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( SECOND PART OF ’:”Caﬁitalism - State~Capitalism - Bureaucratic
- . : Callectivism)

The Laws of Motion of State Capitalism - From State Capitalism to'Bursaucratic
Collectivism'™ o :
Tn his 'Imperialiem and World Economy'(1915) and 'Economics of the Transition Period'
(1921), Bukharin had formulated an extensive theory of state capitalism. As a ‘
consequence of his formulist *scholastic' method, which Lenén had occasion to
sharply criticise, he fails to theoretically disginguish between developed forms of
state monopoly capitalism_andlstate capitalism. In the forfier work, in reference to
' war economies, he argues: ' ‘ L o - '
tFinance capital seizes the entire country in.an iron grip. "National
economy' TURNS INTO OHE.GTAGANTIC COMBINED TRUST whose partners are
. the financial groups and the atate. : SUCH FORMATIONS WE CALL STATE
. CAPTTALIST TRUSTS, OF COURSE THE LATTER FORMATIONS CANNOT BE
TDENTTFIED WITH THE STRUCTURE OF A TRUST TN THE PROPER SENSE OF THE
WORD; A TRUST IS A KUCH wORE CENTRALISED AND LESS ANARCHIC . . -
ORGANTSATION, To a certain degree, however, particularl& in comparison
with the preceding phase of capitalisn, THE_ECONOMICALLY;DEVELQPED :
STATES HAVE ALREADY ADVANCED FAR TOWARDS A SITUATION WHERS THEY CAN BE )
LOOKED UPON AS A BIG TRUST-LIKE ORGANISATION OR, AS WE HAVE TERMED THIM,
arATE CAPTTALIST TRUSTS. We mat therefore speak at present about the
concentration of capital in state capitalist trusts as component parts’a'“
of a fwch larger socio-ccononic entity, world economy.’ (28)

- Although Bukharin makes a quantitative, empirical distinction between a 'state
capitalist trust! and a ‘trust proper! according to the degree of centralisation
ond abolition of internal 'anarchy', he argues, in effect, that the imperialist
war economies of the First World War formed concrete historical approximations to
single state capitalist trusts and that consequently they could be theoretically
11ooked upon' as such. He elaborates this conception in the 'Economics of the
Transition Period': ’

‘ 'STATE CAPITALISM is a completely specific and purely historical category,
in spite of the fact that it exhibits a FSOCIAL RATTONALITY' as well
ag an 'ANTT-CHREHMATISTIC (ie. literally anti-money making and thus
. commodity producing) tendency'. For it constitutes at the same time a
gpecies, THE 'MOST PERFECT' SPECTES, .OF CAPITALISN. "The basic relation’
of production in the capitalist order .is the relation between the
capitalist who owns the means of production and the worker who sells
his labour power to the capitalist. IT I3 T4POSSIBLE, INDEED ABSURD,
TO IGNORE THIS BASIC CLASS SHARACTERISTIC IN A CONSIDERATION OF STATE
CAPITALIST STRUCTURE.' (29) '

Lenin makes an.important observation on this passage in his notes on Bukharian's
work. - Commenting on the last point concerning the essential class relation of
. statecapitalism, Lenin remarks ‘gompletelt true', but adds that:

. 'Perhaps a definition of staté'cép;talism would be in order., A CAPITALISH
WITHOUT STOCKS AND TRUSTS (AND PERHAPS WITHOUT MONOPOLIES). The &

author pives neither a concrete nor an economic judgement' (30)

Lenin notes the same problem aa Trotsky: nobody knows what the term 'state
capitalism! means. He is quite correct in his tentative proposal that state
" capitalism, correctly defined, involves the abmense of the capitalist monopolies,
which point Bukharin does not specifically deal with in any depth; he does not deal
~with the question of nationalisation at all, But he does discuss the formation of
state, as opposed to private, monopolies,—aﬁa‘c@nsequently,qonceptualises completed
state capitalism as one giant state monopdly. . B e :

_ Bukharin also provides, for what it is worth, a congrété POLITICAL judgéﬁéﬁﬁ:

.. fthere arises a new model of state power, the CLASSICAL MODEL OF THE
 TMPERIALIST STATE, which relies on state capitalist relations of °

production. HERE: *ECONOMICS'IS ORGANISATTIONALLY FUSED WITH 'POLITICS"
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THE TCOMOMIC POWER OF THE BOURGEPISIE UNITES ITSELF DIRECTLY WITH ITS
POLITICAL POWER; the state ceases to be a simple protection of the
process of. exploitation and becomes A DIRECT CAPITALISE COLLECTIVE

: EXPLOITER;'opEmty'OPPOSEﬁ“To THE, PROLETARTAT! (31)

He theféfbre charécterises the imperialsit form of the state in_general_by_the

CO“PLETION-Of-itS‘FUSIONIwith]thé"capitglist;g;ass”andﬁnot by the.PRocEss;of,Sucnih'
e (O AP A e : _ _ ROCESS.-of  Buck-!

