that “concurrently with the
disappearance of man’s tyranny over man, the tyranny of nature over man will
likewise vanish. Men and women will for the first time be able to lead a life
worthy of thinking beings instead of a life of brute beasts.”'”’

Only the scientific organization of production under the direction of a unified
plan constructed by the dictatorship of the proletariat could put an end to the
capitalist anarchy of production and eliminate the tyranny of man over man.
With the breakdown of commodity production and its replacement by the
“socio-natural system of economic relations, the corresponding ideological
categories also burst, and once this is so, the theory of the economic process is
confronted with the need for a transition to natural economic thinking, i.e. to the
consideration of both society and its parts as systems of fundamental elements in
their natural form.”'® Social relations would no longer be veiled by the
commodity fetishism of the monetary exchange system.

This project of rationalization and emancipation is spelled out in the party
program adopted at the 8th Congress. In the realm of economic affairs, this
amounted to expropriating the expropriators, increasing the productive forces of
society by eliminating the contradictions of capitalism, mobilizing labour,
organizing the trade unions, educating the workers, and basically, securing “the
maximum solidarisation of the whole economic apparatus.”'® In order to
accomplish this goal the Bolsheviks seized the banks and merged them into a
sole single state bank. The bank, thus, “became an instrument of the workers’
power and a lever to promote economic transformation.” The bank would
become an apparatus of unified book-keeping. “In proportion as the organization
of a purposive social economy is achieved, this will lead to the disappearance of
banks, and to their conversion into the central book-keeping establishment of
communist society.” The immediate elimination of money was not yet possible,
but the party was moving in that direction. “Upon the basis of the nationalisation
of banking, the Russian Communist Party endeavours to promote a series of
measures favouring a moneyless system of account keeping, and paving the way
for the abolition of money.”!'?
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The Bolsheviks did not just accept this program in the heat of civil war as many
historians assert. The civil war no doubt affected the way that the program was
implemented, but the program itself was clearly ideological in origin. It emerged
out of the conscious attempt to achieve Marx’s utopia. Even after the civil war had
ended, the Bolsheviks embarked upon continuous efforts of rationalizing the
economy. For example, the “Outstanding Resolutions on Economic
Reconstruction” (adopted by the 9th Congress of the Russian Communist Party in
April 1920) argued that “the basic condition of economic recovery of the country
is the undeviating carrying out of a unified economic plan.”''" And in November
1920, V.Milyutin, then Assistant President of the Supreme Economic Council,
announced the decree of the Council to nationalize even small industrial
enterprises and bring them under conscious control.'”? Only the insurgency of the
sailors at Kronstadt convinced the Bolsheviks to reconsider their policy.

Utopia in disarray

The result of this policy of socialist transformation was an economic disaster.'!

“Considered purely as an economic experiment,” William Chamberlin commented,
“War Communism may fairly be considered one of the greatest and most
overwhelming failures in history. Every branch of economic life, industry,
agriculture, transportation, experienced conspicuous deterioration and fell far below
the pre-War levels of output.”'* Economic life completely fell apart. “Never in all
history,” declared H.G.Wells, “has there been so great a debacle before.”''> As
Moshe Lewin points out: “The whole modern sector of urbanized and industrialized
Russia suffered a severe setback, as becomes obvious from the population figures.”
“By 1920,” he reports, “the number of city dwellers had fallen from 19 per cent of
the population in 1917 to 15 per cent. Moscow lost half its population, Petrograd
two-thirds.”!'® After only three years of Bolshevik rule: “The country lay in ruins, its
national income one-third of the 1913 level, industrial production a fifth (output in
some branches being virtually zero), its transportation system shattered, and
agricultural production so meager that a majority of the population barely subsisted
and millions of others failed even that.”'"” This economic debacle is recorded in
various memoirs and novels of the time.

The burst of productivity expected from the rationalization of economic life
was not forthcoming. Instead, economic life and social relations under
Communist rule merely worsened the condition of the masses of people. If
“Lenin was the midwife of socialism,” then the “mother’s belly had been opened
and ransacked, and still there was no baby.”'"” The socialist project proved
unrealizable; utopia became dystopia within a matter of three years.

The Soviet socialist failure bore full witness to the Mises-Hayek critique of
socialist planning. The economic disorganization of Bolshevik Russia was, as
Lancelot Lawton pointed out, a result of the “disregard of economic
calculation.”’ The attempt to realize a moneyless accounting system to replace
the monetary calculation of capitalism proved to be an insurmountable difficulty
in economic coordination.'! “With moneyless accounting, as with all Bolshevik
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innovations, the simplicity of theory vanished in the unavoidable complications
of practice.”'” The Bolsheviks had attempted to eliminate, by decree, the only
means to achieve the economic knowledge necessary for advanced industrial
production; the monetary calculation embedded within the dynamic process of
exchange and production. The “attempts of the Bolsheviks to establish
moneyless accounting ended with no accounting at all.” In striving “to make all
men wealthy, the Soviet state had made it impossible for any man to be
otherwise than poor.”'” What had happened under the rule of Lenin and Trotsky
was, as Mises said, “merely destruction and annihilation.”'?*

Throughout 1920, Soviet power was threatened as the social order of
production was destroyed. The political protests and uprisings culminated in
March 1921 with the Kronstadt uprising. The “waves of uprisings of workers
and peasants,” the Kronstadters declared, “have testified that their patience has
come to an end. The uprising of the labourers has drawn near. The time has come
to overthrow the commissarocracy... Kronstadt has raised for the first time the
banner of the uprising for the Third Revolution of the toilers... The autocracy
has fallen. The Constituent Assembly has departed to the region of the damned.
The commissarocracy is crumbling.”!?

The Kronstadt rebellion represented an attempt by disillusioned
revolutionaries to halt what they perceived to be a perversion of the revolution
at the hands of the Bolsheviks. “In its economic content,” Paul Avrich points out,
“the Kronstadt program was a broadside aimed at the system of War
Communism. It reflected the determination of the peasantry and working class
to sweep away the coercive policies to which they had been subjected for nearly
three years.”'” The Bolshevik government—and the government alone—was
responsible for the hardship. Little or no blame was placed upon the civil war or
the Allied intervention and blockade. “All the suffering and hardship, rather, was
laid at the door of the Bolshevik regime.”'”’

The Bolshevik regime must be rejected, the Kronstadters argued. Only by
overthrowing the Bolsheviks could the Russian worker and peasant expect to
live a humane existence. “Communist rule has reduced all of Russia,” they
declared, “to unprecedented poverty, hunger, cold, and other privation. The
factories and mills are closed, the railways on the verge of breakdown. The
countryside has been fleeced to the bone. We have no bread, no cattle, no tools
to work the land. We have no clothing, no shoes, no fuel. The workers are
hungry and cold. The peasants and townsfolk have lost all hope for an
improvement of their lives. Day by day they come closer to death. The
communist betrayers have reduced you to this.”'?

The “new serfdom” associated with Bolshevik political power was
condemned throughout the land. “Faced with a simultaneous revolt of both the
proletariat and the peasants,” Leonard Shapiro has pointed out, the Bolsheviks
were “prepared for drastic measures aimed at preserving party rule.”'” And it
was at this time that Lenin et al. decided to shift gears. The New Economic
Policy (NEP) was introduced, but at the same time, it is important to remember,
the Bolsheviks declared a political monopoly.
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“From the standpoint of the development of the experiment in the economics
of Communism,” Leo Pasvolsky wrote, “these measures [i.e. NEP] are very
significant. They represent the first official, generalized acknowledgement of the
breaking down of the state monopoly of distribution.”’*® Never again did the
Soviets dare to implement such a project of economic centralization. Never
again did they attempt to realize the Marxian utopia of a completely centrally
planned organization superceding market modes of production and eliminating
monetary calculation. Even under the most extreme policies of Stalinism,
monetary calculation, though highly interfered with, served as the basis of
“planning.” Marxism, instead, became merely a mobilizing ideology to maintain
political power for the party.

Conclusion

The Soviet experience with Communism from 1918 to 1921 bears directly upon
the calculation argument advanced by Mises. The Marxian project of economic
rationalization proved unrealizable in practice. Today very few advocates of
socialism would argue for comprehensive central planning, but they hold fast to
the Marxist critique of the anarchy of the market. “But,” as Don Lavoie has
argued, “the modification from comprehensive planning, which seeks to
completely replace market competition as the coordinating process of the
economy, to noncomprehensive planning, which seeks to reconcile planning
with market institutions, is hardly an alteration of analysis. It is the toppling of
the basic pillar of Marxist analysis... To preserve money, prices, and so on is to
abandon Marx’s whole system”'!

Besides the point that Marx’s critique is only relevant if the point of
references from which he made the critique is valid, i.e. the future socialist
world, there is another fundamental criticism that must be considered. As Soviet
historian and philosopher A.Tsipko has recently argued in a series of essays on
“The Roots of Stalinism,”'* the question of whether a democratic socialism can
be built upon a non-commodity, non-market foundation is one of importance not
only to those who are thinking about the future but also fundamental to
understanding the past. “Why is it,” Tsipko asks, “that in all cases without
exception and in all countries...efforts to combat the market and commodity-
money relations have always led to authoritarianism, to encroachments on the
rights and dignity of the individual, and to an all-powerful administration and
bureaucratic apparatus?” He concludes by saying that “All this bespeaks an
urgent need for a serious and open ‘self-audit’ of Marx’s teachings on the
economic bases of the future society, on how the theoretical forecast relates to
the real results of its implementation in real life.”!3
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8 Soviet venality

A rent-seeking model of the
Communist state*

Introduction

We live today in what might be termed the “post-Soviet era.” Soviet-style
systems are an endangered species; Cuba and North Korea are really the only
surviving representative examples. Around the world, the Soviet economic
model has been largely overturned.

But the Soviet economic system, and the numerous copies which that system
spawned, played a crucial role on the world stage until quite recently. The Soviet
Union itself survived for three-quarters of a century. Therefore, the nature and
functioning of this economic system remains an important problem which
requires explanation.

The progress of post-Communist reform in former Soviet-style states
continues to take a variety of forms, with varying degrees of success. This
ongoing reform process is the object of considerable controversy among
economists. However, there is a remarkably stable consensus about the Soviet
past and what it represented.

According to this view, the Soviet economy was a centrally planned system,
in which all productive resources were owned by the state, and all important
production and distribution decisions were made by state economic planning
bodies (most importantly, Gosplan). Although a small “private sector” existed in
the former USSR, in which small-scale private production of various consumer
goods were legally exchanged, these private exchanges were basically relatively
trivial exceptions to the rule that the economy was a non-market, centrally
planned system.

This view represents the core of the comparative economic systems
orthodoxy. These ranks include a number of economists, who have turned their
attentions to the question of how a socialist economy could actually function—
in theory. Sophisticated models of “optimal” planning have been developed,
which explain how a hypothetical socialist economy might operate.

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. and Anderson, G. (1997) “Soviet Venality: A Rent-seeking Model of the
Communist State,” Public Choice 93:37-53.
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Unfortunately, the actual operation of the Soviet economy bore little
resemblance to the predictions of these optimal planning models. Soviet
“planning” seemed to mostly occur after-the-fact. With the breakdown, and
finally the collapse, of the Soviet state, it has become increasingly apparent that
central planning authorities had little real power to manage the Soviet economy.
Furthermore, the theory of central planning requires us to assume that
governmental authorities are selfless public servants motivated solely by their
desire to maximize the social welfare. This is inconsistent with the basic
assumptions about human behavior which undergird modern economics. Thus,
the existing theory of the centrally planned economy has little relevance to
understanding how the Soviet economy actually worked.

We propose an alternative model of the Soviet-style economy which avoids
these problems. We argue that the mature Soviet system was not a hierarchical
central planning system at all, but was really a market economy heavily
encrusted with central government regulation and restrictions. The Soviet state
employed these various interventions to extract revenue from the economy, as an
alternative to collecting revenue via the use of taxation. In short, the style system
can be usefully modeled as a modern example of a mercantilist economy. Like
France under Louis XIV the Soviet system was an elaborate device by which the
autocrat transferred wealth to itself, and was not a radical alternative to a market
economy.

This chapter is organized as follows. The first section outlines the nature of
the mercantilistic model, and discusses its application to the case of seventeenth-
century France, where the sale of monopoly privileges by the monarch was an
important device for raising revenue. The second section applies the model to
the case of the Soviet Union, and argues that this model has greater explanatory
power than the orthodox alternative. The third section explains the central
planning apparatus of the Soviet economy from our “neo-mercantilist”
perspective. The fourth section discusses the importance of private market
activity in the Soviet Union. The fifth section addresses questions concerning
how the “neo-mercantilist” Soviet system monitored and controlled the flow of
rents. Finally, the sixth section summarizes and concludes the chapter.

The mercantilist model: privilege for revenue

Conventional models of the Soviet economy all share a basic assumption: the
Soviet Union was a novel undertaking, an economy organized around principles
unique in human history. We challenge this assumption. The Soviet economy
was actually a relatively minor variation on the mercantilist pattern, which had
important antecedents in this history of Europe. In this section, we review the
major elements in the mercantilist model.

The term “mercantilism” connotes a variety of economic tenets, including
such things as the equation of specie with wealth, and the regulation of the
foreign trade sector in order to generate the net inflow of specie. Certainly, many
European writers of the period between approximately 1550 and 1776 did argue
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in favor of these tenets, but mercantilism as a system included a number of other
important aspects. While regulation of external (foreign) trade was a major
interest of mercantilist economic writers, “mercantilism” (as defined by
Heckscher 1955, and other historians) also included an elaborate system of
regulation of internal (domestic) trade. It is this latter system of internal trade
which concerns us.

In seventeenth-century England and France, the government employed the
sale of various monopoly rights as a means of raising revenue. That is, the
monarch sold monopoly privileges for cash or another consideration (often loans
on preferred terms).

Modern governments continue to provide monopoly privileges to favored
groups and individuals, and the literature on interest-group models of political
behavior analyze such monopolies as the marketed output of politicians and
bureaucrats. Modern democratic governments, however, have instituted
numerous laws against overt bribe-taking and blatant exchanges of government-
supplied privileges for cash. When a modern government legislates a monopoly
in some market, the political decision-makers involved typically offer some
public interest argument in favor of the monopoly. In this context, an interest-
group explanation for the supply of governmentally provided monopoly rights is
only one plausible competing hypothesis.

The mercantilist period in England and France represents a less ambiguous
problem for economic analysis (see Ekelund and Tollison 1981). Monarchs
during this period were quite open in exchanging monopoly privileges for
consideration from the potential monopolist. Mercantilist monarchs relied on the
sale of monopoly privileges to raise revenue instead of taxation for several
reasons.

Direct taxes on land had been the chief source of revenue for ancient and
medieval governments, and such taxes continued to play an important role into
the seventeenth century. However, the administrative costs associated with
raising tax revenues were very high. Effective modern tax-collecting
bureaucracies simply did not exist. Technological limitations constrained the
efficiency of tax collection; before telephones, radios, and even telegraphs, not
to mention typewriters and computers, the costs of administering any tax system
were high and the costs of evasion low. In England, competition between the
King and Parliament restricted the monarch’s ability to raise money via taxation
(which required Parliamentary approval), whereas venality was less restricted.'
In any event, income taxation—the source of the bulk of modern central
government revenue in developed countries—was beyond seventeenth-century
administrative capabilities. From the monarch’s perspective, raising revenue by
means of the production and sale of monopolies made sense. For example, in the
early seventeenth century in France, 30-40% of state revenue derived from this
“venality” (see Webber and Wildavsky 1986, p. 267).

Operationally, the mercantilist system was at base a market economy, where
most property was privately owned, but with a substantial government sector.
The state intervened extensively in the private economy, in the form of detailed
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regulations. Many prices and wages were subject to control; movements of labor
and capital were intensely restricted; numerous markets for ordinary private
goods (e.g. everything from playing cards to aluminum to woolen goods) were
monopolized or cartelized; and individual rights were highly vulnerable to
governmental fiat, without secure protection from the Rule of Law (see Lipson
1968; Hayek 1960; and Nef 1968).

The mercantilist system did not represent itself as an effort to centrally plan
the economy. Similarly, the mercantilist state did not purport to abolish private
property, neither did it claim to eliminate the market price system. The
ideological claims made on mercantilism’s behalf were modest and diffuse.

Another characteristic of the mercantilist system was the massive expansion
of standing armies. Military forces grew rapidly, and became the largest
component in government expenditure. Wealth maximization by the monarch
required that the King secure himself from short-run threats, internal and
external, even at the expense of long-term economic development. Given this
security constraint, combined with the high cost of contemporary tax collection
systems, mercantilist venality was the optimal device available to the monarch to
raise revenue. Thus, the sale of monopoly privileges by the monarch was
efficient from the standpoint of that ruler, even if the resulting interference in
markets reduced overall economic efficiency.

The Soviet economy as a neo-mercantilist state

In the 1920s through 1940s, the comparative systems literature was rocked by
the “socialist calculation debate.” Ludwig von Mises and (later) F.A.von Hayek
argued that replacing a market economy by a centrally planned socialist state
was literally impossible (see Hayek 1935/1956). Socialist theorists insisted that
the socialist society could dispense with money and markets for the allocation of
resources, and rely exclusively on the dictates of central planning authorities for
determining efficient economic functioning. Mises and Hayek countered that in
the absence of monetary prices reflecting the relative scarcities of capital goods,
which could only be generated by markets, central planners would receive
neither the appropriate incentives nor the information that is required to promote
rational resource use. This Mises-Hayek critique, however, had minimal
influence within the comparative systems literature. One reason for this neglect
involved a major apparent failing of their argument: it seemed inconsistent with
the actual existence of socialist economies such as the Soviet Union. Not only
did the Soviet Union exist, but it appeared to achieve relatively high rates of
economic growth, as well as impressive technological advances.

The counter-argument offered by the defenders of the Mises-Hayek position
stressed the ability of Soviet planners to rely on world market prices to aid in the
allocation of scarce resources and the empirical fact of the large-scale borrowing
of technology from Western market economies (see Rothbard 1970:933—4). In
addition, pockets of private market activity existed throughout the Soviet period
in agriculture and in illicit consumer markets.
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There is also a more basic problem. All varieties of the socialist model
presume that a monolithic state organization will expropriate productive
resources and plan all future economic activity in a manner designed to
maximize social welfare. Central planners are assumed to be solely dedicated to
serving the public interest. The socialist model assumes that the central planners
and other state decision-makers are not rational, self-interested, actors; in fact,
for socialism to function efficiently it is necessary to assume that key decision-
makers act solely in the public interest.” The socialist model is fundamentally
inconsistent with the economic model of human behavior.?

There were major discrepancies, however, between the socialist model and
“socialist” reality, obvious upon even superficial examination. Despite the
presence of an intricate system of restrictions and regulations on free exchange,
the Soviet-style economy possessed a large legal market sector. Moreover, even
within the state sector a substantial element of underground, or non-legal,
market activity was part and parcel of routine operations. Most industries were
nationalized, and the state sector represented a large proportion of the overall
economy. But this is also true in many Western capitalist economies.

Although the operational reality of the Soviet-style economy was empirically
inconsistent with major assumptions of the socialist model of the centrally
planned system, this reality was consistent with the model of the mercantilist
society. The mercantilist model includes the following major elements:

1 the government is headed by an autocrat;

2 this autocratic state extensively intervenes in the private economy and
sponsors a large variety of monopolies and cartel arrangements;

3 positions of monopoly status as well as various other restrictions on
competitive entry are sold by the autocrat as a means of raising revenue;
and

4 the autocrat employs a specialized bureaucracy whose function is to

monitor the various monopolist-franchisees to ensure that they do not
behave “competitively” in relation to one another, and also to enforce
barriers designed to deter outside entrants.

Clearly, the mercantilist system requires a powerful government, with an
extensive security apparatus. The autocrat maximizes his venal income subject
to a security constraint. Providing for internal and external security against
competitive entry—i.e. a coup d’état, violent revolution, or foreign invasion—is
a cost of ruling.

A ruler will select the optimal mix of overt coercion (the secret police) and
pecuniary rewards to minimize the risk of challenge from their subordinates in
the state bureaucracy. The autocrat receives several advantages from assigning
payments to supporters in the form of privileges instead of cash. First, supporters
become residual claimants in the operation of the system of venal revenue
raising, and this provides an incentive for them to actively and diligently support
the mercantilist program. Residual claimants will receive benefits from their
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privileged positions as a function of their efficiency as exploiters of those rent
opportunities. Second, the installation of supporters into strategic economic
positions with commensurate responsibilities limits their ability to conspire or
otherwise participate in plans aimed at deposing the autocrat; much of their time
will be devoted to the extraction of rents from their privileged positions. Third,
to the extent that the reward takes the form of privilege, power, and status instead
of cash, the autocrat can more readily monitor and control the activities of the
supporters. In contrast, if rewards take the form of liquid assets which can be
readily concealed, the autocrat’s ability to control supporters is limited.

Once an economy becomes encrusted with legal monopolies and cartels, and
where legal institutions are directly controlled by the autocrat (a further self-
protection device), a transition to a less-restricted, more productive economy
becomes increasingly difficult. A rational revenue-maximizing autocrat will
recognize that the optimal revenue-maximizing device is an open economy
combined with an efficient tax system. But, existing monopolists, who are
unable to cash-in on the capital value of their privileged positions, will oppose
any such transition to an open economy. Moreover, an open market economy is
a riskier internal environment to the autocrat anyway, in which domestic
opposition to their rule is more likely to coalesce and lead to their overthrow.
Thus it is rational for an autocrat—whether Louis XIV or Leonid Brezhnev—to
favor the perpetuation of an economic system that sacrifices global economic
efficiency in exchange for their enhanced security.

The central planning apparatus and restriction rents

While French mercantilism and the Soviet system bear many important
similarities, there was no apparent counterpart to the Soviet central planning
apparatus in mercantilist France. We propose that the Soviet-style central
planning system was in actuality a mechanism which functioned to protect the
value of mercantilist monopoly rights.

A mercantilist system of monopoly rights created for the purpose of raising
revenue is only effective to the extent that monopolistic barriers to entry are
successful. The most valuable monopoly rights tend to be those which can be
defended against competing entrants at the lowest cost.

The relevant competitors may be others in possession of monopoly rights
elsewhere in the economy who produce potential substitutes to the output of
other monopolists. Illicit entry by one monopolist into the privileged market
domain of another state-sanctioned monopolist will tend to reduce the value of
the latter’s monopoly right. To the extent that such illicit competition is allowed
to occur, state revenues derived from the sale of (now less valuable) monopoly
rights will decline. The preservation of the value of this revenue source requires
the state to monitor and enforce the monopolistic economic structure.

Central planning was the mechanism to accomplish this end in the Soviet-
type system. Planned output targets were not floors, but ceilings. That is,
planned output targets functioned like cartel output quotas. The planned targets
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implicitly protected the value of monopoly rights against competition from
within the “official economy.” Enterprises sometimes exceeded their nominal
targets, but this only suggests that the actual target was somewhat flexible. The
planning system closely monitored the production and sale of enterprise output,
so as to ensure that no poaching occurred. Sellers of output were assigned
buyers, i.e. granted monopolies.

Some buyers were themselves privileged and allowed to purchase output
from other enterprises at subsidized prices. The military, for example, received
tanks, planes, and guns from various industries at subsidized, not monopoly,
prices, and was allowed to shop around among enterprises.

Central planning also performed other functions for the socialist ruler.
Polanyi (1951 and 1957) suggested as early as the 1950s that the plan was partly
a propaganda facade that the regime created to disguise the sale of monopoly
privileges. A considerable amount of internal monitoring by the CPSU and the
KGB of enterprises was designed to prevent the appropriation of rents by
employees from their legal recipients, and a centralized system for such
monitoring was deemed to be more efficient. Of course, this implies that in the
Soviet-style system one of the main functions of the police was to protect
monopolists against competition.

The appropriation of rent by a ruler can take many forms. Louis XIV built the
Palace of Versailles. Soviet rulers provided themselves with mechanisms
designed to secure their position from internal and external competitive threats.
The Soviet Union maintained a powerful military force as well as a large internal
security apparatus.

Strategic positions in the economy were “sold” to those individuals willing to
offer the highest bid to the central authorities, either in cash or (more typically)
non-cash transfers. Thus, like in the case in the France of Louis XIV the sale of
“offices” served as an alternative device for raising government revenue. In the
French case, we noted above that the inefficiency of the tax collection system
encouraged the monarch to sell offices to generate funds. Though this cannot
completely explain the modern Soviet-style reliance on the sale of monopoly
rights to raise revenue, it should be noted that poor tax collection technology has
been universally noted by Western advisors to the reforming governments of the
former Soviet bloc. The reliance on mercantilist-style revenue techniques for
raising revenue may be related to the origin of the ruling system of Soviet-style
states. Communist regimes in the Soviet bloc were either installed by foreign
military force, or else from a violent internal takeover by a revolutionary clique.
Under such circumstances, pre-existing tax systems demonstrated their inability
to expropriate private wealth at a sufficient rate so as to ensure secure protection
for the new regime. The new autocrat required massive wealth, quickly, to shore
up their political position. Large-scale nationalization and the issuance of
monopoly rights to loyal supporters represented a solution to this problem.

There are, to be sure, many differences in detail between seventeenth-century
mercantilism and the modern Soviet incarnation. For example, whereas the
monarchs of England and France held the equivalents of open auctions at which



Soviet venality 147

monopoly privileges were sold to the highest bidder, the Soviet rulers appear to
have instead shared in the rents with franchisees.* But the basic systems appear
to have operated under similar principles.

The bureaucratic apparatus ostensibly tasked with “central planning,”
although performing many of the same functions as the differently organized
mercantilist-era equivalent, seems also to have been partly designed to conceal
socialist venality from consumers. This investment in concealing rent flows was
an innovation of the Soviet-style system. And the Soviet Union was
bureaucratically much more advanced than its seventeenth century counterparts,
organizing the state-granted monopolies which dominated the economy in a
more thorough-going manner. The lower cost of communications, and the
greater potential for bureaucratic management, in the twentieth century surely
accounts for much of this particular difference. Despite these relatively minor
variations, however, the basic economic character of the state sector of the
economy was similar in both the seventeenth- and the twentieth-century
examples.

One further difference between sixteenth-century mercantilism and the Soviet
case may be more apparent than real. The Soviet Union originated in the sudden,
violent overthrow of the existing government structure by well-organized
revolutionaries, but, by contrast, mercantilism in England and France
accumulated gradually over time. However, while the Soviet Union as a political
entity was an outcome of the Russian revolution, an extensive system of state
controls over the Russian economy had developed gradually over the preceding
half-century. The tsarist state had nationalized oilfields, two-thirds of the railway
system and thousands of factories; regulated prices, profits, and the use of raw
materials; organized much of private industry into state-managed syndicates
(cartels); and placed state agents on the boards of all private joint stock
enterprises (see Miller 1926, p. 299; and White 1979, p. 50). One historian
concludes that in Tsarist Russia “the predominance of the state in every area of
economic life was becoming the central fact of society” (Johnson, 1983, p. 14).
Thus, Tsarist Russia already had developed a kind of neo-mercantilist economy
before the Russian revolution. The new Soviet rulers reallocated the monopoly
rents, but otherwise needed only to modify the existing mercantilist system to
serve their own purposes.

The market economy in the Soviet context

The comparative systems literature has tended to emphasize the importance of
the central planning apparatus in the Soviet-style economy. By all accounts,
however, there was a substantial private sector in the Soviet economy.

The comparative systems literature of the 1970s and 1980s often mentioned
the importance of private agriculture (on small, privately owned agricultural
plots) in overall agricultural output. However, the private sector of the Soviet
economy was far more extensive than this. The parallel or second economy,
comprising economic activities which were illegal or quasi-legal, was very
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large.’ The private sector could not be readily distinguished from the planned
sector (see Feher et al. 1983, pp. 98-105).

Wherever there is a gap, alert economic actors will attempt to grasp the
opportunity available for personal gain. In the production process, special
middlemen, the rolkachi, were relied on to gather resources (inputs) so
enterprises could meet plan targets. The folkachi worked on behalf of state
enterprises selling surplus commodities on the one hand and purchasing needed
products on the other. There emerged an entire secondary supply system around
the folkachi which allowed state enterprises to appear to conform to state output
targets, and thus receive the appropriate bonuses, etc., than otherwise would
have been possible (see Berliner 1957, pp. 207-30). On the consumption side,
unofficial market transactions attempted to correct for the long queues and the
poor quality of consumer goods found in the official state stores. Private market
activity enhanced consumer well-being by increasing the flow of goods and
services available and by offering an additional source of income to citizens.

Unofficial economic activity was based on evasion of legal entry restrictions.
Legal monopolies in the form of entry restrictions characterized the Soviet
economy. The central planning system, according to Berliner (1957, p. 408),
erected barriers to entry drawn along industry lines. Giant enterprise
monopolies, in the strictest sense of establishing single producers of a particular
good for the entire country, were created.® These monopolies represented
opportunities to extract monopoly rents from consumers, whether in pecuniary
or non-pecuniary forms.

The conventional view admits that Soviet central planning authorities used a
sort of price system, but one in which all prices were supposedly set by the
planners. Prices were strictly an accounting tool, and not designed to reflect the
relative scarcity of resources. Described as such, the Soviet-type economy was not
a monetary economy, but rather a “documentary” one, in which money serves an
accounting function, but could not command resources—documents issued by the
planning authorities were necessary to do so. Producers were forbidden by law
from selling commodities to a purchaser who did not possess an allocation
certificate issued by the supply planning agencies (see Berliner 1976, pp. 88-9).

This, of course, was only the official picture. In the Soviet-style economy,
just like Western economies during periodic episodes of government price
control, official prices are not equivalent to the effective prices in actual
transactions. Effective prices adjusted freely despite the fixity of official prices.

“Profits” flow to those officials in the strategic position to transform these
non-monetary costs to consumers into personal benefits. Enterprises, for
example, often bribed (whether in money or in favors) officials in the chain of
supply before necessary inputs became available to their organizations. The
deputy director of the supervisory board of the Ministry for the Automobile
Industry, say, might only agree to countersign requisition notes for the supply of
vehicle parts at a rate of 1,000 roubles per requisition. Regular clients might rent
a flat in Moscow for Ministry officials’ use for parties and orgies, and in fact this
kind of non-pecuniary bribery was apparently fairly common.’
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Positions of political authority or influence allow for the holders to extract
rents from individuals throughout the economy. One crucial aspect of this
market for rents, however, was the complete absence of clearly defined and
enforceable property rights to rent flows. As a result, political opportunism was
a serious threat at all levels. Protection from legal sanction and regulation was a
lucrative source of revenue for strategically placed officials.?

The nomenklatura system ensured that appointments to strategic positions
were carefully monitored and controlled by Party officials. But, as we have seen,
in some instances large bribes, in addition to or as a substitute for party loyalty,
were required to secure important nomenklatura appointments (see Willis 1985,
p- 308). Bribery of state officials became commonplace, with various jobs
available for established (albeit technically illegal) money prices.

Access to goods and services was frequently only available after payment of
a technically illicit bribe to the appropriate official. Medical services were
legally rationed according to need, but in reality were rationed by bribery. This
was also true in the case of higher education, where ostensibly students were
accepted or rejected on the basis of ability, but where admission was often
subject to a required bribe.?

These examples of rent-seeking illustrate the kind of neo-mercantilist
venality which motivates decision-makers in Soviet-type economies.’ Officials
in command of particular entry barriers are in a position to obtain profits
resulting from the exercise of coercive restrictions on competition in the form of
bribes. In the Soviet system, entry into competition with officially sanctioned
suppliers was technically prohibited, but could be achieved in practice by
“paying off” the enforcers of the restrictions.

The extensive and elaborate system of official prices supposedly reflected the
ideological commitment to the abolition of free-market price formation under
Communism, but in reality it represented a myriad of opportunities for profits on
the part of those in official strategic economic positions (see Levy 1990; and
Shleifer and Vishny 1992). Such rents result from actual bribery, and also from
artificially increased prices creating gains in the form of legal monopoly revenue
increases to favored producers.'

Monitoring and controlling the flow of rents

We must distinguish between two types of “second economy” activity within the
Soviet-type economy. The first type involved the exploitation of monopoly
positions by the officially appointed holders to extract monopoly profits or rents
from consumers. The monopolist shoe producer, for example, cannot raise the
official price of shoes, but he can extract surpluses from consumers by requiring
“extra” unofficial payments. The second type involved attempts by outsiders to
enter into competition with the established monopolists, e.g. the private shoe
producer who competes with the state shoe factory. Both types of activity
indicate the degree to which market exchange, without even the pretense of
planning, characterized the Soviet economy.
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Holders of monopoly franchises have an obvious interest in evading
payments of “franchise fees” to the rulers responsible for creating the monopoly
rights. In order to maximize revenue from the “sale” of monopoly franchises, the
Soviet authorities needed to monitor and control opportunistic behavior of this
sort on the part of “franchisees.”

In order to monitor and control the flow of privilege rents within the system,
the Soviet neo-mercantilist state adopted a device pioneered by earlier
mercantilist regimes: the professional informer. A considerable bureaucracy
arose whose principal task was protecting the monopoly rights of political
patrons.

Many scholars noted that the Communist Party played a very weak active role
in the Soviet economy (see, for example, Andrle 1976; Conyngham 1973; and
Hough 1969). The Party maintained a large supervisory apparatus which
oversaw the operation of enterprises, and was chiefly responsible for the
selection of managers.

The Communist Party exercised control over managerial appointments in a
number of ways. Every Communist Party member who sought to change their
job could only do so with the approval of their raikom (Party district committee).
The majority of enterprise managers were members of the Party. Every Party
organization was responsible for creating a managerial reserve list of people
who were potentially suitable for managerial careers, and Party organs possessed
the right of veto over all appointments made to posts listed in the
nomenklatura.

In addition, Party cells existed within each enterprise. Moreover, Party
industrial instructors were employed to monitor, and actually participate in,
enterprise decision-making.'? This system of Party monitoring closely resembled
the practices of the intendant system used under French mercantilism around the
time of Colbert. Any system of monopoly restrictions requires enforcement to
prevent illicit competition from dissipating the monopoly rents and rendering
monopoly rights worthless. In mercantilist France, the intendant system was
designed to accomplish just that. Intendants were charged with monitoring
markets in local areas and empowered to prevent illicit competition (see Ekelund
and Tollison 1981, pp. 85-91). The Communist Party appears to have performed
this function in the Soviet Union.

Thus the Party closely controlled the positions of privilege which the Soviet
state awarded. This control protected the value of the “monopoly franchises”
that those positions represented, a predictable concern from the perspective of a
revenue-maximizing autocrat.

Managers of enterprises, officials in the Party and the central planning
apparatus, as well as almost all other official positions—those which potentially
provided access to a significant rent stream—were selected from approved lists,
i.e. nomenklatura, that were drawn up by the Communist Party. In this way, the
regime ensured that those in positions of economic power were loyal to the
regime. The nomenklatura system played an important role in perpetuating the
system in the face of economic inefficiency. The nomenklatura functioned as a
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large, powerful, highly organized and cohesive interest group whose members
benefited from the (Soviet) status quo.'™

A basic function of the central planning bureau in the Soviet system was that
of central monitor and coordinator of the activities of the numerous monopolies
and cartels in the economy. The socialist calculation debate aside, there is ample
evidence that the central planning bureaucracy only planned the economy after
the fact.'”” The plan was constantly revised and renegotiated throughout the
planning process. Central plans reflected the expected pattern of output from
state enterprises, which in turn manipulated the formation of the plan in a variety
of ways.

Conclusion

Both defenders and opponents of the Soviet system have agreed on one vital
point: the Soviet economy was a radical innovation, an experiment in the
abolition of the market and its replacement by central planning. The present
chapter challenges this assumption. The Soviet economy was a modern version
of the mercantilist economies typical of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
Europe. Like those previous incarnations, the Soviet economy was a market
heavily restricted by state-granted monopolies.

Ekelund and Tollison (1981) model the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
mercantilist system as devices employed by the monarch to raise revenue
through the sale of monopoly privileges. While the sale of offices and other
monopoly privileges hampered the efficiency of the overall economy, it
nevertheless maximized the net revenue available to the monarch. The Soviet
rulers confronted similar constraints on their ability to maximize revenue from
an efficient tax collection system, leading to the emergence of the Soviet-style
economic system that maximized the wealth available to the rulers, albeit at a
substantial cost to the efficiency of the general economy.