.. Farther,: Bukharin does, :in fact, provide an ECONORIC judgement, hinted at above in,

his remarks concerning the anti ‘anarchic’ and 'antinchrematistic',natufe'of state

capitalism, themes he expands upon. ' He:argues that staﬁe'paﬁitaliSm involves the
abolition of NATTONAL commodity jproduction, exchange and competition. Instead these

_ features. of the epoch of free’competition reappeal in heigﬁtenéﬁ'form TNTERNATIONALLY,
in WORLD ECOWOHY. IHe proceeds to draw a conclusion which at first sight appears
stmange, but which is in fact both explicable and common to, many theories of state
capitalism: that-the law of value no longer operates in this. regime. From this he
drawe the theoretical inferende that the gategories of liarxist political econoiy
no longer apply to, becdme redundant‘fcr,‘the_scientifié analysis of state dapitolism.

mhis is a.very peculiar argument indeed, for harxist politichl economy is nothing but
the science of commodity production in. general, ‘and capitalism”iﬁ'its mdst:concentrated
'gener&lisedl-form,:in;particular; Bukhariniasserts'that state capitalidm is the

1most perfect' form ofioapitalismuin-geheral;“‘Clearly; there is either something

very wrong. with the arxist ~seience of “political ecoromy, or with thig, the 'most
perfect’ fgrm‘of‘capitalism‘itself; v - CoE T ' C

harx's“definftion;df‘é&pitaiismgigdlﬁded,ips,nature as generalised commodity production

and'exéhangé,'tbejiéwS”ofMWHich.areJmediatedlthygugh”competition, Compared with this,

Bukharin's argument, despite the savizg clause concerning competition at the level of
world® economy, reduces itself, in fact, ‘to the assertion that"staté'capitalism‘fié
not capitalism.  Consequentlyy his'theory'vjumbles”togeﬁherfinfan gntidy'mélange{j
three Quitedistinct.hisﬁcriéal’and;coﬁceptual-stagesf-ét’té'mdnbpdly'caﬁiﬁaiism;_
state capitalism,_and=nonacapitalism&'-=n*"=‘_-f5 ‘”j"f?“;‘_ﬂ“”,':‘f'z' B
Essentially,'Bukharin'é*pﬁﬂﬁéptfdf_éﬁaté capitalism already contains all the elements
present in ﬁhat‘of;Tony'Gliff and the SwP(GB), and indeed, ultimately, of state -
capitalist theories of the Stalinist states in general. Bukharin even'includes the
conception.that.competition;inuthe*imperialéit'épOCh'is transformed into wilitary
competition pure and simple, and -thus, as a conséquenbe,'pfbvi&es.the'éssential
elements of the so-ca&led_fpermament“arms=ebonomyT; In 'State Capitalism in Russia’
C1iff relies explicitly on Bukharin's arguments, Indeed, “it will become clear,
superficial. appearances notTwithstanding,-thatTCliff arrives at the same judgement
concerning the usefulness of Marxist political economy in the analysis of state
capitalisme - ~ov ' e ' e ,jf.q“f

0f course, CLiff and other such ttheoreticians! approach the distinction between

state monopoly capitalism and state capitalism more concretely-@han:Bukharin, although
the SWP seem increasingly inclined to define the imperialsit regimes as state .

capitalist,.oncs.again~following in his fobdtsteps. ‘But Bukharin-has one distingt

advantage (and one:might addy many  partially: valid excuses) in cbmparison”ﬂith“hist

conscious and unconscioust.epigors, i he at least attempted a theoretically consistent
demonstration of the development of state capitalism, from the,inner'tendencies of

capitalisu in general and the ifperialsit war sconomies in particulars

Tt is here, with the impefialist. war economies, the culmiating moment of capitalist
crisis in thelimperialist epoch, that we confront theétheqretical.possibilitm of ~tHe
evolution of a cdmpleted'Stateicapitaliam,;énd concretely, its relation to dnd, place
in world economy. Thé“imﬁeriélﬁst-prisis necessarily develops through a precipitate

slump‘in‘wdrld“proddctién and trade, with a concomitant intensification of i". ...