The French mercantilist system ended when the French monarchy was
violently overthrown in 1789; the English mercantilist system gradually
declined (and the efficiency of the English economy increased) in consequence
of a more peaceful conflict between the monarch and the Parliament for political
power. The demise of the Soviet-style system in Europe fell somewhere between
these two extremes, although the Soviet-style systems in parts of Eastern Europe
were overthrown (e.g. Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and
Romania), the Soviet Union itself folded its tent quietly. In all of these cases the
economic interests of consumers ultimately succeeded in outbidding the ruling
class for the control of political institutions.

The mercantilist model of the Soviet-style economy outlined above does not
imply that ideological factors played no role in the origin of the Soviet state.
Revolutionary idealism may have motivated the early Bolsheviks, at least in part.
But, by the time of Stalin, the economic system began to function like a
mercantilist state. The Soviet Union had become a rent-seeking society by the
time it entered its “mature” stage.
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9 Credibility, commitment, and
Soviet economic reform#*

Introduction

The former Soviet Union has been in a state of economic crisis since 1917. One
reform measure after another (whether inspired by socialism or liberalism) has
been introduced only to be reversed within a few years. The original socialist
construction project, embarked on following the November revolution in 1917,
had to be abandoned in the early spring of 1921. Introduced in 1921, the New
Economic Policy, which represented the first Soviet-era perestroika (but not
glasnost, as all dissension within the party was outlawed by V.I.Lenin’s
simultaneous decree), lasted for seven years until it was drastically reversed by
Joseph Stalin’s revolution from above. The Stalin years (1928-53) represented a
political and economic buzzsaw. Collectivization of agriculture,
industrialization, political purges, mass terror, labor camps, wartime
emergencies and so forth characterized Stalin’s twenty-five-year reign of power.
The Nikita Khrushchev years, especially the period immediately following his
1956 speech denouncing Stalin’s “cult of personality,” represented the second
Soviet-era perestroika and a limited period of glasnost, as Stalin’s crimes against
humanity were partially unmasked. The “thaw generation,” however, had to wait
another twenty years before glasnost was to have any lasting meaning.
Khrushchev’s ill-conceived economic policies generated lackluster results and
bolstered the political challenge to his leadership.

The ensuing Leonid Brezhnev years were a mix of half-hearted attempts to
improve the economic mechanism and political corruption. From the
Khrushchev years through the entire eighteen-year reign of Brezhnev, Soviet
leaders embarked on a “continuous process of reforming the reforms” (Linz
1987, p. 150). The oil shock of the early 1970s gave the regime a short reprieve
and hid from immediate view the deterioration of the economic situation. But by
the late 1970s, it was evident to many observers that the Brezhnev era had
nothing to show but economic deprivation and political cynicism. Neither Yuri

*Originally published as Boettke, P.J. (1995) “Credibility, Commitment and Soviet Economic Reform,” in E.Lazear
(ed.) Economic Transition in Eastern Europe and Russia: Realities of Reform, Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution
Press, pp. 247-75.
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Andropov (who may have wanted to change things) nor Konstantin Chernenko
(who did not) had enough time in office to effect a change in Brezhnev’s legacy.
Mikhail Gorbachev, however, did have the time and the political will.

The Gorbachev period of political and economic reform, however, must be
judged a failure.' After six years in power, the Gorbachev government left the
official Soviet economy worse off, and the Soviet Union as a political entity no
longer existed. Perestroika simply did not deliver the goods, and democratic
political reform was much too limited. Andres Aslund, for example, even before
the attempted August coup, concluded that “looking back at Soviet economic
policy during the second half of the 1980s, it is difficult to avoid the impression
that virtually every possible mistake has been made. Perestroika has proved to be
an utter economic failure” (1991, p. 225).

The perestroika period (1985-91), along with previous attempts at economic
reform such as the New Economic Policy (1921-8), Khrushchev’s sovnarkhoz
reforms (1957), and the Brezhnev-Aleksey Kosygin reforms (1965), can now be
safely treated as history. These reform efforts were all heralded in their time as
liberalization policies, and they all came to an end less than a decade after they
were initiated. These reform packages were simply not sustainable economic
policies.?

Understanding why these reform attempts failed is important, not only for
antiquarian interests but also for what it can tell us about the general theory of
social organization and public policy. An examination of previous failed reform
efforts may offer invaluable insights into how to construct a workable post-
perestroika constitution of economic policy in the former Soviet Union—a task
that has been left to the government of Boris Yeltsin.

A basic problem in policy design

Public policy must be constructed in a manner that recognizes the obstacles
presented by information and incentives. Policy must first and foremost be
compatible with basic economic incentives. Policies that are based on notions of
public-spiritedness and humanitarian goals but that disregard economic
motivations are most likely doomed to failure. Moreover, even if public policies
offer rewards to those who perform as expected, economic actors must possess
the relevant information to act appropriately. If actors have the motivation to “do
the right thing,” they must also have access to information about what the right
thing to do would be in their present context.

Unfortunately, the problem of constructing an optimal governmental policy
that intervenes properly without distorting incentives and the flow of
information is compounded by the passage of time. For one, the relevant
economic data are contextual and not abstract. Information gathered yesterday
may be irrelevant for decisions today because of changing decisions. The price
system overcomes this problem by alerting individuals to these changes through
the adjustment of relative prices. Political coordination, in contrast, does not
have access to a similar register of changing conditions.
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Even in cases where discretionary political intervention might be desired to
correct for perceived market failures, the problem remains as to how to acquire
the requisite knowledge to intervene properly. Ignorant or haphazard
intervention will simply lead to further destabilization and exacerbate the
problem it sought to correct originally.

The dynamics of change associated with the passage of time also presents a
timing problem for public policy, as Milton Friedman pointed out a long time
ago. A long and variable time lag exists between:

the need for action and the recognition of this need;

the recognition of a problem and the design and implementation of a
policy response; and

3 the implementation of the policy and the effect of the policy (Friedman
1953, p. 145).

N =

Because of these lags, Friedman argued that discretionary public policy will
often be destabilizing. For this reason, he argued the case for rules rather than
discretionary public policy.

Finally, the passage of time introduces strategic problems for policy-makers.
Policies that seemed appropriate at ¢, may not be deemed appropriate at ¢. In
fact, a basic presupposition of the argﬁment for discretion is exactly that polizcies
accepted for one period may prove to be inappropriate for another and,
therefore, that policy-makers must possess the ability to shift as circumstances
change. Such shifts in public policy (coupled with the impact these shifts have
on the expectations of economic actors), however, may prove destabilizing to the
overall economic environment.

The issues of credibility and commitment

Recognizing the temporal dimensionality of choice is fundamental in
establishing viable economic policy. Our concern here is with the public choice
problem that follows from the strategic interaction between rulers and citizens.
A fundamental problem faces public choosers when a policy that seemed
optimal when introduced appears less so as time passes. Without a binding
commitment to the policy, the government will change policy to what now
appears to be optimal. The problem is that economic actors who realize this will
anticipate the policy change and act in a counterproductive manner from the
perspective of the policy-maker.

Optimal intervention, by definition, requires that a large degree of
discretionary control be entrusted to government decision-makers. The
expectational problems of discretion, however, generate difficulties for
government planning in general (see Kydland and Prescott 1977). One reason
that discretionary control does not work as optimally as desired is that current
decisions by economic actors depend on expectations concerning future policy;
those expectations are not invariant of the policies chosen. For example, if, for
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whatever reason (either an increase in demand or reduction in supply), market
conditions produced a windfall profit for the oil industry, the government could
respond by proposing to tax away those profits with the argument that this will
not affect the current supply of oil because it is the result of a past decision. But
such a policy would lead oil companies to anticipate that similar expropriations
will occur again in the future, and they will make their investment decisions so
as to reduce the future supply of oil. Policy decisions and social rules create
expectations, and expectations guide actions.* A decision tree illustrates the
basic policy dilemma (see Figure 9.1).

In Figure 9.1, player 2 is the representative citizen, and player 1 is the
government decision-maker. The government announces an economic reform
that liberalizes trade. Player 2 must choose to enter the game or stay out. The
problem is that, once player 2 enters the game, player 1 can benefit from
confiscating the wealth of player 2. Knowing the sequentially rational moves of
player 1, player 2 will choose the only viable equilibrium, Out, and reforms will
stall unless player 1 can successfully tie his/her own hands.

This is the basic commitment game. But the actual commitment game is more
complicated. In fact, the problem is one of information. The citizens do not
really know who they are playing with (see Figure 9.2).

The logic and structure of the game are basically the same as in Figure 9.1,
except in Figure 9.2 the informational difficulties are highlighted. The ruling
regime (player 1), which can be either sincere or insincere, announces a plan to
introduce an economic liberalization policy. The citizen (player 2) now must
decide to enter the market or stay out. A major problem confronting the citizen,
however, is that he/she does not know whether the regime is sincere or insincere.
The citizen’s only prior information concerning the regime is policy history, but
the reform announcement was presumably intended to signal a break from the

1

Status

quo Reform

1,1

Renege Commit

5,0 4,4

Figure 9.1 Credible commitment game
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Figure 9.2 Credible commitment game with information signal

old way of doing things. If the citizen decides to enter the official market in
expectation of continued liberalization, then the regime must decide to either
continue the liberalization policy that was announced or renege on the
announcement and tighten political control in the second round by cracking
down on individual economic activity and confiscating the wealth created in the
previous period.

If the ruler is following a discretionary policy, then the citizen will foresee
that the ruler may likely renege in the second period of this game and therefore
will choose to stay out. But if the ruler can convey a credible commitment, he/
she would announce liberalization and the citizen would choose to come into the
official market. The ruler’s pay-off, independent of whether the regime is sincere
or insincere, will be higher with commitment conveyance than it would be
without it, but the insincere ruler would be better off, once the announcement of
liberalization elicited citizen market participation, to renege and crack down on
private economic activity in the form of increased taxation, regulation, or
confiscation. The sincere reform regime, however, will not crack down and will
continue to pursue liberalization policies.

In such situations, however, because the citizens are uninformed about the
sincerity of the ruling regime, and given certain probabilities that are derived
from their previous experience with the regime’s efforts at reform, it may be
rational for them to expect that the ruler will go back on his/her announcement
to pursue economic liberalization. If this is the case, citizens will choose to stay
out of the economic game and thus defeat both the short-term and the long-term
goals of the ruler. The only way out of this policy impasse is to establish a
binding and credible commitment to economic reform.

The reform regime’s problem, however, is even more difficult than solving
the basic paradox of governance—establishing constraints on its activities that
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do not deter its positive ability to govern. To get economic reform off the
ground, the regime has to simultaneously establish binding constraints on its
behavior and signal a sincere commitment to reform to the citizenry. During war,
for example, if the commanding officer’s troops crossed over a large river to do
battle with opposing forces, they may order the bridge burned—thus
precommitting his troops to the battle ahead by eliminating the only possible
escape. At the same time, however, opposing troops witnessing the smoke have
received a signal that the other side will fight a hard battle. The reforming
regime must do something similar to establish trust and bind itself to the reform
policy.*

This simple illustration of the basic problem of policy design and the failure
to solve the dilemma goes a long way, toward explaining the failures of the
various reform cycles in the former Soviet Union. Marshall Goldman (1991, pp.
37-8), for example, emphasizes that all previous efforts at reform within the
Soviet Union were viewed as a “big lie” by the citizens of the former Soviet
Union. The suppression of the kulaks in the 1920s and 1930s and Khrushchev’s
agricultural policies in the early 1960s had not been forgotten by the population,
which explains why individuals were reluctant to invest private income on
economic ventures during the Gorbachev era. Hardly a family in the former
Soviet Union did not have a member who was directly affected by Stalin’s terror,
and this served as part of a historical memory that each citizen possessed
concerning the nature of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Obviously
other issues were involved in the complex history of the design and
implementation of Soviet reform, but focusing on the credibility and
commitment problem allows us to highlight a key a key reason for the recurring
failure of reform efforts.

Ilustrations of the problem

The policy game under the New Economic Policy (NEP)

The introduction of NEP in the early spring of 1921 represented a drastic
reversal from the previous policies pursued by the Bolsheviks. During War
Communism the Bolshevik regime had pursued policies of extreme
centralization that sought to eliminate market exchange and production
completely and to establish a centrally planned economy.’ The War Communism
policies had to be reversed, for they resulted in a drastic reduction in production
and threatened the political alliance between the peasant and the proletariat.
NEP represented, in large part, a policy of economic liberalization that was
intended to restore partial economic freedom to the peasants to appease political
unrest and spur the farm production that was necessary to feed the emerging
industrial strata of society.

On 24 May 1921, a decree from Sovnarkom (Council of People’s
Commissars) permitted not only the sale of surplus food by peasants in farmer
markets but also trade by others of goods produced by small-scale private
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manufacturers. Whereas private trade during War Communism was basically
outlawed—although it did continue in the form of black-market bazaars—under
NEP, sales could now be conducted from permanent facilities. Decrees
concerning hired labor of not more than ten or twenty, leasing factories, and so
forth, followed throughout 1921 and 1922. “The property rights and legalized
spheres of business activity that had been granted to Soviet citizens during the
first two years of NEP were collected and set down in the Civil Code of the
RSFSR [Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic], which went into effect on
1 January 1923. Although not a dramatic extension of the rights of private
businessmen, the Civil Code...represented a clear reversal of the policies of War
Communism.”®

This policy shift to partial liberalization was meant to induce private
economic initiative, and it worked to an extent. But the policy signal was not
unambiguous. Nepmen, a term used to describe private businessmen in the
1920s, were subject to many taxes and fees, including business and income
taxes. The most substantial of these was the fee for the use of business facilities.
In fact, this fee accounted for twice as much revenue from private traders as did
the business tax in 1922. In January 1923, it was announced that the fee would
be increased. At this time, applications to rent facilities for private business
declined 20% (see Ball 1987, p. 30).

The legal ambiguity of the nepmen was highlighted in the laws against
speculation and price controls. In 1924, as a result, there was a marked decline
in the economic activity of private traders. The government tried to reverse this
downward trend by providing more favorable treatment—for example, easy state
credit—to the nepmen. But this policy was reversed in 1926-7. State credit to
private business, for example, was cut by 25% in 1926. The administrative tool
that proved most devastating in the war against the nepmen was taxation. There
was a 50% rate increase in the tax on profits of urban private traders from 1925
to 1927 (12.9% to 18.8%). In the Sokol’nicheski quarter of Moscow, for
example, in 1929 and 1930, private traders and manufacturers represented 1.7%
of the region’s income taxpayers, with 8.2% of the total taxable income, but
accounted for 55% of the region’s income tax receipts (see Ball 1987, p. 75).
The tax burden, in combination with their political status as lishentsy (the
deprived) assured that nepmen were most vulnerable.” By 1928, as Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn points out, “it was time to call to a reckoning those late stragglers
after the bourgeoisie—the NEPmen. The usual practice was to impose on them
ever-increasing and finally totally intolerable taxes. At a certain point they could
no longer pay; they were immediately arrested for bankruptcy, and their property
was confiscated” (1973, vol. 1, p. 52).

The cumulative effect of these policies was to discourage individuals from
investing in the official market, even though liberalization policies had been
announced by the regime with the introduction of NEP Economic actors chose
to withdraw from the economic game, despite pleas from the Bolsheviks for
them to invest in profitable above-ground activities (see, for example, Bukharin
1925). Ambiguity in the economic rules of the game, Bukharin argued to his
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fellow Bolshevik comrades, would produce nothing but contradictory
expectations, which would deter economic progress. Sizing up the situation, he
stated:

Consider the fact that the well-to-do upper stratum of the peasantry, along
with the middle peasant, who is also striving to join the well-to-do, are
both afraid at present to accumulate. A situation has been created in which
the peasant is afraid to buy an iron roof and apprehensive that he will be
declared a kulak; if he buys a machine, he makes certain that the
communists are not watching. Advanced technology has become a
conspiracy... The result is that the middle peasant is afraid to improve his
farm and lay himself open to forceful administrative pressure; and the poor
peasant complains that we are preventing him from selling his labor power
to the wealthy peasants, etc. In response, Bukharin argued that ‘in general
and on the whole, we must say to the entire peasantry, to all its different
strata: enrich yourselves, accumulate, develop your farms.’

(Bukharin 1925/1982, pp. 196-7)

Price controls on grain provide another example of the contradictory
expectations on the part of economic actors (alluded to by Bukharin) that were
generated by discretionary Soviet policies. After the initial announcement of
price liberalization in the agricultural sector, the government reversed course. In
1924, the People’s Commissariat of Internal Trade attempted to fix a maximum
price for grain. But over the years peasants had learned that grain was a good
hedge against inflation, so they withheld grain from the market. Tax pressures to
enforce sales were enacted, but peasants went to great lengths to pay the tax in
anything but grain. A private illegal market developed wherein grain sold above
the maximum price, creating parallel markets—with state-regulated prices,
another with free prices.

In response, regional authorities attempted to issue orders declaring it
obligatory to deliver 25% of all flour milled in a region to the state-purchasing
authority at the fixed price, but this merely led to a cessation of above-ground
milling operations. By December 1924 the state had collected less than half its
projected amount of grain [118 million pods (Russian unit of weight equal to
36.11 pounds) out of 380 million]. Moreover, the grain stocks of the state
declined, from 214 million pods on 1 January 1924, to 145 million pods on 1
January 1925. The price-fixing policy of the Soviet state had been defeated (see
Carr 1958, vol. 1, pp. 208-9).

Foreign economic relations provide another example of the regime’s inability
to bind itself to a credible commitment undermining the reform effort, despite
the announcement of liberalization. At the Genoa Conference (April-May 1922),
for example, the Soviet delegation refused to conclude an agreement with
Western powers on the question of Russia’s debts (see Carr 1953, vol. 3, p. 377).
In addition, at the end of 1922 a proposal for relaxing the foreign trade
monopoly was rejected. Prospects for the expansion of foreign economic
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relations were, therefore, reduced considerably. Without such ties, long-term
economic development was unlikely. Foreign governments simply had no reason
to trust the Bolsheviks in economic deals.

The exchange-rate policy also hindered economic development and ran
counter to the intentions of NEP The hard currency reforms in the beginning of
NEP—the chervonets reforms—were a major accomplishment. But the hard
currency reforms did not even last two years. The low levels of gold reserves, the
unrealistic exchange rate and the small volume of Soviet exports all undermined
the monetary reform. Moreover, beginning in 1928, Gosbank refused to
exchange Soviet money for foreign currency (see Khanin 1989, pp. 21, 24).