international capitali?tf¢qmp¢tition;. We ‘know Both‘theoretugally‘and-asﬁa consequence
of the ‘experience of the impe;ialsiﬁ‘crisis of 1930s that this inevitably leads B0

worldQWidé‘erfecﬁibn of tarrif barriers and intensified preparation for war, . ...
expanded arms production. In short, the creation of autarchic national capitalist

units geared towards the.attempte.to‘redividegthe wor1d on a qew basis, or the

attempt-tordeﬁend.the ?3;§ting_imperiqlsit divisions. Therefore, .the imperialist

crigis inévitably’igvolvééﬁthg:fréptuﬁing:and disiptegratiop‘ofﬁcapitalist;wprld
TR ﬂf}t'ﬂw;ﬁ{“vsaafr;Tane'J- SRR ENRE ‘ ‘ I
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economy,:the téndgptial undermining of the world division of labour and market.

out the creation of this completely inter-dependent world economy aws the great
progresgive hidtoric mission of the capitalist mode of production arising out of, and
being a decisive element in, the capitalistic development of the productive forces on
a world scale. A national state capitalist regime would complete the autarchic UL _ z
isolation of national from world economy, it would be ‘capitalism in one country'. uﬂV} .

This alone signifies that state capitalism marks a gigantic historical regression,

a crippling and outright destruction of world productive forces. For not only is
socialism not possible in one country, or in one part of the globe, neither is
capitalism which emerged historically on the basis of an already developed world
division of labour and market which it proceeded to revolutionise in its own image.
voarx remarked that 'capitalist production never exists without foreign tradet(32).
This is another decisive aspect in which state capitalism in in the process of ceasing

to be capitalism.

Tt is therefore a theoretical absurdity to define the capitalist nature of atate
capitalism from the point of view of its relation to world economy, to a world
commodity production, circulation and capitalist competition which must be in an
advanced stage of disintegration as, for exanple, in Bukharin's conception. This is
not to suggest that the completion of state capitalist regimes would occur simultan- -

its primary developments would occur in the weakest links in the capitalist chain,
Britain for example. T other imperialist powers still maintained relatiﬁEIf"Haalthy

) private 'capital accumulation, in say a re-unified Cerman imperialism, then the

_'possibility exists that this pover's economic;and/or military competition might under-

. mine the development or existance of the British state capitalist regime. Under these
conditions the holdings of the British capitalist class, instead of rewaining in the

* hands of its own state, would be swallowed whole by another section of world monopoly
capital. Here, the state capitalist regime ‘would prove, for a while, to be a merely
conjunctural passing phenomena. The theoretical possibility of such a conjunctural
state capitalist regime is important in two ways.  First, it demonstarates a _
supplementary reason why the particular capitalist class might voluntarily go over to
2! state capitalist regime in order to attempt to“gﬁoid expropriation by another section
of the world capitalist class. Second, because conijunctural regimes of this nature
have existed, as we shall see in the 'last sections of this document, which tended

uhder imperialsit pressure to collapse back into private capitalisi.

Hﬁg;j ‘eously throughout the world. On the contréry, the process would inevitably be uneven,

However, this concrete eventuality is theoretically excluded, in general, by the
assured severity of the world-wide capitalist crisis. Although one imperialist
nation, here Britain, completes the state capitalist evolution first, this very fact
presupposes the advanced state of cconomic decay of the other state monopoly
capitalist regimes. This would signify the latter's inability to ECONCHICALLY
undermine the British state capital and that the effort of a military intervention
would lead to an 'organised Europe', a limited ‘multi-national' state capital of short
historical duration. ‘

Bukharin is left with no consistent grounds for defing the capitalist nature of state
capitalism, for he has asserted that in national economy the law of value ceases to
operate, but it also clearly ceases to operate internationally. Yet we wish to
establish here the still capitalist nature (albeit in the process of destruction) of

possibility, the law of value does not cease to operate at the level of national
€Conomy.

\ “Rsuch a regime in just such a world economic conjuncture. There remains only:one

Ind@éd; it is precisely here that Bukharin falls into a major contradiction, a
thdoretical erroe repeated in most state capitalist accounts of the stalinist states.