The general policy of grain procurement under NEP clearly illustrates the
problem. The cornerstone of NEP was the substitution of the tax in kind for the
grain requisitioning of War Communism. Peasants, however, with the War
Communism period still fresh in their memories, had to be convinced that
arbitrary requisitioning was not a policy option, that is, the government had to
make a credible commitment to maintain NEP. As we have seen, however, the
Bolsheviks did not commit to any such binding constraint. As a result, by the end
of 1928, peasants no longer had an incentive to market grain surplus. From the
peasants’ point of view, the market was simply not a secure outlet.?

Thus, NEP was abandoned in 1928, and Stalin ruled over the Soviet system
until his death in 1953. The reversal from the quasi-liberalization of NEP to the
authoritarian measures of collectivization is one of the most drastic and fateful
turn of events in the twentieth century. The abandonment of NEP, however, did
possess both an economic and a political logic: NEP’s failure was due neither to
the inability of market institutions to provide the basis for economic
development nor to the peculiarities of Stalin’s personality, which thrived on
political authoritarianism; rather, the internal contradictions of NEP led to an
ever-increasing reliance on the substitution of political rationales for economic
rationales in setting economic policy. The shifting policies produced an
expectational regime that worked against the goals of policy-makers. Because
the Bolsheviks were not willing to construct a binding commitment to economic
liberalization, the only way out of the policy impasse was complete
authoritarianism. Stalinism was the unintended consequence of the failure of the
discretionary regime of the 1920s to cope with the obstacles that information
and incentives present to political economies.

The policy game under Khrushchev

After Stalin’s death in 1953, Soviet leaders had to face some cold facts about
economic life. Collectivization, war, and political terror had taken their toll on
the economic system. The post-Stalin triumvirate of Georgy Malenkov,
Vyacheslav Molotov, and Lavrenty Beria could not simply continue along the
path laid out by Stalin. Out of the political shakeout that followed the succession
struggle, Khrushchev emerged as a major post-Stalin political figure.
Khrushchev’s Central Committee speech on agriculture in 1953 detailed the
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results of collectivization. Productivity was down; livestock did not compare
favorably with either 1928 or even 1916 figures. Peasants received low wages,
and the level of investment by the collective farms was too low. Taxes levied on
private plots were too high and discouraged production. All these negative
policies, Khrushchev insisted, must be reversed.’

Malenkov, in contrast, was accused by economic planners and military
leaders of over-concentrating on the consumer goods sector and thus distorting
the Soviet economy by shifting priority away from heavy industry. The
preoccupation with consumer material well-being associated with Malenkov did
not sit well with leaders of heavy industry and the military. After Malenkov’s
fall, Khrushchev emerged as the dominant political figure. As the first secretary
from 1955 to 1964, however, Khrushchev never achieved the dominant status
that Stalin had, and political maneuvering was an omnipresent part of policy
decisions. Nevertheless, Khrushchev initiated the major policies during that
period.

Most of Khrushchev’s reforms were directed at changing the incentives
within the agricultural sector to improve the efficiency of production and
improve the plight of peasants.'® One of his most ambitious initiatives, however,
was attempting to improve the economic mechanism within the Soviet system—
the sovnarkhoz reforms of 1957."" In response to a political strategy on the part
of his opponents to consolidate a power base in the economic planning system
and establish a superministry that would coordinate the activities of all the
subordinate economic ministries, Khrushchev reorganized the planning system
by decentralizing power to regional economic councils (sovnarkhozy). This
decentralization of the planning system was supposed to combat ministerial
empire building and reduce the coordination problems that plagued the state-
ministerial hierarchy.'> The industrial ministries were abolished, and the regional
council system (coordinated by Gosdplan) was established. Some enterprises
were now subordinate to the 103 regional councils rather than to a ministry.

The danger of this policy was that localism would replace ministerial empire
building as the main threat to efficient economic management. Regional
councils favored their enterprises over all others, as would be expected, and
economic performance suffered.'”> That Khrushchev’s initiatives would
substitute localism for departmentalism lends credence, Joseph Berliner argues,
to the interpretation that political maneuvering rather than economic
considerations provided the rationale for the 1957 reforms (Berliner 1983, p.
352). Unfortunately for Khrushchev, the reforms were correlated with a decline
in the measured rates of economic growth, along with reports of the excesses of
localism. As a result, even though Khrushchev reversed the 1957 reforms in
March 1963, his political rivals used the failed reforms to discredit him.
Khrushchev’s fall in October 1964 was soon followed by a full reinstatement of
the ministerial system.

The Khrushchev era, then, did nothing to convey to state enterprise managers,
agricultural workers, or urban citizens that economic activity would be insulated
from political manipulation. The so-called liberalization policies of
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decentralization were part of a larger political ploy to divest power from
Khrushchev’s rivals. The 1957 reforms were not only ill-conceived but
reinforced the adverse reputation Soviet reform efforts possessed and thus
compounded the difficulty of signaling a credible commitment to economic
liberalization in the future.

The policy game under Kosygin and Brezhnev

The failure of the Khrushchev reforms did not quash debate over the problems
with the Soviet economic mechanism. The sovrarkhoz reform did not get at the
fundamental problem of incentives, but was instead limited to a question of
supervision of state enterprises. Decision-making within the state enterprises
was not addressed, although this was an aspect of Soviet planning that was
seriously in need of reform. The gross output target of enterprise success (and
the corresponding bonus system) provided incentives to the state enterprise
managers (who responded rationally) that generated perverse consequences in
terms of input use and output quality.

Late in the Khrushchev era, Evsei Liberman proposed a reform of the
incentive system for state enterprises.'* Liberman thought that if the state
enterprise manager’s reward was tied to the “profitability” of the enterprise—
defined as the ratio of profit to the stock of capital—then the enterprise manager
would possess the incentive to minimize costs. Under the appropriate incentive
system, Liberman argued, managers would be induced to operate their
enterprises at full productivity, improve the quality of goods produced, and seek
out least-cost production techniques.

With Khrushchev’s ousting, the debate over enterprise incentives did not
wane. In September 1965, Kosygin announced the restructuring of the economic
mechanism. The ministerial system was to be fully reconstituted, the basic
incentive system in enterprises was to be overhauled, and a price reform was to
be implemented. The ministerial system constituted a recentralization of
economic decision-making away from the regional authorities and back to
Moscow. As Hewett points out, this is important because many interpreters
confused the incentive reform with regard to enterprises with a net
decentralization of decision-making power within the economy. This was not the
case in either the design or the result of the 1965 reforms.

The incentive scheme limited the number of planned targets that supervisory
ministries were authorized to issue to firms. Where obligatory targets had once
ranged from thirty-five to forty, they were now limited to eight: physical output,
sales volume, total profit and the rate of profit on capital, total wage fund, level
of payment to state budget, capital investment, introduction of new technology,
and allocation of vital resources. Moreover, the sales volume target replaced the
gross output target as the basis for bonuses. These new rules were supposed to
give more autonomy to the enterprises, but as we will see this was not the effect,
owing to the ambiguity in implementation.

As a complement to the recentralization of economic power, the 1965 reforms
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also entailed a centralization of price setting with the formation of Goskomtsen—
which coordinated all price setting and price revision. The “price reform,”
however, did not intend to improve the ability of prices to convey information
concerning the relative scarcities of resources in the Soviet economy. For example,
prices were not to interfere with the central planning directives—they were to
remain merely convenient tools for accounting purposes. As a result, prices that
were set in a fashion that had little to do with the actual cost of resource use
continued to distort the structure of production in the Soviet economy.

The effect of the 1965 reforms was largely limited to expanding the Soviet
economic bureaucracy.” In terms of improving the economic mechanism, the
reforms were both ill-conceived and unimplemented. In other words, they were
incentive-incompatible and not credible. The policy schemes to improve
incentives within the enterprises, according to Nove (1992, p. 383), were
ineffective for a variety of reasons. Notably, the rules of the game were
arbitrarily altered so that there was no stability in the environment even within
a single planning period. Interviews with former enterprise managers concur
with this interpretation of the 1965 effort to change the incentive system. “We
didn’t really have a reform,” one former head of a planning department stated.
“We were preparing for it, but it was never ratified.” Another former manager
summed up the enterprise reforms in the following manner: “They only poured
water from one bottle to another... In practice nothing changed... One time they
tried to give more rights to the enterprise...but they became afraid of private
enterprise and stopped it.” Another former manager had this to say:
“Liberman...created a whole system in which the enterprise would have an
incentive to make a profit. They introduced it almost everywhere, but then they
changed it so much that it didn’t even resemble itself.”!

Again, the announcement of radical reform merely represented tinkering with
the mechanism. There were no good reasons for enterprise managers or private
citizens to expect a change in the situation. The only stable political economy
rule in effect was that the planning bureaucracy could arbitrarily change the
rules any time it desired. The expectation of arbitrary action on the part of the
bureaucracy reinforced the incentives that were generated by a system of state
control over the economy. Resource use was systemically wasteful, and the
future was completely disregarded. The economic system generated no
incentives to conserve scarce resources or employ these resources in valued
uses, let alone discover better ways to allocate resources among the alternatives
(i.e. to find the least-cost production techniques). As Hewett (1988, p. 240) put
it: “if a ‘death certificate’ were issued for the 1965 reforms, it would read
‘ministerial interference, aided by the lack of attention by the obstetrician (L.
Brezhnev).””

The policy game under perestroika

The key legal components of perestroika included The Law on Individual
Enterprise (1986), The Law on State Enterprises (1987), and The Law on
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Cooperatives (1988). Despite the rhetoric and promise of these laws, they
contained contradictions and ambiguities that prevented them from achieving
the objectives of economic reform. Furthermore, they failed to convey any
binding commitment on the part of the Gorbachev regime to true market reform.
From 1985 to 1991, Gorbacheyv introduced at least ten major policy packages for
economic reform under the banner of perestroika, but not a single one was fully
implemented.

The Law on State Enterprises, for example, was supposed to introduce self-
accounting, self-financing, and self-management. But, unwilling to move too
quickly with the reform of state enterprises, the government decided to stagger
conformity to the law. Some enterprises would operate under the new guidelines
as of 1 January 1988; others would do so in the following year, January 1989
(see Goldman 1991, p. 140).

In addition, given the commitment to full employment by the regime, there
was no way to introduce self-financing in a manner consistent with a “hard
budget constraint” (see Kornai 1986). Enterprise managers and employees knew
that, despite whatever announcement was made concerning self-financing, as
long as the regime was committed to full employment, enterprises would possess
a “soft budget constraint” with all the corresponding inefficiencies.!” Bankruptcy
would not be tolerated, and state subsidies would continue as before.

Not only did the law on state enterprises fail to aid the move to the market
economy, it contributed to the economic problems of the already struggling
official industrial sector. Managers—in an effort to return the favor to workers to
whom they owed their jobs and because they did not face hard budget
constraints—approved wage increases. Average wages rose by 8% in 1988 and
13% in 1989 (see Goldman 1991, pp. 141-2). Thus, state enterprise costs
increased and with them the demand for increased state subsidies from the
enterprises. This, in turn, put an increased strain on the state budget and,
consequently, the monetary system, as the printing press was employed to
monetize the debt. The persistence of macroeconomic inefficiency bred
increased macroeconomic destabilization as economic agents responded
rationally to the contradictory rule changes.

The Law on Individual Enterprise was passed in November 1986 and became
effective in May 1987. This law allowed individuals to engage in activities that
had previously been deemed illegal. Despite several restrictions—such as the
length of time that state employees could devote to individual enterprise—the
intent of the law was to encourage individual economic enterprise and market
experimentation. Family members of state employees or individuals such as
students, housewives, and pensioners were allowed to work full time if they
desired. To do so, though, individuals had to apply for a license from local
authorities and pay either an annual income tax or a fee. The fee applied
particularly to cases where it was difficult to monitor income, such as taxi
driving. In 1987, the fee for a private taxi was 560 roubles, which meant that a
worker who was moonlighting as a taxi driver had to earn the equivalent of three
months’ wages before driving the taxi would cover its costs (see Hewett 1988,
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p.- 340, n. 60). The perverse consequence of this policy in terms of the
persistence of a black market in taxis is described by William Taubman and Jane
Taubman in their book Moscow Spring. The Law on Individual Enterprise, in
this case, amounted to simply regulating and taxing an activity (the private
market for taxi services) which had gone on “unofficially” for years. As a
consequence, few if any of the Moscow chastniki (private taxis) that they
encountered were registered and, therefore, official. “Registration,” they point
out, “required burdensome medical exams, payment of a fee, and of course
heavy taxes... But most burdensome was the requirement that all individual
labor activity be moonlighting; the workers must have primary jobs in the State
sector’” (1989, p. 46).

An even more fundamental problem with The Law on Individual Enterprise
was the campaign against unearned income, which required individuals to have
appropriate documentation explaining how they made their money (see
Belkindas 1989). A natural market response to this was the emergence of an
illicit market in documentation and a decline in economic well-being as the
informal networks, which historically filled the gaps caused by the inefficient
official system, were disturbed.” The attitude of the regime as conveyed by the
campaign reinforced citizens’ lack of trust concerning the government’s
commitment to reform. Without a credible conveyance of commitment to market
reform, farmers, workers, and others had no incentive to invest in the above-
ground market.

This is seen in the way in which cooperatives developed in the Soviet Union
under Gorbachev.'” The Law on Individual Enterprise (adopted November 1986)
provided the legal foundation for the cooperative movement because it permitted
family members who lived together to form businesses. Formal recognition of
cooperatives came with the Law on Cooperation in the USSR, adopted 26 May
1988. Whereas the number of cooperatives was 8,000 employing 88,000 on 1
October 1987, by 1 July 1989, there were more than 133,000 employing
2,900,000. The output of cooperatives amounted to an estimated 350 million
roubles for 1987, 6 billion roubles in 1988, and was estimated to be 12.9 billion
roubles by June 1989. Despite this explosion in cooperatives, hostility from both
the public and the government toward the economic success of cooperatives
threatened their long-term viability.?® Because this hostility resulted in
accusations that cooperatives’ financial gains were made without any real
effort—just exploiting the shortage situation—the threat of the campaign to
unearned income was very real. Often, state shortages got blamed on the
cooperatives. A state shortage of buns and sausages translates into a cooperative-
produced sandwich with a correspondingly high price—at least that is how some
described the situation.

The precarious position of cooperatives was compounded because they had to
rely almost exclusively on the state sector for supplies, even though they were
not officially hooked up to the central supply network. Thus, cooperatives had to
rely on illicit transactions, such as bribes and agreements with state enterprises,
to obtain resources, which increased their vulnerability to blackmail both by
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officials and by criminals. In fact, cooperatives were often assumed to be fronts
for criminal activity.

In addition, the legal status of cooperatives and the tax policy to which they
would be subject have changed frequently. Even before the end of 1988, a
resolution was passed that sought to restrict the activities of cooperatives. In
February 1989, republican authorities were given the authority over taxation
policy toward cooperatives and were encouraged to set differential rates based
on the type of cooperative, its pricing policy, and so forth. The “speculative
tendencies” of cooperatives were subject to criticism, and authorities were
encouraged to take steps to bring cooperative pricing in line with state pricing.
Cooperatives were subject to taxes ranging from 25-60% of their income,
depending on their pricing policy. The August 1989 law on cooperative taxation,
for example, established new regulations on cooperatives and tied their taxation
to the relationship between state and cooperative prices.

By constraining the freedom of cooperative and private market
experimentation, the Gorbachev government prevented the market from serving
one of its most vital functions—inducing an increase in the supply of goods in
response to excess consumer demand. The demand side of the market bid up the
price of goods in short supply, but the supply side was not free to respond. When
supplies failed to increase, it was inevitable that cooperative prices would rise.
Consumers, therefore, could either wait in long lines at the state store and
attempt to purchase goods that were becoming increasingly non-existent at the
fixed state prices, or they could go to the cooperative market and purchase goods
at high market prices until the shelves in those private stores were emptied.
Either way, expectations of a better future were dashed, and the credibility of the
reforms and perestroika was irreversibly damaged.

The undesirable effects of the policies adopted under perestroika were not
limited to their incentive incompatibility with entrepreneurial activity but went
much deeper, undermining the basic constitution of economic policy. The
continual flux in the legal environment for the cooperatives conveyed a lack of
commitment on the part of the regime to private sector experimentation. But
without such a commitment, there was no way to induce the investment and hard
work that were needed to develop the Soviet economy.?’ So, in addition to
incentive incompatibility, there was the debilitating problem of adverse
reputation that results from policy reversals and the failure to commit.

That inability to convey any kind of commitment to reform sealed
perestroika’s fate. The reforms could not get the economy going, and the
consumer crisis grew acute (see Schroeder 1991a, 1991b; Noren 1991). The
political instability of failed reforms, alongside deflated expectations on the part
of the population, produced a highly troublesome situation for the Gorbachev
regime. “As Gorbachev moved back and forth from one comprehensive reform
to another,” Marshall Goldman argues, “he became more and more uncertain
about subjecting the Soviet Union to the type of shock therapy such reforms
would inevitably necessitate. He also concluded that unless reined in, the reform
process would ultimately shrink his powers and those of the Soviet Union over



Credibility, commitment and reform 169

central economic control, thus reducing the Soviet Union to an ineffective
economic entity” (1991, p. 222).

Gorbachev’s economic zigging and zagging was not the only credibility issue
at hand. The politics of discretionary power was also an issue of concern with
liberal intellectuals, who were not certain that the zigs permitted today would
not be superceded by repressive zags tomorrow. “Today,” Andrey Sakharov
warned, “it is Gorbachev, but tomorrow it could be somebody else. There are no
guarantees that some Stalinist will not succeed him” (as quoted in Kaiser 1991,
p. 245).

In the fall of 1990, when Gorbachev backed out of his commitment to the
radical Shatalin Plan and moved to the right, he lost credibility with his liberal
allies. But perestroika had already cost him his credibility with Communist
conservatives, so the winter zig to the right did not gain Gorbachev much. As he
tried to zag to the left in the spring of 1991, especially with the April
compromise with “Yeltsin, the conservative forces in the former Soviet Union
prepared for one last effort to regain control.