; Hig assértion that the law of value ceases to operate in national state capitalist

‘" sconomy completely undermines his own argument, which Lenin agreed with, and which

corresponds to Engels' definition of a theoretically possible state capitalism, that
the direct producers remain WAGE-LABOURERS, proletarians, who SELL the COMMODITY

~ labour-power to the (state) capitalist class and consequently produce a surplus product
in the form of a COMIODITY, of SURPLUS-VALUE. As Bukharin himself said: 'it is
impossible, indeed absurd, to ignore this basic class characteristic in a consider-
ation of state capitalist structure'. Yet it is equally absurd to igdnore the specific
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nistorical form~of ﬁh§icaﬁitai relétiéﬁ; which. is exactly what He does. .

. As Marx argued in hig definitioh of capitalism, it is. precisely ‘this determinate form
| of surplus- labour ‘appropriation,’ the éxploitation of a class of direct producers in
- the form of wage=labour, that detérmines the entire ¢haracter of the mode of produc-
| “ tion. The determinant of' the specific form of wage-labour is the tfree' character of
i the exploited class, ‘free! in a double sense: .free from all means. of production and

. means of subsistence, and consequently 'free' to sell their labour-power as a -
commodityn:'InVcher'wordsg-as we have .clearly seen, the production, scale and purchase

of this comwodity is itself governed by the law of value, as is the résultant process’ "

of exploitation. .

To argue that the law of value is abolished in ‘the shere-of capital relation and to
combine this with the assertion that there continues to exist a class of exploited
direct producens, is, in effect, to argue that this class is not a class of wage-
labourers but a class of slaves, the property of the ruling class. The relation of -

appropriation of. surplus-value is thus considered merely as the_appropriation of
surplus labour‘and,the-resultant'surplus product. ‘

‘Consequgnfly,.the reteﬂﬁién of the capital relation, of a class-of.wageFlabourers-‘" .
engaged in capitalist. commodity production, the production of surplus value, forms the = ~
theoretical point of departure for establishing the laws of motion of a national state .~
regimes, ' :

o

9

. c__.‘ﬁ
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flefe, it is necessary to deal with a fundamental element of Marx's definition of s
capitalism in general in more detail.. He states that commodity production presupposes '
comodity exchange, or rather, the interdependent process of individual exchanges ="'
wHich in turn involves the dévelopment of the universal commodity, money; insum; the: .. -

“circulation process.  Although cotmodity production, and thus the single commodity,
the commodity product, can and must be considered in abstraction from circulation

relations in the analysis of capital in general, this does not signify that .
comnodity production, or capitalist ¢ommodity.production,~can_evef‘actually EXIST in
the nbsence of commodity circulation. On-the contrary, this abstraction, the single -

- commodity, remains a commodity only because it is a tse-value purposely produced for
exchange,. for the market. The production of a single commodity. involves the production
of VALUE, but this does not.appear immediately in this single usg-value but only in =
its relation to another commodity, in éxchange. This EXCHANGE VALUE is the necessary
form of appearance of VALUE. Marx noted inm his definition that: ‘ ' “

"¥he characteristic 1) of the PRODUCT AS A COKNODITY, .and 2) of the COMMODITY
as a PRODUCT OF CAPITAL, ALREADY I+PLIES ALL CIRCULATION RELATIONS, ie. a definate
spcial process through which the products MUST PASS and in which they assume definate
‘social characteristics; it likewise implies definate relations of production dgents,
by which THE YALUE?EXPANSION OF THEIR PRODUCT AND ITS RECONVERSIOMN, EITHER INTO ~ -
HEANS OF SUBSISTENCE OR INTO MEANS OF PRODUCTION, are determined.' (3}) o o

. Tn the last sentence larx intimates that to analyse 151l circulation relations' based

- on capitalist commodity production, it is necessary to deal with the capitalist
veprodi¢tion process as a whole. These two combined elements form none other than the
subject matter of 'Capital' Volume Twoy part three,of which deals with the problem in
its concentrated, most developed for. ' Here, Marx expands the idea presented inh the
definition: o L T T S a

W MThe circulation of the commodity capital invoves the circulation-of

o igurplus-value, AND THEREFORE THE PURCEASES AND SALES. BY wAY OF :WHICH.

", PHE.CAPITALISTS FEDIATE THEIR INDIVIDUAL CONSUMPTION, the consumption
" of surplus value. - : ‘

i

The circuits of the individual capital, therefore, when considered
as combined into the total socail capital,*ie..considered in their
. totality, do not encompass just the circulation of capital; BUT ALSO
© COMMODTTY CTRCULATION IN GENERAL, In its fundamentals, the: latter
can consist of only two components: 1) the specific circuit.of capital,
~.and 2) the circuit of those commodities that go, into INDIVIDUAL =
CONSULPTION, I.E. THE COMMODITIES ON WHECH THE WORKERS SPEND-THEIR“‘“
WAGES AND THE CAPTTALTSTS THETR SURPLUS-VALUE (OR PART OF I¥). The
circuit of capital, in fact, itself comprises the'girbulationlof_surplusm
" value, in as much as this forms part of the commodity capital and it
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similarly includes the transformation of variable capital into labour
power, the payment of wages. But the expenditure of this surplus-value
and wages on commodities does not form any part of the circulation

of capital, even though the spending of wages, at least, depends on this -

circulation.’ (34)

We must now examine the national state capitalist regime from the point of view'of"
capitalist production as generalised commodity production, and consequently, as Marx
notes as GENERALISED COLEODITY CIRCULATION. 1 assumé here the theoretically pure’
completion of this regime; the national capital is literally that, one unified state
enterprige: exploiting a wage-labouring class. To this degree at least it is a
conception also common to both Bukharin and those who hold the Soviet Union, etc to be,
fundapmentally, individual state capitals.

First, ‘it is'ﬁepeééar& to examine the specific circuit of capital in such a regime.
With this goal in mind it is useful to adduce a further passage from Marz which both
defines this circuit more closely and draws an important conclusion upon which it is
necegsary to elaborate:

'Commodi ty production presupposes commodity circuldtion and commodity .
circulation presupposes the representation of commodities in money, .
monetary c¢ipculation; THE DUPLICATION OF COMMODITIES INTO COMMODITIES
TNTO MONEY IS THE LAW OF THE FMERGENCE OF THE PRODUCT AS A COMMODITY.
Capitalist commodity production, for its part, whether we congider it
socially or individually, similarly presupposes CAPITAL IN THE MONEY

FORM, OR FMONEY CAPITAL, both as the PRIME MOVER for each business

when it first begins, and as a PERMANENT DRIVING FORCE. CIRCULATING
CAPITAL , ESPEGTIALLY, presupposes the constantly repeated appearance,

at short intervals, of the motion of money capital, THE LNTIRE CAPITAL
VALUE ADVANCED, I.E. ALL CONPONENTS OF THE CAPITAL THAT CONSLETS OF
COFMODITIES. - LAOBOUR-POWER, MEANS OF TABOUR AND MATERTIALS OF PRODUCTION -
MUST ALWAYS FIRST BE BOUGHT WITH VONEY AND LATER ON PURCHASED AGAIN. - S
What holds here for the individual capital, holds also for the social
capital, WHICH OPERATES ONLY, IN THE FORY OF TANY TNDIVIDUAL CAPITALS.' (35)

We have established that there is no, or in a historical approximation, negligible,
international commodity, or more particularly, capital circulation in the atate
capitalist regimwe. But because there is only one national state capital there are
no circulation relations between individual capitals in nationdl econotiy either.
However, Marx has just informed us that the total social capital 'operates ONLY in
the form of many individual capitals'. This is the point which must be elaborated,
and its theoretical and historical significance grasped.

Because the state capital is an‘isolated individual capital which confronts only the
working class and itself, it cannot either purchase or sell 'means of labour and
materials of production', in sum, the OBIECTIVE elements of the means of production.
As a consequence, constant capital cannot exist in the form of MONEY CAPITAL, the
purpose of which is. to purchase such means of production, IT DOES NOT CIRCULATE.
Thus the objective elements of the means of production are produced and reproduced
within the sphere of production of the individuasl state capital, and thus, in turn,
reappear in the realm of circulatmon as GOMMODITY CAPITAL. Obviously,. this is a

severe cutailment of generalised commodity circulation.

This does not mean, however, that capital does not circulate at all. The state
capital must still purchase the SUBJECTIVE element of the means of production, the
commodity labour-power. It must therefore still advance variable capital as MONE
CAPITAL, or money wages. This money capital continues to circulate in the exchange
between capital and labour. At this point we pass naturally to what Marx refers to
above as the second aspect of generalised commodity circulation : 'the circuit of
those commodities that go into individual consumption,i.e. the commodities on which
the workers spend their wages and the capitalists their surplus-value (OR PART OF

1Ty . (36)

The working class receives a wage, money, with which it purchases means of subsistence,
produced by itself, from the capitalist class, in this case from the state capital.
Through- the consumption of these means of subsistence the commodity labour-power is
produced and reproduced.. Consequently, the means of subsistence are originally in
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the hands of the state capital as commodities; aé commodity capital whlch‘lé
exchanged against the money in the hands of the working OldSS, the means of subsistence
circulate as commodity capital.