First, they sought to regain control through “constitutional” means; when that
failed, they resorted to the August 1991 coup. Even though the coup failed, the
failure certainly cannot be attributed to the policies of perestroika. Rather, it was
the failure of perestroika that resulted in the coup attempt. As the regime kept
introducing liberalization policies only to go back on them, the official economy
sank into an abyss. The bureaucracy, which was threatened by reform, knew that
more and more radical measures would be necessary to get out of the abyss.
Those measures, however, would be undesirable from its point of view.

The unraveling of the Soviet Union as a political entity, however, was the
unintended by-product of Gorbachev’s policy of perestroika. The regime’s
failure to convey the commitment to economic liberalization that was necessary
to reform the Soviet system proved to be perestroika’s undoing.

The policy game under Yeltsin

In January 1992, the government of Boris Yeltsin, under the orchestration of
Yegor Gaidar, embarked on a liberalization program that was far more ambitious
than anything introduced during Gorbachev’s reign. Most consumer prices were
to be liberalized overnight, mass privatization programs were to be forthcoming,
a tight monetary policy was to be pursued, and a sound fiscal policy was to be
instituted. This “shock therapy” program, however, was never implemented as
originally announced.

Price regulations, for example, were maintained on essential consumer
products, such as sugar, salt, vodka, bread, and dairy products. The authority for
price regulation was delegated to local authorities. This partial liberalization
produced unintended consequences that undermined the reform effort.

The price control on milk provides a perfect example of the perverse
consequences of partial price reform. Milk prices were not liberalized, but sour
cream prices were; in response, dairy producers shifted production out of milk
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and into sour cream. An abundance of sour cream and a shortage of milk
resulted, as predicted by standard economic theory. Local authorities began
trying to alter the perverse consequences of one set of controls with additional
controls. Whereas in January 1992 only fourteen food products were under price
and output controls, by the summer of 1992 that figure had risen to twenty-four.
In addition to food, a wide variety of other products were under state controls,
not the least being energy. The official situation was one of continued state
control over the economy.

It is important to stress the word official because the de facto market
escaped state controls. The continued existence of the black market during a
period of economic liberalization demonstrates that liberalization has in fact
not taken place. The dichotomy between the official and the de facto economy
is a source of trouble for government leaders, especially because it represents
the leakage of a source of state revenue. Victor Chernomyrdin’s first decree as
the new prime minister was an attempt to bring the de facto economy under
government control by regulating prices and monitoring profits. The decree
was issued on 31 December 1992, but revoked on 18 January 1993, because it
was not credible.”

The economic situation in Russia since January 1992 has been one of
continued consumer subsidies while tax revenue continued to escape into the
black market. The industrial sector of the economy tells a similar story of poor
policy design. Enterprise was supposed to establish hard budget constraints in
the state enterprises. The consequence of enterprise reform, however, was the
ballooning of debt between state firms. The inter-enterprise debt reached 3.2
trillion roubles in the summer of 1992, and many enterprises were threatened
with bankruptcy.”® The Russian parliament resisted the bankruptcy and
engineered the Central Bank’s issue of roubles to eliminate the debt crisis. The
Central Bank remained under parliament’s, not the president’s, control.** The
issuance of state credits to resolve the inter-enterprise debt crisis eliminated the
impact of a hard budget constraint, and enterprise reform was stalled.
Microeconomic inefficiencies at the enterprise level generated macroeconomic
imbalances in the economy.

The link between macroeconomic inefficiency and macroeconomic
imbalance is a holdover from the Soviet system. The Soviet system of banking
involved a cash sector and a non-cash sector. The non-cash sector involved an
internal accounting system that linked state enterprises. The Soviet banking
system provided enterprises with the financial assets to settle accounts with one
another. Unfortunately, this meant that macroeconomic inefficiencies
automatically translated into macroeconomic imbalances: deficits and
monetization. During the Soviet era, macroeconomic imbalances were hidden
from immediate view by false accounting or repressed inflation.”> Reform would
bring these imbalances into the open; partial reform adds to them.

From July 1992 to October 1992 alone, the money supply more than doubled,
from 1.4 trillion roubles to 3.4 trillion roubles. In November an additional 18.7
billion roubles, and in December another 61.5 billion roubles, were issued. This
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had a dramatic effect on the purchasing power of the rouble in the first year of
reform under the “Yeltsin government, as would be expected (see Table 9.1).

The “dollarization” of the Russian market economy reflects the unwillingness
to hold roubles for market exchange and as such is perhaps a slightly better
indicator of the real status of the currency than movements in the average price
level. In the first months of the Yeltsin reforms, the rouble gained against the
dollar in the currency market. But, beginning in June 1992, the rouble fell
steadily (see Table 9.2).

Continued consumer and producer subsidies, in contrast, swelled the fiscal
responsibilities of the Russian state at the same time that reliable sources of tax
revenue continued to slip into the unofficial economy.* The central government
of Russia is faced with an acute fiscal crisis.”” Not the least of Russia’s problems
is the military budget. If glasnost-era data are accurate, then the Soviet Union
spent around 25% of the state budget on defense. With the breakup of the Soviet
Union, however, Russia has assumed that burden at the same time as its sources
of revenue have been reduced. The burden of the defense sector has thus
increased during the Yeltsin period.?® Fiscal crises are usually “eliminated”
through monetization. Inflationary environments, however, destroy the ability to
calculate alternative investments rationally and as such deter economic
development.

The Yeltsin shock therapy was ill-conceived and contradictory from the
beginning.?® Moreover, without the appropriate political changes, the economic
reforms could not get implemented as the situation dictated. In combination with
the economic environment, the political crisis increased the uncertainty of the
situation. The “war of decrees” between parliament and the president was not the

Table 9.1 Percentage increase in prices on average for 1992-3 as shown by monthly
rates of change in the consumer price index

Rate of change
Month 1992 1993
January 245.0 26.5
February 38.3 25.7
March 29.8 214
April 21.6 24.7
May 12.0 19.3
June 18.6 19.9
July 11.0 22.0
August 9.0 26.0
September 12.0 21.0
October 23.0 21.0
November 26.0 21.0
December 25.0 19.0

Source: PlanEcon Report, 19 December 1993, p. 26.
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Table 9.2 Rouble/dollar exchange rate at the interbank market rate

Exchange rate

Month 1992 1993
January 204 489
February 176 470
March 152 664
April 153 767
May 122 917

June 125 1,036

July 144 1,025

August 170 986
September 225 1,059
October 353 1,188
November 427 1,194
December 415 1,245

Source: PlanEcon Report, 19 December 1993, p. 37.

only problem; many of Yeltsin’s decrees were inconsistent with basic economic
incentives. Tax rates and other business fees, for example, are inconsistent with
the goal of attracting business investment. Foreign investment has been deterred
by both economic and political uncertainty.*

Often the message is mixed from the government, which adds to the
confusion. In addition, the vacuum and power in the central government and the
fiscal crisis the center is experiencing have led regional authorities to claim more
autonomy. Effective governmental power in Russia by the spring of 1993 had
already shifted to the regional leaders.’! As the events of late September and
early October 1993 demonstrated, the uncertainty of the transition policy has not
been overcome. And in the wake of the unexpected election results of December
1993, the Yeltsin government appears to have decided to move toward a more
cautious reform program with major concessions to state enterprises and state
farms.® For the time being, at least, it appears that the rhetoric of the Yeltsin
regime has shifted from one of liberalization to conservative management.*

A historical perspective suggests that the troubling uncertainty in Russia is
natural during a time of regime change and that there is no spontaneous
mechanism that guarantees a benign outcome.* It took more than sixty years of
turmoil in England, for example, until the political bargain of the Glorious
Revolution was struck in 1688 and economic productivity increased markedly.*

That history offers us no easy and fixed rules for moving from an autocratic
government and state-run economies to liberal political and economic
arrangement does not change the basic message of the argument presented in
this chapter; political rules must be established that effectively constrain
discretionary behavior, and a clear and well-defined (i.e. transparent) legal
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system must be constructed before private sector economic experimentation can
be expected to yield the promised welfare gains.

Conclusion

One of the most basic insights of political economy is the need for rules to
govern economic activity. Modern political economy is a research program that
focuses our inquiry on the working properties of rules and the processes of
social interaction that take place within rules. By examining the rules of social
interaction and their impact on social processes, scholars can begin to develop
ideas about workable constitutions of economic policy.

In developing a workable constitution of economic policy, it must be
recognized that the obstacles that incentives and information present to
discretionary behavior are formidable. The Soviet experience shows that without
effectively signaling and establishing a binding and credible commitment to
broad liberalization, the behavior of the government simply destabilizes the
situation.

The argument against government intervention in the free-market process
does not amount to asserting that government intervention must necessarily lead
to totalitarianism. That was a misunderstanding of the argument on the critics’
part. Rather, the argument suggests that interventionism produces unintended
results that will be viewed as undesirable from the government’s own point of
view. Thus, interventionist policy constantly forces on government officials the
choice of either rejecting their previous policy or intervening even more in the
attempt to correct past failings. The argument is a stability argument.
Intervention is just not stable as an economic and political system. The
discretionary behavior of the government results in situations that undermine its
own initiatives.

Whereas the instability of the 1920s in the Soviet Union led to Stalinism,
the instability of the late 1980s led to the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The
efforts in the 1950s and 1960s at liberalization failed and were quickly
reversed. Even under “Yeltsin’s post-Soviet experiment in free-market shock
therapy, the new government has failed to establish the sort of binding political
and legal commitments required. Each of these experiences illustrates the
basic point: discretionary behavior on the part of the government fails to
produce the stable environment that is necessary for economic prosperity. The
insights that the Soviet and post-Soviet experience offer should become basic
material in developing a workable constitution of economic policy in the post-
perestroika era.
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10 Perestroika and public choice

The economics of autocratic succession
in a rent-seeking society™

Introduction

Mikhail Gorbachev has been widely acclaimed in the West for his reform
policies of perestroika and glasnost. Until quite recently, many pundits boldly
declared that Gorbachev’s USSR was actually embarked on an abandonment of
the Communist economic system, and would eventually embrace real
democracy and a free market (see, for example, Muravchik 1990, p. 25). While
recent developments have rendered these forecasts obsolete, the Gorbachev
round of reforms surely represents an interesting problem in public choice.

For purposes of analysis, we propose to concentrate on the period from
Gorbachev’s succession as Chairman of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (CPSU) in 1985 until the end of 1989 (with occasional references to more
recent events). This is the period during which both perestroika and glasnost
grew to dominate the political scene in the USSR. Moreover, the first five years
of Gorbachev’s rule represented the period of purportedly dramatic
“liberalization” within the Soviet system. Perestroika appeared to be a truly
radical series of reforms, a triumph of ideals over rent-seeking.

Our purpose in the present chapter is to argue that, upon closer examination,
the succession of Gorbachev in general and the perestroika/glasnost “reform”
program in particular bear a close resemblance to other, earlier Soviet
government policy adjustments which followed shifts in the top leadership.
(Gorbachev’s behavior as a “reformer” over the period 1985-9 can be explained
by reference to the incentives facing the dictator of a socialist state based on the
distribution of economic privilege and political patronage.) In short, during the
period of perestroika, Chairman (later President) Gorbachev was an autocrat
who behaved in a manner consistent with the public choice theory of autocracy,
as presented by Gordon Tullock (1987). Gorbachev’s period of “reform” was not
an extraordinary example of the role of ideology or vision in human affairs, but
a more routine episode of rent-seeking in action.

*Qriginally published as Boettke, P.J. and Anderson, G. (1993) “Perestroika and Public Choice: The Economics of
Autocratic Succession in a Rent-Seeking Society,” Public Choice 75(2) (February): 101-18.
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Property rights to socialist rents

The “centrally planned economy” of the Soviet Union has often been portrayed
as an alternative to market exchange. Supposedly, economic activity is
strategically controlled from the center, which allocates quotas, provides
accounting “prices” to enterprises, and generally directs the course of the
economy in fine detail. Private ownership of the means of production has been
abolished and replaced with “social ownership.”

This “central planning model” of the USSR began to come under increasing
challenge from economists in recent years. The “centrally planned economy”
would appear to be “planned” only in the loosest sense, meaning that general
output targets are set for the long run, but that day-to-day economic operations
allow enterprise managers (in the state sector) a great deal of effective
discretion.! In other words, managers are told what types of output to produce,
but are essentially allowed to determine the quantity, quality, and distribution of
that output independently of the central planners. Moreover, the “second
economy,” in which goods and services are exchanged at free market prices,
apparently plays an important role in facilitating the operation of the “planned
sector,” allowing enterprises in the latter arena to function.

Furthermore, bribery (in various forms) has always been endemic to the
system. The state restrictions and “central plans” constitute, in part, state-
sanctioned monopolies which allow individuals in strategic positions to extract
monopoly rents (i.e. bribes).?

The Soviet Union never “abolished private property” for the simple reason
that such a goal is economically meaningless, hence impossible (see Hayek 1944
and 1988). In economics, ownership rights refer to the locus of effective
decision-making about the use of resources (i.e. de facto ownership), and may or
may not be consistent with legal boundaries of property (de jure ownership).
This insight is today a standard convention among economists. While the Soviet
Union has changed some aspects of the form of ownership rights, effective
ownership rights remain allocated to specific individuals—as they must in any
real-world economy.

The Soviet system, then, is not really a “non-market economy” but rather a
market subject to intense governmental regulation. Market prices play an
important role in allocating goods and services in the Soviet-style economy, but
the “real” prices are mostly “under-the-table” (in American parlance).?

Understanding the property rights to rent flows in the USSR is crucial to
understanding economic “reform.” Among other things, perestroika has
represented the redistribution of rents from their former recipients to new
holders of monopoly power.

One frequently mentioned aspect of Soviet-style systems is the virtual
absence of legal protection for property rights. Less frequently mentioned is the
fact that this absence extends to rent flows. The individuals who have been
favored by the state with positions of power (and wealth derived from that
power) do not have secure property rights in those positions.
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Compare this with the typical situation in Western democracies, where
patterns of government redistribution of wealth tend to be based on stable long-
term contracts between the legislature and particular interest groups. Landes and
Posner (1975) argue that the independent judiciary plays an important role in
defining and protecting such legislative contracts between the government and
interest groups. The Soviet Union lacks such an independent judiciary.

In a representative democracy, the independent judiciary serves to protect
wealth transfer contracts between the legislature and interest groups when the
legislators retire or otherwise leave office. If, on average, the relevant decision-
makers remain in office for a long period, contracts with interest groups—
patterns of government taxing and spending, as well as patterns of rent-
generating restrictions on markets—will tend to be stable during their tenure in
office. The effective tenure in power of decision-makers (i.e. the very large
number of bureaucrats and officials who regulate and oversee the economy on a
day-to-day basis) in the USSR was fairly stable. In turn, the system of wealth
transfer contracts with interest groups has also been fairly stable for many years.

Given the absence of an independent judiciary, formal contracts (e.g. like the
judicial enforcement of “congressional intent” in the US) are not available.
Instead, informal quasi-contracts form the basis for the distribution of rents. For
many decades, the nomenklatura was a fixed group of individuals who
controlled all-important positions in that country.* Monopoly rent rights were
fairly stable, though based on verbal, personal, informal quasi-contracts.

The long period of stable rights to rent flows in the Soviet economy recently
came to an end. Instead, the complex existing network of rent extraction based
on political power has undergone a considerable amount of “recontracting.” The
period of perestroika has had important implications at the level of bureaucratic
incentives and rewards. Soviet-style socialism remains alive, however, unwell,
but the organizational chart of the planning apparatus has undergone a
considerable amount of “restructuring.”

The rhetoric and reality of perestroika

At the time of Gorbachev’s rise to power, the Soviet economy had experienced
a prolonged period of decline.” Western estimates of GNP in the Soviet Union
show a marked decline from 4.7% annual growth rate during the seventh five-
year planning period (1961-5) to only 2.0% during the eleventh five-year
planning period that ended in 1985 (Hewett 1988, p. 52). Even more drastic
figures of decline are represented in a text by two Soviet reform economists,
Popov and Shmelev (1989, p. 41), who conclude that since “the late 1950s the
rates of economic growth have fallen constantly and by the middle of the 1980s
had dropped to almost zero.” It is within this context of economic decline that
Gorbachev announced his plans for the radical restructuring of the Soviet
economy. The potential gains to the overall economy from “restructuring” were
so obvious to outside observers that Gorbachev’s “reform” efforts were largely
taken at face value.
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The program of perestroika, however, has been filled with ambiguities and
inconsistencies from the start and continues to be plagued by them.®
Comparative systems analysts have concluded that even assuming minimal
problems of implementation, the basic “reforms” are unlikely to have much
effect on overall economic performance because they fail to address the
fundamental problems in the Soviet economy.’

For example, the Law on State Enterprises, which Gorbachev himself
(1987:86) proclaimed to be of “primary importance” to the reform of the
economy, was instituted on 1 January 1988.% The law was ostensibly designed to
grant financial autonomy to enterprises. But according to Articles 9 and 10 of the
law, the enterprises were still subject to state control both in their pricing and in
their output policy.’ In other words, these “firms” remained state controlled.
Thus, despite the rhetoric promising enterprise autonomy, the Law on State
Enterprises—the centerpiece of perestroika—was never intended to substantially
change the basis of state central planning (see Ericson, 1988, 1989). More recent
“reform” decrees and laws have similarly claimed to accomplish much but in
reality made little substantial difference.

Price reform has been another area rife with ambiguities. Initially, price
reform was to come in 1989, then it was to start in 1991 for some products and
1993 for others.'” For the first five years following Gorbachev’s accession to
power, basically nothing happened to the Soviet system of rigid price-by-
government-decree. Predictably, official announcements regarding imminent
price increases (ostensibly designed as a part of a “price reform” package) led to
widespread hoarding by consumers, and shortages on store shelves. As of
summer 1990, five years into the “Gorbachev era,” there were growing shortages
of virtually everything (see Gumbel 1989 and 1990). According to a state
committee that monitors the availability of 1,000 products, as of October 1990,
996 of them could not be regularly found for purchase in ordinary shops.'
Repeatedly, Gorbachev reacted by promising to bring “relief” by way of
maintaining state subsidies on the prices of basic products.

Moreover, there has been a persistent gulf between the rhetoric and the reality
of “price reform.” The various government plans and proposals offered during
the first five years of Gorbachev’s purportedly “reformist” regime were not even
claimed to promote freely fluctuating prices to guide exchange and production
throughout the economy, but instead were all purported designs for “better”
administration of prices. Prices were still assumed to be tightly controlled by
central authorities. More recent plans for “price reform” continue to assume that
most prices will not be decontrolled for the foreseeable future.'?

The reforms that were actually introduced before outright political
disintegration began in 1990 simply did not represent a radical restructuring of
the Soviet system toward liberalization. Perestroika did represent a form of
radical restructuring, but of patronage, not of the overall economic system.

The transition from a socialist to a free-market economy is fraught with
political complexities to be sure, but represents a simple problem conceptually.
Improving the long-term performance of the Soviet economy required
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implementing reforms such as permitting private ownership of productive
resources, allowing free-market price formation, and eliminating prohibitions
against the voluntary transfer of ownership rights. In short, simply relaxing
controls and reducing the level of state intervention in the economic system
could have been expected to reap substantial economic benefits. Potential
political opposition (e.g. from “the bureaucracy”) aside, there seems little real
evidence that Gorbachev accepted the transition from socialism to a free market
even as an ultimate goal of reform efforts. Yet Gorbachev is typically regarded
by observers as a highly intelligent, educated man, who has rarely been accused
of myopia (economic or otherwise). We suggest that this paradox is only
apparent, and not real. Perestroika did not emerge as a “plan to end planning,”
but rather represented the “Gorbachev round” of patronage adjustment which
has traditionally followed the transition to a new leader in the Soviet Union.
“Reform” rhetoric constituted a quasi-ideological packaging for a rather
ordinary redistribution of patronage opportunities.

Perestroika and patronage

Since its inception, the Soviet state has been an autocracy, although not
necessarily a dictatorship (i.e. ultimate authority has usually been shared by a
small group). However, at times, a single individual has exercised nearly
absolute political power (e.g. Stalin). More often, power has been shared by
members of a small clique in which one member was clearly “first among
equals.” For a period following the transition from one Chairman of the
Communist Party to the next, the new Soviet ruler’s power has usually been
relatively weak as he consolidated his political position.

The Soviet state has been an exceptionally stable autocracy since its
inception. Throughout history, the most common route to autocratic power has
been by coup, usually involving the military. Alternatively, some autocrats have
succeeded in establishing a dynasty in which their designated successor is their
son or daughter, but such monastic dynasties have rarely maintained continuity
for more than a few generations. The “third system” avoids many of the
problems associated with these other modes of succession, and has proven very
stable in the relatively few cases where it has been successfully implemented.
One such case is the Soviet state.

A major characteristic of this “third system” is that the present autocrat
appoints a kind of voting body which then determines the autocrat’s successor
after the autocrat’s death. In the Soviet system, this “voting body” has been the
Politburo. Tullock (1987, pp. 158-9) notes that the highly stable Soviet system
of succession closely resembles another even more successful example: the
Roman Catholic Church, which has used a similar system to appoint Popes for
nearly a millennium. Like his predecessors before him, Gorbachev rose to the
Chairmanship of the CPSU as the result of a Politburo vote.

Gorbachev’s brief tenure as Chairman of the CPSU followed the routine
historical pattern, up until early 1990. He never reached the position of near
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absolute power gained by Stalin, but neither did any of his post-Stalin
predecessors.

Although there was a growing opposition movement outside of the Party,
most notably Boris Yeltsin (President of the Russian Republic), Gavriil Popov
(Mayor of Moscow), and Anatolii Sobchak (Mayor of Leningrad), Gorbachev
emerged from the 28th Party Congress (in the Summer of 1990) in control of
personnel policy within the Party and the government. In the Soviet context, this
meant that Gorbachev controlled socialist patronage.

Among Sovietologists, political patronage has long been recognized as a
crucial element in the succession process in the USSR (see Smith 1987, p. 343).
The succession from one leader to another has typically included a substantial
shift in bureaucratic appointments, mostly in the upper ranks, although this
“patronage shift” has varied from the fairly minor (e.g. under Brezhnev) to the
quite major (e.g. under Khrushchev).

However, much of this “patronage” appointment is only possible in the
context of significant transaction costs for the new ruler. The Chairman of the
CPSU does not actually have constitutional, legal authority to hire and fire very
many of the individuals filling the “patronage” positions. This does not mean
that the new ruler does not have the effective power to hire and fire large
numbers of bureaucrats, but only that the costs of accomplishing this end may
sometimes be significant.

Take, for example, the Khrushchev succession. Khrushchev instituted a wide-
ranging series of changes in the planning system, including a shift in power from
the Council of Ministers to the Communist Party in most spheres of policy-
making, the downgrading of many ministries from All-Union to Republic status,
and the regional cartelization effort (the “sovnarkhoz reforms”). Sovietologists
generally ascribe these changes, at least in part, to political considerations—i.e.
rewarding his allies, and penalizing his opponents (e.g. Hewett 1988, p. 225; and
Smith 1987, p. 345).

This previous episode of “reform” illustrated a common phenomenon
associated with the redistribution of patronage appointments, which has
continued under Gorbachev. In some cases, the easiest way to replace the
administrators of Ministry X with the new dictator’s patronage choices is to first
abolish Ministry X and replace it with new organization Y This “shell game”
eliminates the jobs of the previous dictator’s patronage appointees and allows
the distribution of the new jobs as patronage plums.'

As early as the fall of 1985, both of the two key central planning bodies,
Gosplan and Gosnab, had new, Gorbachev-appointed leaders. The Council of
Ministers also had a new chairman, and by December 1985 Gorbachev had
replaced about one-third of the people heading the approximately fifty branch
ministries. By early 1987 “all leading institutions in the economic hierarchy, and
a good portion of the ministries, were headed by new appointees” (Hewett 1988,
p. 311-12).

Of course, new faces in the old jobs—or new faces in old jobs with new titles—
do not in themselves imply significant “reform.” On the other hand, this does not



182 Calculation and Coordination

imply that the transition has no effect on the functioning of the system in the short
run. It takes some time for new administrators to settle in to smoothly functioning
quasi-contractual arrangements with other bureaucrats. During the period of
transition from the older, stabilized regime to the new regime in a particular
ministry, the bureaucracy in question will have only fairly loose quasi-contractual
bonds and, consequently, will have unusually great freedom of action. This period
of “experimentation” will probably be short-lived, but during its brief existence
might produce impressive-looking policy shifts at the grassroots level (as the
bureaucrats maneuver for better rent opportunities). While this is occurring, the
appearance of “reform” is possible. But similar periods of superficial reform,
which ended up never really amounting to much, have been a recurring pattern in
Russian history, and have continued into the Communist era (see Starr 1989).

The recent “reforms” were essentially limited to various marginal changes in
the organization of the Soviet planning bureaucracy, combined with the bumper
crop of new, younger faces populating the upper reaches of that bureaucracy."
Both aspects of “reform” would seem to be (patronage) business as usual.
Therefore, the tendency among Western observers to portray Gorbachev as
locked in a mortal struggle with “the bureaucrats” over perestroika is very
misleading.'® While many bureaucrats might have expected to lose from
perestroika, many others could expect to gain. Intellectuals and members of the
academic bureaucracy, for example, have benefited greatly from glasnost and
represented some of Gorbachev’s strongest supporters in the initial phase of
perestroika (1985-9).

Gorbachev’s perestroika reforms were commonly portrayed as having a net
decentralizing bent (cf. Hewett 1988, p. 326). Responsibilities—and resulting
rents—were to be reassigned. But this “decentralization” did not represent a
movement toward laissez-faire. The basic nature of the economy, a huge
nationalized sector combined with a massive system of interlocking state
monopolies, remained the same.'” One of the apparent implications of
“restructuring” in the USSR is the prospect of increased central government
spending in the future. That is, the proportion of national income controlled and
allocated directly by Moscow is expected by some observers to significantly
increase (see Hewett 1988:315). The changes proposed by Gorbachev in the
ministerial system (including the expanded powers to “coordinate relations” to
be given Gosplan) have been described as amounting “to a recentralization of
economic power in a new, supra-ministerial, level of the hierarchy” (Hewett
1988, p. 338).'8

The “anti-corruption campaign” is another interesting problem which plays
an important role in the redistribution of patronage perks in Gorbachev’s USSR.
Such “campaigns” mask the political reallocation and redistribution of
monopoly rents (pecuniary and non-pecuniary) in the Soviet system.
Historically, such efforts have often come soon after the accession of a new ruler
and frequently have recurred during the longer tenures of Stalin and Brezhnev.
These “campaigns” might be described as “rent purges.” Wealth and power are
redistributed from the politically disfavored to the politically favored.
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But, while these periodic “rent purges” are under way, holders of monopoly
positions in the economy will tend to “lie low” for a while, waiting for the purge
to end. They will then go back to business as usual. The problem is that during
these periods of caution, the efficiency of the second economy of bribery is
significantly reduced—and hence, so is the efficiency of the overall economy,
which depends on “under the table trades” for its day-to-day functioning.'

One of the most dramatic changes which have taken place in the USSR has
been the apparent transformation of the Communist Party itself, including
changes ranging from a claimed relaxation of the rule by the Party over
appointments to bureaucratic positions of responsibility (i.e. the nomenklatura
system), to the actual abandonment of the Party’s legal monopoly in Soviet
politics (Parks 1990). As interesting as these developments are, they may
ultimately result only in a massive reallocation of rents by way of a restructuring
of the system of internal monopolies and positions of political power. These
events are yet additional evidence of a massive turnover in bureaucratic
personnel and patronage appointments. Simply stated, positions controlling rent
flows went on the auction block in the mid-1980s.

The demographics of the purge-ocracy

In the representative democracies which have been extensively analyzed by
public choice economists, government bureaucracies grow fairly slowly over
time, and the current holders of positions within the bureaucracy tend to be
members of a number of different age-group cohorts. The process of hiring and
retiring (assuming that civil servants tend to have great security of tenure, and
rarely get fired) is continuous, but gradual. Hence, “the bureaucracy” is never
really the same cohort, who were all hired into their positions at about the same
time, and who might be expected to remain in office as a coherent group until
about the same time.

The situation in the USSR was, and until recently has been, quite different.
The Communist Party of the Soviet Union was the organization that closely
controlled the appointment of personnel to positions of power and responsibility.
While usually one individual (and at times a tiny group) was clearly in the
position of dictator, the Party organization hierarchy distributed considerable
political power amongst various echelons of officials. For example, the
Chairman of the CPSU may have represented the ultimate authority, exercising
considerable influence over who became (and remained) the Chairman of the
Communist Party of the Moldavian SSR, but the latter exercised some degree of
authority over day-to-day bureaucratic appointments and affairs in Moldavia,
and so on. Opportunities for patronage appointments on the part of the Chairman
of the CPSU were constrained by the nomenklatura system, in which the Party
established which individual members were “qualified”—often a strictly
political judgment—for particular potential appointments. The ability of, say,
Leonid Brezhnev to replace the existing manager of a large steel plant with a
friend-of-a-friend of his brother-in-law was subject to many Party-determined



184 Calculation and Coordination

limitations. Consequently, after changes in leadership in Moscow, the turnover
in personnel in responsible positions throughout the bureaucracy tended to be
fairly limited and marginal. The existing bureaucracy, and the planning
apparatus, remained mostly very stable.

Stalin significantly increased stability within the Soviet bureaucracy.
Brzezinski (1956) described Stalin’s reign as a “permanent purge.” Before,
during, and after World War II, Stalin killed or imprisoned a very large
proportion of the existing Soviet bureaucracy. One of the lesser-acknowledged
consequences of this practice was that the average age of members of the Soviet
bureaucracy fell drastically as young underlings assumed their purged seniors’
former positions.”® This “purge effect” was enhanced considerably by the war,
during which an additional substantial percentage of the bureaucracy was killed
off. In short, the bulk of the massive USSR state bureaucracy came to power at
about the same time, and could be expected to retire (or die of natural causes) at
about the same time. While the same cohort basically controlled the most
important strategic positions in the bureaucracy, the system which resulted could
be expected to be extremely stable in its ordinary operations until that
bureaucratic cohort began to retire. Gorbachev “inherited” an imminent, massive
turnover in this bureaucracy.

Numerous observers attributed the failure of Khrushchev’s, Brezhnev’s, and
Andropov’s earlier efforts at “reform” to the hostility of the “entrenched
bureaucracy.” But, unlike these previous autocrats, Gorbachev faced a radically
different situation—the bureaucracy was about to undergo a “demographic
transition.” In other words, the transaction costs associated with the realignment
of rent flows and patronage opportunities were rapidly, and significantly,
lowered. Finally, by the mid-1980s the cohort which had collectively controlled
the bureaucracy since Stalin’s rule at last began to die, or retire. With them went
the structure of informal quasi-contracts which formed the basis of the Soviet
power structure.

There is abundant evidence that a massive turnover in Soviet officials
occurred under Gorbachev, beside which earlier patronage appointment
reallocations pale by comparison. Colton (1986, pp. 114-15) reports that by
1985-6, shortly after the Gorbachev succession, the average age of Politburo
members dropped suddenly by six years, and sharp drops in age were recorded
in the Party Secretariat and on the Presidium of the Council of Ministers.
Further, average dates of birth were already “advancing in all segments of the
élite” (Ibid.). At the middle levels of the Soviet government establishment,
“functionaries have lost their positions in droves” in a series of personnel
changes which “measured by the number of offices changing hands, are the most
sweeping of the entire post-Stalin period” (Ibid. p. 89).*!

Perestroika represented Gorbachev’s exploitation of such an opportunity for
redistribution of rent flows, which resulted from this demographic event. As the
holders of major positions of power in the economy either died or retired, much
of the quasi-contractual basis behind their positions of power (personal
agreements, etc.) ended as well. Gorbachev seized the opportunity to
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reappropriate positions of power from the former holders, and reallocated them
as patronage rewards to his supporters.

Glasnost as a wealth transfer

Naturally enough, the element in Gorbachev’s reforms which has attracted the
most attention from the Western media has been glasnost: the “new openness”
and freedom of expression in the Soviet media. Although this policy has often
been portrayed as the clearest expression of Gorbachev’s “liberalism,” an
important side effect has received less attention. Glasnost has represented an
effective autocratic political tactic, at least in the short run.

With the “new openness,” Gorbachev has effectively “purchased” the support
of (many) intellectuals by bribing them with increased freedom of expression.
Landes and Posner (1975) noted that the First Amendment to the US
Constitution represented, in part, a wealth transfer to publishers and writers.
Similarly, by increasing freedom of expression, Gorbachev devised a wealth
transfer to intellectuals which is cheap to produce: the bribe takes the form of
reduced controls. The key feature of this particular “bribe” was that Gorbachev
retained the reins by continuing to control the presses and TV cameras!®
Glasnost, then, represented a set of political privileges granted to intellectuals
whom Gorbachev wanted to reward, not real freedoms (because the major media
remain a state monopoly). Pro-Gorbachev journalists were permitted
considerable leeway, while the activities of anti-Gorbachev journalists were
tightly restricted. In other words, with glasnost, Gorbachev offered a bid for the
support of the media establishment and (many) professional intellectuals.
Moreover, this wealth transfer was accomplished without any significant central
government budget outlay.

The upsurge in the uncovering of corruption and inefficiency by journalists
was claimed as a major piece of evidence for the significance of glasnost.
However, this trend had several precedents in Soviet history. Every few years
since Stalin came to power, the Soviet press has gone on an “anti-corruption”
rampage—which usually occurred during the course of a Kremlin power
struggle. Andropov, Brezhnev, Khrushchev, and even Stalin led campaigns
against “corruption”—a term that usually referred to the ill-gotten gains of their
political opponents, and overlooked the similar ill-gotten gains of their
supporters.

Glasnost was consistently opposed by the KGB, and its head, Chebrikov
(subsequently replaced in 1989). This was unsurprising, given that much of the
“corruption” revealed in the press was KGB “corruption.” These “exposes” led
to major replacements of personnel at all levels.** Allegations of corruption
among the MVD, Interior Ministry secret police, were also widespread and also
preceded massive replacement of MVD personnel (Hazan 1990, p. 154). Thus,
glasnost in the press functioned, partly but importantly, to facilitate the removal
of officials and bureaucrats who had (for whatever reason) fallen from favor with
the ruler. “Openness” in the Soviet media allowed Gorbachev and his allies to
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defeat and discredit at least some of their opponents in the secret police services
(including the powerful KGB), organizations which many Sovietologists have
long regarded as possessing “king-making” power in Soviet politics.

Of course, glasnost has produced other long-term consequences, which were
probably completely unintended. “Openness” represented a low-cost wealth
transfer to intellectuals and journalists, from Gorbachev’s perspective, but may
have contributed to the instability of the Communist regime in the longer term
by depriving the CPSU of effective control over information and the media. Our
point is that glasnost produced numerous short-term advantages to Gorbacheyv,
which had nothing to do with philosophy or “liberal” values.

Free to choose, free to tax

The most dramatic evidence of “reform” in Gorbachev’s USSR was the
relaxation of controls on private economic activity. Until the recent law on
private economic activity, put into effect in May 1987, it was illegal for
individuals to engage in most private productive activities, including most
services and handicrafts. Since the new law, though, many forms of private
economic production are legally permitted. However, the law requires that the
private economic activity does not interfere with the state employment of the
individual enterpriser. Only students, housewives, members of private workers’
immediate families over the age of sixteen and living with their parents, and
pensioners can work full time in such businesses. Loosening the restrictions on
the private sector has hitherto produced only marginal changes because the
private sector in the USSR is so small relative to the overall economy.

Individuals engaged in such activities must first be licensed by local
government authorities (ispol’komy), and must subsequently pay either an
annual income tax or an up-front annual fee (patent). The income tax is
progressive, and both the tax and the fees are substantial.® While the limited
legalization of capitalist acts between consenting adults has received much press
in the West, Gorbachev’s motivations for promoting such “reforms” have
received little scrutiny.

Given that many “illegal” private economic activities have long been tacitly
permitted by the authorities, it is unclear what difference legalization will make
to the average consumer.”® Lower transaction costs would tend to improve
efficiency, but some individuals will become net losers. Naturally, the well-being
of those consumers with a relatively low discount rate, and/or having a
comparative advantage in queuing for goods, might be temporarily reduced.
Also, the former recipients of bribes from “black™ or “gray” market businesses
would lose income in the short run.

In contrast, from the standpoint of the central government considered as a
revenue-maximizing organization, legalization does produce a tangible benefit.
Legal economic activity can be made to produce tax revenue.

For purposes of comparison, recall that the Soviet Union went through a
somewhat similar period of limited legalization of private trade during the 1920s
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(see Boettke 1990, pp. 113—46). This was termed the New Economic Policy
(NEP), and has often been portrayed as a temporary reversion to full capitalism
by the Bolshevik state. In reality, the NEP only permitted a fairly narrow range
of private economic activities to take place in the context of a largely
nationalized economy. During the period of the NEP, private enterprises were
forced to pay extremely high tax and licensing fees. Although precise figures do
not exist, revenues from this source appear to have been very large, and
represented a significant proportion of total state revenue.” In addition, local
administrators “frequently imposed new taxes on the Nepmen or increased old
ones without permission from Moscow” (Ball 1987, p. 35) as well as
overcharging for licenses.

In announcing changes in Soviet agriculture at the Twenty-seventh Party
Congress, Gorbachev invoked the NEP precedent and claimed that his proposed
reforms were similar (Colton 1986, p. 96). But Gorbachev’s “neo-NEP” was not
a freeing of markets, but the very opposite. The private sector in the USSR has
long been a “gray market”: technically illegal, but tacitly accepted, and
essentially tax exempt. Therefore, the legalization of private domestic trade may
primarily represent a large tax increase masquerading as “liberalization.”

Conclusion

Gorbachev “liberalized” government restrictions in some ways, although much
of this “reform” activity seemed to have been primarily directed toward the
reallocation of patronage opportunities, a routine activity for new autocrats
throughout history. For the first five years since Gorbachev’s succession, the
rhetoric about market-oriented reform bore little relationship to reality.
Gorbachev made no serious effort to end the domination of the economy by the
central government. One of the apparent goals, and successes, of the Gorbachev
era was accomplishing the transfer of resources away from the military; a goal
shared by Khrushchev in the early 1960s (although with less success). More
dramatically, by withdrawing the previous level of massive subsidies to the
Eastern Bloc countries, Gorbachev succeeded in ending an entanglement which
was a net drain on Moscow’s fiscal resources. Otherwise, Gorbachev and
perestroika closely resembled earlier, and equally marginal, “reform” episodes.

But even if Gorbachev’s perestroika was based on the redistribution of rents
disguised with “liberalization” rhetoric, it now seems obvious that a basic
conflict existed between Gorbachev’s short-term interests—even if they are
maximizing the gains, both pecuniary and in power, from the exercise of
political patronage—and the long-term stability of the Communist economic
system. Some historians argue that one of the major causes of the Reformation,
which limited without destroying the power of the Catholic Church, was the
sudden increase in the sale of indulgences by the Papacy, which was maximizing
revenue in the short run. The Gorbachev phenomenon represented a similar kind
of situation. The Gorbachev perestroika/glasnost strategy for reallocating
patronage, and securing his personal power, represented a kind of “capital
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consumption” of the infrastructure of the Communist system; the stability of
Communist domination in the long run was reduced, although Gorbachev
consolidated his personal power—and control over rent flows—in the short run.

Considered as a rent-seeking society, the Achilles heel of the Soviet-style
economy has always been the absence of secure property rights to rent flows.
The Soviet economy has grown into a complex system of market restrictions and
rent opportunities for the politically favored. Those on top were given access to
great wealth and tremendous power. But these advantages were inherently
insecure and based on informal agreements with no strong legal protection.
Positions of wealth and power were only secure until the next purge which could
come any time and might well result in literal, as well as figurative,
“termination.” The Gorbachev succession was a kind of autonomous shock that
drastically reduced the real rates of return to rent-seeking in the Soviet economy.
Gorbachev may find himself presiding over the demise of Soviet state socialism
as an unintended consequence of his exploitation of opportunities for the
reallocation of patronage positions.
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11 The reform trap in economics
and politics in the former
Communist economies™

Introduction

Conventional thinking with regard to economic and political reforms in Eastern
and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union is “trapped” in a mindset which
does not allow innovative ideas for social arrangements to be seriously
considered. Sovietologists, for example, while they continue to re-examine what
went wrong and why nobody was able to predict the undoing of the Soviet
system, do not really address the underlying problems of the discipline.! What is
left out of this conversation amongst Sovietologists is perhaps more important
than what is included—an examination of how the economic structure of
socialism generated the political system of socialism.

F.A.von Hayek, perhaps more than any other scholar, pursued the
organizational logic of socialism to expose its fundamental problems as a social
system. When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, there was a brief period of adulation
for Hayek (and his “teacher” Ludwig von Mises). Busts of Mises and Hayek
were given to heads of former Communist governments in Eastern and Central
Europe by conservative and libertarian “think-tanks” and organizations. The
writings of Mises and Hayek were celebrated in universities, academic journals,
and publishing houses in East and West. Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom and The
Fatal Conceit, for example, have been translated into Russian and can be bought
at various Metro stops in Moscow. Academics, intellectuals, and politicians
acknowledged the wisdom of Hayek’s anti-Communism. With Hayek’s death on
23 March 1992, the newspapers and magazines in the West portrayed him as the
prescient one: the one who foresaw the collapse of Communism.? It seems that
this popular pronouncement has been more of a curse than a blessing.

On the one hand, Hayek could be accused of “Chicken Littlism” by skeptics.
Had not Hayek and Mises “predicted” the impossibility of socialism at least
since 1920? If socialism was so bad, then how could it have lasted for so long?
Even a broken clock gets the time “correct” twice a day! On the other hand,
Hayek’s anti-Communism was viewed as non-scientific. Prescience is not

*QOriginally published as Boettke, P.J. (1994) “The Reform Trap in Politics and Economics in the Former
Communist Economies,” Journal des Economistes et des Etudes Humaines V(2-3) (June/September): 267-93.
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something that can be replicated or built upon. Prescience is idiosyncratic and
subjective; it is visionary. Hayek is viewed as an ideological visionary and not an
analytical social scientist.’ In either case, social scientists dealing with the
problems of the collapse of Communism and the transformation of these
societies—whatever their ideological persuasion—do not need to examine
Hayek’s work for answers.

Hayek’s work may not provide us with direct answers to the problems of the
day, and it certainly is not all that is needed to address the pressing problems of
socialist transformation.* However, his work does provide an analytical
framework for examining the issues of the transformation of the political and
economic system. Not only did Hayek provide the analytical foundation for
examining the failure of Communist systems, but his work also provides the
foundation for developing workable solutions.

The traps of reform

There are two traps that permeate conventional thinking in politics and
economics. The basic problem with standard neoclassical economic thought on
the transformation is a preoccupation with “getting the price right” and
maintaining “stability.”

Various privatization schemes, for example, have been introduced, ranging
from vouchers to auction models. The preconditions for privatization, it has been
argued, run from an egalitarian distribution to the public of shares in state
enterprises to direct industrial restructuring by the World Bank. The point of the
exercise is to transfer ownership as quickly as possible in a manner which is
deemed sustainable on efficiency and justice grounds.’ The problem with the
conventional privatization package, however, is that one cannot value assets
without a market, but a reliable market cannot exist without private property.®
The whole point of the privatization schemes of vouchers or public auction is to
create private ownership. But how is the value of assets to be determined without
a market in the first place? In other words, a voucher program is predicated on
the ability to value assets, even though the whole point of the exercise is to
create markets that will enable participants to assess the value of assets. If
valuation could take place independent of the private property context, then
privatization would be redundant and unnecessary.

In addition, in order to maintain macroeconomic stability, it has been argued
that the “timing” of policy and the “order” of liberalization are essential. The
government must first get its fiscal home in order, then stabilize the currency,
and then—and only then—open the economic system to full liberalization and
domestic and foreign competition. If this gradual approach is not followed, then
the ex-Communist governments will find themselves in the unenviable situation
of losing their tax base (i.e. the state industrial sector) at the same time that the
fiscal demands of the state have increased. Political instability and economic
decline will result and liberalization will not be sustainable.” The squabble
between the shock therapy approach of the IMF or World Bank, and the more
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gradual approach to liberalization is really an intramural one. Both approaches
require government to manage the reform process because it is asserted that the
outcome is too important to be left solely to spontaneous. processes. Hayek’s
epistemic critique of socialism and of aggregate economics, however, is just as
relevant to economic proposals for socialist transformation that rely on the use
of abstract, as opposed to concrete, market knowledge for guiding resource use,
and points to an alternative transformation path which avoids the economic
reform trap.

Political reform is also caught in a trap laid by a preoccupation with
democratic participation. Catering too much to the demands of interests is
incompatible with economic reform, whereas ignoring completely the voice of
the people is incompatible with notions of political liberty. Some intellectuals,
such as the Polish Solidarity activist Adam Michnik, seem convinced to the
contrary. Democratic forces, Michnik implies, must be unconstrained in order to
constrain the inhumanity of capitalism.® But, Michnik’s warnings of the
“dogmatic faith” in the market and the need for democratic procedures to control
and govern the market so that it possesses a “human face” belie a naive faith in
democracy and ignorance of economics. Rather than introducing “democracy”
per se, the real problem to be solved for political and economic development is
how to establish binding constraints on government so that rulers cannot
confiscate wealth in the future for purposes of redistribution through regulation
or taxation. The basic paradox of liberal governance is to first empower
government with the ability to govern and then constrain government from
overstepping its bounds. Hayek’s political criticisms of democratic socialism
and egalitarianism, and his positive contributions to constitutional political
economy, are relevant in avoiding the political reform trap.

Hayek’s criticisms of socialism and interventionism are intimately related to
his argument for liberalism. My argument is that Hayekian economics and
politics provide the most viable answer to these thought traps by offering an
alternative perspective which at one and the same time respects indigenous
cultural traditions and institutions, and provides a paradigm for critical
reflections.

The frictionless model in politics and economics

The political economy of socialism provides an excellent foil from which to
understand the workings of its antithesis—the market society and liberal
government. Adam Smith’s metaphor of the invisible hand, in fact, represents a
quasi-foil use of direct government control to explicate the workings of a free
economy. The mental experiment of a foil allows the theorist to understand the
world through an exercise of contrast. The invisible hand metaphor demands a
contrast with conscious design. Smith’s claim was not the weak one often
attributed to him—that the free economy would allocate resources in a manner
which would replicate what a central planner would do. Rather, Smith’s claim
was that the private market economy would allocate resources in a manner
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superior to government direction. Moreover, this argument contained both an
economic and a political dimension.

Smith’s argument for free trade, for example, contained arguments
concerning (1) incentives, (2) information, and (3) politics.

All three elements are essential for his argument. Consider the central
passages in The Wealth of Nations. After stating that men pursuing their own
self-interest will be led by “an invisible hand” to promote the general welfare,
Smith counters with the statement that the general welfare is often not the result
of government intervention. Why? Because, “What is species of domestic
industry which his capital can employ, and of which the produce is likely to be
of greatest value, every individual, it is evident can, in his local situation, judge
much better than any statesmen, or lawgiver can do for him.” The individual
economic actor, in other words, possesses information and incentives which the
statesman does not. But, Smith enhances his argument by adding the political
dimension, and specifically the issue of the abuse of power. “The statesman,” he
argued, “who should attempt to direct private people in what manner they ought
to employ their capitals, would not only load himself with a most unnecessary
attention, but assume an authority which could safely be trusted, not only to no
single person, but to no council or senate whatever, and which would nowhere
be so dangerous as in the hands of a man who had folly and presumption enough
to fancy himself fit to exercise it.”

Smith’s argument has been distorted in modern times. Modem economists
translated Smith’s institutionally rich theory into a formal theory of general
equilibrium which was conspicuous in its absence of political and economic
institutions. Essential components to Smith’s system of political economy were
lost in the translation. The “invisible hand” postulate, for example, was not put
forth by Smith as a general theoretical claim independent of property rules and
political institutions. Individuals pursuing their own interests under collective
property would do so in a manner radically different from individuals pursuing
their own interest within an environment of private property. The welfare
implications of enlightened self-interest depended on the institutional
infrastructure.

The importance of institutions was lost on much of modern economics. Two
examples may illuminate the problem. When Frank Knight wrote his classic
Risk, Uncertainty and Profit, he divided the book in two parts. The first part of
the book was devoted to developing a model of the world in which there was no
risk or uncertainty and thus, logically no profit. It is a serious mistake, however,
to examine only the first part of Knight’s classic. The idealized model of perfect
competition was the preliminary stage of analysis, not the end. The point of the
first part was to aid the reasoning in the second part of the book dealing with the
inherent imperfections of the world and how market institutions arise to cope.'’

Ronald Coase’s major contributions to economic theory—the theory of the
firm and the problem of social cost—also follow a similar pattern of theorizing
to that of Knight’s. In the paper dealing with the theory of the firm, Coase
demonstrated that, in a world of zero transaction costs, firms would not logically
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exist. All transactions could be conducted through atomistic markets. Similarly,
the paper dealing with the problem of social cost demonstrated that, in a world
of zero transaction costs, legal institutions would not be important to economic
outcomes. All grievances could be negotiated away through private bargaining.
It is a serious mistake, however, to confuse Coase’s contribution with these
logical implications of the zero transaction costs world. The zero transaction
costs world was constructed as a preliminary to an examination of the real world
of positive transaction costs and all that it implies for the structure of the firm,
the market, and the law.!!

Theorists must be very careful to avoid falling into error when employing
idealized constructions to aid thought. This is not a criticism of abstraction; in
fact, I would agree with those who argue that we cannot think in the social
sciences without abstractions. It is just that we need to be quite judicious in the
use of abstractions and clear in the purpose for which these abstractions are to
serve. What tends to happen otherwise is that an analytical tool becomes
confused with a normative ideal. Even one of the modern pioneers of the foil use
of mental constructs—Frank Knight—slipped into this mistake. Knight’s book
The Ethics of Competition, for example, employs the perfectly competitive
model as a normative benchmark against which market activity could be
judged." The benchmark use is not consistent with the general thrust of Knight’s
use of the analytical tool of a frictionless world in Risk, Uncertainty and Profit
as a foil to aid thinking about the real world of uncertainty and change.

Economics was not the only discipline to slip into this problem. Whereas
economics lost the wisdom of Adam Smith in the translation to modern theory,
political science lost the wisdom of Liberal Constitutional Democracy found in
the works of James Madison and others."”* The ideal of democracy as the perfect
model of self-rule in which the “will of the people” is unambiguously conveyed
through the voting process was a view not shared by the founders of liberal
democracy. This idealized model of the frictionless public conveyance of
preferences was a foil, a preliminary to the real analysis of the need for
institutions to allow democratic politics to operate efficiently and morally.

Socialism—as a political and economic doctrine—can be explained in terms
of the confused use of the frictionless model. The critique of the market society
and bourgeois democracy entailed both a moral and an economic dimension.
The market economy was coordinated in a haphazard manner and was subjected
to chaotic fluctuations brought on by the underlying contradictions in the
system. The frictions introduced into the economy by way of monetary
circulation did not allow the monetary economy to operate in the same
coordinated fashion that the natural economy would. Bourgeois democracy, on
the other hand, masked the dominate class interest that continued to govern state
action. It was true that whereas under the previous system of autocracy and
feudalism the exploitation of man was quite explicit, and now in the bourgeois
market society with liberal democracy exploitation was more subtle.
Nevertheless, the exploitation of man by other men continued. The clash of class
interests and the corresponding exploitation was real once the underlying
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mechanisms of social relations were made transparent by critical theorizing.
Socialism promised a better world than the one offered by the bourgeoisie.

The socialist economy would substitute production for direct use for
production for exchange—social reason, in other words, for social accident. The
rational use of resources would be determined ex ante by the planning bodies
made up of the free association of men, rather than through the ex post
coordination of the market. The socialist political system would represent
classless politics. The struggle between independent private interests would
disappear. The public sphere would eliminate the autonomous struggle within
the private realm. A non-alienated and non-exploitative society would emerge.

In the first half of the twentieth century this political and economic project
was translated into formal models of socialist political economy. Oskar Lange,
for example, developed an economic theory of socialism which in essence
simply substituted the Central Planning Board for the Walrasian Auctioneer of
general competitive equilibrium.! The frictionless model of socialism could
replicate the welfare results of the frictionless model of capitalism. And, given
the real-world problems of monopoly and recurring business cycles, socialism
would most likely outperform capitalism in practice. Similarly, frictionless
democracy came to be the normative ideal in politics. If the frictionless ideal had
not come to dominate democratic thinking, then the results of Kenneth Arrow’s
impossibility theorem simply would not have generated the surprised excitement
that it did."” Why should anyone be surprised by Arrow’s result? Individual
preference ordering should not be expected to yield an aggregate preference
ordering that is consistent, let alone an abstract approximate expression of the
will of the people.'

The Arrow problem of cycling posed a challenge to the classical theory of
democracy. In the face of market failure, Arrow asked, was there a democratic
collective choice mechanism that was capable of allocating scarce resources
efficiently. The inability to unambiguously aggregate preferences across voters
led to a negative answer. Whatever collective choice mechanism we choose will
be imperfect. Collective choice can be efficient but dictatorial, or it can be
democratic but inefficient. Majority voting, for example, may be democratic, but
the results of such voting procedures will be characterized by repetition,
inconclusiveness, and waste. Social choice will therefore be without meaning in
the sense that the political mechanism will be unable to provide information, for
example, on whether the best use of a vacant lot would be a school, a
playground, or a municipal parking garage.'” Arrow’s political failure theory is
the same as his market failure theory, and just as flawed an intellectual
enterprise.'® In both cases he confused an analytical tool with a normative ideal.
In his market failure theory, Arrow demonstrated that the introduction of
selective realism (such as imperfections in information) resulted in market
deviations from the ideal model of perfect competition and its corresponding
welfare conclusions. Unfortunately, Arrow then assumed that the ideal could be
obtained costlessly through substituting an unexamined alternative
mechanism—namely government provision.'"
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The political failure theory is a little different. Arrow does not commit the
“grass is always greener” or the “free lunch” fallacies, but his view of the
political process is still representative of the “nirvana” approach to political
economy. The Arrow paradox is only a paradox if the classical theory of
democracy was accepted as an approximation of reality. The real paradox is why
we do not see voter cycling on every issue. The empirical reality that voter
cycling is not the only outcome of democratic politics suggests that political
institutions and rules have emerged to channel democratic politics in certain
directions which minimize the Arrow problem. Rather than examining
deviations from an unobtainable ideal, the focus of scholarly attention should be
on a comparison of those institutions that claim to cope with the frictions in
political life.

The frictionless model is just a tool in political economy. When used
correctly it allows theorists to understand the important role that institutional
forms and constraints play in the functioning of social systems. But, when used
incorrectly, the frictionless model truncates thought.

It must be remembered that frictions drive the social world, and are not
hindrances to social order. Just as the friction between the sole of our shoes and
the sidewalk enables us to walk, the frictions that exist within the political and
economic system highlight the institutions that enable a political economy to
sustain itself. Whereas the frictions within the economic system (such as
asymmetry and other imperfections of knowledge) are the very conditions
required for real world market institutions to operate in a reasonably efficient
manner, the frictions within the political system highlight the required
constraints and rules that the proper operation of democracy requires. Market
frictions spur discovery and innovation, and political frictions reveal the
necessity of rules. In both cases, it is the frictions and the institutional responses
to those frictions that determine whether the social system will operate
efficiently or collapse.

The Mises-Hayek critique of socialism entailed a negative assessment of the
institutions of socialism to satisfy the demands of political economy. Socialist
means were insufficient to obtain socialist ends, such as the abolition of
ignorance, squalor, and oppression. The critique of socialism offered by Mises
and Hayek also implied a positive analysis of the role of market and liberal
political institutions in meeting the demands of political economy. The theory
espoused by Mises and Hayek was a theory rich in institutional detail that
entailed both an economic and a political dimension. The most important
component of their argument was the functional significance they placed on the
institution of private property and the rule of law. Property rights protected by
the rule of law provide:

1 legal certainty, which encourages investment;
2 a motivation for responsible decision-making on behalf of owners;
3 the background for social experimentation, which spurs progress; and
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4 the basis for economic calculation by expanding the context within which
price, and profit and loss, signals can reasonably guide resource use.

It is precisely because the world is in a friction-ridden constant state of flux that
clearly defined property rights embedded in the rule of law are fundamental to
a sustainable political economy.*

Formal models of frictionless political and economic environments are not set
up to be able to deal with such institutional questions. Lange’s model of
socialism, for example, explicitly denied that institutions of property mattered
for economic outcomes.?! This problem persists today. Models of social
democracy and market socialism are still unable to come to grips with the
institutional infrastructure required for economic progress.?

The basic paradox of governance

Markets are like weeds. They are impossible to stamp out. Makers emerge
wherever and whenever there exist opportunities for individuals to gain through
exchange. But not all markets are equal. Market exchanges in the absence of
property rules take place, but they possess characteristics which are not desirable
for long-term economic growth. Economic activity tends to be geared toward
services rather than fixed investments. Exchange relationships are often limited
in scope. Extra-legal enforcement mechanisms are introduced. In addition, the
character of the commodities traded often changes drastically. During
prohibition in the US, for example, beer and wine basically disappeared from the
market, whereas grain alcohol emerged as the primary unit. This was because of
the nature of the market and the costs of transportation and market distribution
in the illegal environment.”® Drug trafficking in the US is a contemporary
example which proves the general rule.

Markets do not need a de jure sanction to exist, but, for market activity to
serve as the basis of general economic prosperity in a given society, they must
exist within a body of law. Political institutions and the structure of law provide
the framework for economic behavior. The rules of the game are probably the
most significant determinant of economic performance.?

The major problem facing any regime is its ability to elicit support from the
citizenry. Economic activity must be encouraged to come above ground.
Market participation, however, requires that citizens trust that the government
will not confiscate the wealth created in future periods of the economic game.
The basic problem can be conveyed employing a simple commitment gain.?
See Figure 11.1.

Player 2 is the representative citizen, while player 1 is the government. The
government announces a liberal economic policy that respects property and
encourages entrepreneurial activity. Autonomy will be granted to citizens in
most economic spheres in exchange for a small share of profit income, i.e.
taxation. Player 2 must choose to enter the game or stay out of the official
economy. The problem is that once player 2 enters the game, player 1 can benefit
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Figure 11.1 Commitment game

from confiscating the wealth of player 2 in the next round through increased
taxation or regulation.”® In other words, player 1 can substantially gain by
engaging in post-contract opportunism. Knowing the sequentially rational
moves of player 1, player 2 will choose the only viable equilibrium, OUT, and
economic liberalization will stall. Unless player 1 can successfully tie his/her
own hands, economic activity will not move above ground.

This is the basic commitment game. The paradox of governance is that a
government strong enough to establish binding constraints is also strong enough
to break those constraints. What is needed is a technology to enact a self-
enforcing contract which eliminates government’s discretionary ability.

Market development and preservation requires that economic activity be
conducted without the threat of confiscation by authorities. If the official market
does not represent a secure outlet, then economic activity will be diverted out of
the official market. The key component to institutional transformation is the
shackling of arbitrary behavior of rulers and the emergence of impersonal rules
to govern economic activity.*’

Democratic politics is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for solving
the basic paradox of governance.”® The great benefit of democratic procedures is
the peaceful transition of power it engenders. But it must be remembered that
democracy is merely a means, and not an end. Liberalism is a theory of what the
law should be, for example, whereas democracy is simply a theoretical doctrine
concerning the method by which law will be determined within a society.?” Unless
democracy is constrained, it can serve very illiberal ends.

As I argued above, the failure of unconstrained democracy to provide either
an effective or moral framework was not lost on the founding fathers of the US
constitution. As James Madison wrote:

If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to
govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would
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be necessary. In framing a government which is to be administered by men
over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the
government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to
control itself.*

In other words, a constitutional bargain must be struck which simultaneously
empowers and constrains government.

It is not democracy as such that is the problem or the solution. Unconstrained
democracy undermines the moral order and economic prosperity just like other
forms of unconstrained government.*' Democratic procedures tend to transform
government into an engine of redistribution unless embedded within appropriate
rules. Economic performance is not invariant to the form of the democratic
polity established. Unfortunately, because of the deficient theoretical starting
point in economics and politics, much of the technical and popular discussion of
the transition problem has overlooked this problem of interdependence between
the form of democratic governance and economic performance.

The public and private life

In Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union, the major issue is
establishing the appropriate institutional context for economic decisions. The
one thing that Western institutions and most Western advisors are silent on,
however, are precisely these institutional questions. Not all democratic political
systems are equal with regard to economic performance or the morality of the
social order in general. In fact, one of the most serious problems in the
reforming region is that the models of democratic rule chosen so far have not
been the best as far as economic growth is concerned.

One of the most troublesome issues in political institution building, for
example, is the role of the status quo. During reform periods, political rules
should be—almost by definition—status quo breaking. However, assuming that
the reforms are successful, then political rules should be status quo preserving.
But, for rules to be effective they cannot change so conveniently—the reason for
rules lies precisely in the problems of discretion. The status of the status quo is
a function of the veto power distributed within the political system. Different
forms of democratic government emerge, depending on how veto power is
distributed: proportional representation, two-party systems, parliamentary
systems, presidential systems, etc. The focus must be on comparative institutions
and not on ideal systems of democratic procedures.

Economic and political reforms are intertwined. Many observers of
contemporary reform efforts miss this point. China, for example, it is argued has
successfully introduced economic reforms without changing the political
system. This, however, overlooks the fundamental de facto change in power that
has taken place in the Chinese system between central authorities and local
authorities. China’s successful economic reforms, in fact, could be explained on
the basis of this fundamental change in the political authority structure, which
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has granted increased autonomy to local authorities and traditional customary
practices.* Similarly, the economic reforms under the autocrat General Pinochet
in Chile resulted in political demands for democratization. And the same is true
for Spain, Taiwan, and Korea.

The argument that individuals like Hayek and Milton Friedman put forth
concerning the relationship between economic and political freedom seems born
out by recent experience.*® Every move away from economic freedom entails a
sacrifice of a sphere of autonomy from the political system. “Economic control,”
Hayek wrote, “is not merely control of a sector of human life which can be
separated from the rest; it is control of the means for all our ends. And whoever
has sole control of the means must also determine which ends are to be served,
which values are to be rated higher and which lower—in short, what men should
believe and strive for.”**

Hayek’s argument in The Road to Serfdom was not that economic freedom
ensured political freedom, but rather that the loss of economic freedom
necessarily entailed a loss of political freedom. Hong Kong, for example, is an
obvious example of a relatively free economy that is not also characterized by
widespread political freedom (as that term is conventionally defined).
Nevertheless, the voluntary organizations of a market society do put pressure on
political institutions that seek to control human interaction. Moves toward
economic freedom create private spheres of autonomy. The creation of a
propertied class, for example, leads to the development of an effort by those
individuals to seek protection from arbitrary invasions of that property by
government or others. Economic freedom does sow the seeds for the demand for
political freedom.

Economic growth and prosperity are political economy problems that have
little or nothing to do with macroeconomic stabilization or the sequencing of
industrial restructuring. And certainly foreign aid and other such programs of
government to government transfers are not what is needed. What matters is the
establishment of political institutions which preserve the social environment for
a flood of market experiments.

The economic consequences of liberal democracy are important to
understand in the wake of 1989. The collapse of Communism has thrust upon
Europe a new constitutional moment, as discussed by Bruce Ackerman.?
Ackerman, however, does not address the issue of the preservation of market
institutions in the face of increased democratic appeals for a say in the
distribution of wealth. The continued liberal revolution, according to Ackerman,
recognizes the necessity of the market for the efficient allocation of scarce
resources but allows for the distribution of the wealth created in that allocation
to be subject to political decisions. Democratic freedom is incompatible with
pure marketization, because the vast majority of democratic politics centers on
the efforts of people to protect themselves from the market economy.

Ackerman’s discussion is guilty of two related flaws common to many
proposals for the democratic control of market forces. First, it is guilty of
assuming that production and distribution can be separated. Production and
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distribution, however, are linked. Market production determines the income and
functional distribution of productive factors, such as labor. There is simply no
distributional process separate from the processes of exchange and production.
Factors are paid according to the service they render, or are perceived to render,
to others in the market. Second, since production and distribution are linked, it
is a mistake to assume that one can alter distribution without adversely effecting
production. Political choices are never over a desired distribution, but rather over
the rules of the game which engender patterns of production and distribution.

The real problem is to create private spheres of life that are protected from
public manipulation. Certainly the people in the former Communist societies
must reclaim their public life. But, it is only by safeguarding the private life that
a meaningful public life can emerge. This counter-intuitive notion becomes
apparent when we reflect on the consequences for public life that the
Communist experiment wrought.

The effect of the Communist monopoly on power was not only that
experience with public administration was limited to those who served the Party
loyally, but that the entire realm of public life was abdicated by the population.
The use of political terror, right from the founding of the Soviet state by Lenin,
subdued the population into compliance and reinforced the monopolistic
situation. Soviet citizens understood, as Richard Pipes has argued, that “under a
regime that felt no hesitation in executing innocents, innocence was no
guarantee of survival. The best hope of surviving lay in making oneself as
inconspicuous as possible, which meant abandoning any thought of independent
public activity, indeed any concern with public affairs, and withdrawing into
one’s private world. Once society disintegrated into an agglomeration of human
atoms, each fearful of being noticed and concerned exclusively with physical
survival, then it ceased to matter what society thought, for the government had
the entire sphere of public activity to itself.”’

Hannah Arendt argued long ago that the defining characteristic of the
totalitarian society was the elimination of the public life.*® Public space and
uncoerced discourse were the key to the free society.* Ironically, Communism,
which sought to replace the private with the public life by subsuming everything
to the public, perversely eliminated the very public spaces for participation upon
which legitimacy is based. The public ideology of the revolution simply died
out. But this delegitimation did not translate automatically into a challenge to the
power of the regime. The delirium of earlier ideological periods simply gave
way, as Vaclav Havel argued, to public passivity, opportunism, cynicism, and
tacit acceptance of the way of life. Silent disagreement and conformity on the
part of citizens assured that Communist power was safe. As long as the
development of a civil society outside the official state sector was stifled, the
Communist system could not be defeated.*’

The economic system suffered the same fate that the political system did. The
substitution of collective for private property produced a general environment in
which, since everyone owned everything, no one owned anything.*' Just as in the
political sphere, individuals abdicated the official economic life. The social
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compact that emerged was “We pretend to work and you pretend to pay us” with
deleterious consequences for both the individual and the social system. Public
discourse and productive economic activity were both channeled into a sub rosa
existence. Individuals within these societies dwelt within a dual reality in
economic, political, cultural, and intellectual affairs. Jazz and rock music, for
example, were for a long time an underground phenomenon in the Soviet Union.
Books and articles suppressed by state censors circulated samizdat between
scholars and intellectuals. And, the dissident political movements were formed
underground to challenge the ruling regime on various fronts. The consequences
of having to “live the lie,” however, have not yet been fully dealt within the post-
1989 era because the initial conditions of Soviet life are still little understood.

Custom as the foundation of liberal revolution

The real problem in the former Communist states is not that the private life had
been completely eliminated. Market behavior, political discourse, and cultural
and intellectual experimentation persisted throughout the Soviet era. This
activity, however, must be transformed from its sub rosa existence to above-
ground legitimate expressions of the meaningful life. This transformation does
not require a radical change in human nature.*> The decline of the work ethic in
the official state economy was a rational response to the incentives that
individuals faced, just as the hard work and ingenuity that individuals
demonstrated in the black market or private plot on the collective farm were
rational responses to the opportunities within that context. Undoubtedly, cultural
traits and traditions matter, but the most important determinant of economic
performance is the institutional rules established in any society.

Rules, however, do not spring out of nowhere. Moreover, they cannot be
imposed from “the outside” and possess the legitimacy required to sustain the
social system. This does not mean that rational design is eliminated from the
establishment of rules, it is just that rationalism—as Hayek has argued
forcefully—possesses definite limits.** The contrast between the American and
the French revolutions demonstrates this point. The constitutional moment in
America codified and refined already existing common practices and
procedures. The American revolutionaries were staking a claim against the King,
based on what they already had—private spheres of autonomy from public
manipulation. The French revolutionaries, on the other hand, sought to establish
the “rights of man,” independent of context. The consequence of this difference,
as Alexis de Tocqueville observed, was that the French revolution in “destroying
so many institutions, ideas, and customs inimical to freedom” unfortunately
“abolished so many others which were indispensable to freedom.”**

Progress results from individual experimentation. The subordination of the
individual to the whole-under Communism eliminated the transparency of the
law that is necessary for social harmony. The arbitrary authority of the rulers is
no substitute for impersonal rules of social intercourse. The solution to social
problems is not to be found in eliminating conflicting private interests, but in
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finding ways to adjust and ameliorate rivalries and cross-purposes through
transparent political arrangements.

Establishing transparent political and legal institutions cannot be imposed,
but must “bubble up” from accepted social customs. The Tocqueville warning
that in moments of social change, not only institutions inimical to freedom, but
also those essential to freedom, tend to get discarded, is not a trivial one.
Moreover, given the complexity of the social world, it is often quite difficult to
ascertain which institutions and practices are which. They must be discovered
through a process of trial and error, and then must be embedded in the social
wisdom of everyday customs.

The transfer of customary practice to official law is not automatic. But, it is
precisely this transfer that provides the basis of the move from primitive
economic accumulation and modest growth (at best) to progressive
experimentation and advanced technological development.* Real law is built, as
Hayek has argued, upon the customary practices of the people. Legislative law,
on the other hand, emerges from outside the everyday life of a people, and, as
such, confronts an epistemic problem not unlike the one that confronted socialist
political and economic institutions. The problem of economic calculation under
socialist institutions was simply one case of the more general problem
confronting all complex human interaction—the discovery and use of socially
useful knowledge, which is dispersed throughout society in a manner that
affords individuals the ability to adjust and adapt their behavior to accommodate
the constantly changing conditions of human life.*

Vitali Naishul has forcefully applied these Hayekian insights to understand
the developments that had already taken root in the post-Stalin period in the
former Soviet Union, which have laid the foundation upon which a liberal
political economy could be established.*” Naishul’s main point is that as the
socialist system disintegrated in the post-World War II era, organic institutions
arose to accommodate daily life in law and economics. Not paying attention to
these organic institutions means that reform proposals are not connected to
reality.*®

Privatization, for example, has already to a large degree occurred in the
former Soviet Union. The method of privatization, however, was not officially
sanctioned and therefore is not recognized by the government or many Western
advisors. State enterprise managers always possessed a de facto ownership claim
over the firm. The state enterprise manager’s behavior and firm performance
were rational, given the incentives that these de facto owners faced. Since they
could not reap the capital gains from efficient resource use, these managers
faced the same incentives that government and non-profit bureaucracies face.
Change the context of decision-making and behavior will change accordingly.

In the late Gorbachev period, state managers asserted their claim over
property more forcefully. The process of spontaneous privatization became
pervasive throughout society. “State property,” Naishul has argued, “is nearly
non-existent. Somebody has made a common law claim to every piece of public
property, and it would be impossible to take them away without force.”* Many
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“democrats” argue against this claim of possession on grounds of justice.
Privatization is really piratization by the nomenklatura.® But, this privatization
as effected by the nomenklatura possesses a logic that its critics fail to recognize.
Oleg Vite and Dimitry Travin, for example, point out that it is essential to
distinguish between those who rose through the Communist ranks as Party
functionaries and those who rose as business executives. The business executives
and factory managers had not only to master the political horse-trading required
of those who rose to prominence, but had also to possess an ability to bargain in
the bureaucratic market over resources, plan targets, and personnel. Individuals
with this experience are likely to be able to adapt quickly to the free-market
environment. The managerial €élite is simply seeking to retain control through
privatization of what they have already laid claim to as their de facto property.
However unappealing it may be to the romantic, the managerial élite must
become an ally of economic reform. The struggle against the nomenklatura is
not only dangerous to democracy, but economically pointless.!

Unless analysts begin with an understanding of the initial situation and
knowledge of everyday practices, proposals for change are limited to
technocratic solutions. The trap of technocracy, in fact, is the source of the
reform trap in politics and economics. My contention is that reform proposals
that are not grounded in the indigenous customs of the people are bound to fail.
Reform must come, as it were, from the ground up and not be imposed from the
outside. This contention is not based on any moral ideal of national self-
sufficiency or an anti-cultural imperialism, but rather on the grounds that
sustainable social change must be based in customary practices for epistemic
reasons.”? The adaptive efficiency of any social system is a function of the
epistemic properties of its political, legal, economic, and customary traditions
and institutions.

Technocratic policy proposals reflect the same hubris that socialist schemes
were built upon. The majority of Western economists, especially those advising
the governments in transition, such as Jeffrey Sachs and Stanley Fischer, are
convinced that the problem wi