Similarly with the capitalist class. In its historical evolution state capital has
'compensated', in money form, the old private capitalist class and a851m11ated it to
the state buraucracy° This bureaucracy, in turn, historigally received its
consumption fund in the form of money, as a salary. Thus the consumption funds of the
capitalist class and the state bureaucracy are fused in the consumption fund of the
capitalist class/bureaucracy. :

This stock of money in the hands of the exploiting class cannot take the form of
money capital, for it cannot be used to purchase the objective elewments of the means
of production which are. in the hands of thé state, nor to purchase 1abour—power, at”
least, not for the purpose of producing surplus-value. It can only be utilised to
purchqse means of subsistemce and luxuries, produced by the working class, from
state capital. Again, thése products, means of subsistence and luxumles, destinéd -
for the individual consumption of the capitalist class, circulate in the form of
commodity capital exchanged against money, This consumption fund of the capitalist
¢lass, Marx notes, represents that class's surplus-value 'or part of it'. As we
shall discover, under state capitalism it represents ALL OF IT: = dec151ve change
from the situation under private capitalibm, :

The result of the still extensive relatibns of capital and commodlty 01rculct10n is
such that although the objewtive elements of the means of production do not directly
circulate as capital, their value, on the other hand, ultimately does. The value of
constant capital is transfered in the process of capltallst PRODUCTION to the product;
in the total process of social reproduction all means of production produce means of
subsistence and luxuries or produce means of production which, in turn, produce
neans of subsidtence and iuxurles, apd so on. The commodity product thus necessarily
embodies a portion of value which represents the transfered value of the constant
capital, plus portions pepresenting the replacement of the value of the variable
capital and a surplus-value ( C+V+S). Consequently, the total capital value
ultimately circulates even though there is only one individual shate capital. Thus
generalised commodity ecirculation is maintained in a one-sided form.

Nonetheless, it must not be forgotted that Varx did say that the total social capltal
proper can only exist in the form of many individual capitals. To plmb the depths
of this real contradiction it is necessary to subject the implications of a passage
in the 'Grundrnsse', where Marx expands on this point to a close scrutiny:

'Since value forms the foundation of capital, and since it necessarily
exists only through exchange for COUNTER-VALUE, it thus necessarily
repals itself from itself. A UNIVERSAL CAPITAL one without alien
capitals confrontlng it, with which it exchanges -~ AND FROM THE
PRESEWT. STANDPGINT . DOTHING CONFRONTS IT BUT WAGE LABOURERS OR ITSELF -
IS THEREFORE A NON<THING. The reciprecal repulsion between capitals
is already contained in capltal a5 REALTSED EXCHANGE VALUE. '(37)

The decisive point here concerns REALISED exchange value. Before turning to .it,
however, it is useful to exomine a comment made by Rosdelsky in 'The Making of Marx's
Capitadl' on this passage:

. ‘Hence 'state capltullbm' would only be possible w1th SEVERAL CAPTTKLS
ORGANTSED BY THE STATE, confronting each other.' (38)

Rosdolsky suggests that we must concludé from Marx's formulation the idea that a

single state capital is THEORETICALLY IMPOSSIBLE. In essence this objection ‘is very

similar to Trotsky's obgectlon to ‘state capitelism's PRACTICAL POSSIBILITY. Indeed,

it is more than likely that this was what Rosdolsky had in mind when he formuluted
~this conceptlono

WhHat, exactly, is Marxx swylng ? He remarks that, 'from the present standpolnt'
nothing confronts. social Cﬂpltﬁl but itself and the working class. But, of course,
this is none other than the 's tandp01at' presented here. This is no accident. Marx
is referrlng to a definate stoge in the analysis of the capitalist mode of production.
It is the first stoge in the analysis of 'capital in general' as opposed to 'many
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capitals!, o logical stage which abstracts from all circulation relutions and
competition between individual capitolsy it considers capital simply from the point
of view of its relation to the working class. It is a paradox that Rosdolsky, whose

mAin concern was to explain and develop the vital methodological significance of the
staoges of analysis of 'capital in general' for Marx, should here actually undermine it.

For Marx's simplest concept of 'ecapital in general' is not simply o 'logical' stoge

of analysis, the FIRST; it is also simultaneously, a historical concept, a historical
stage towards which capltal tends to approximate in its actual development, in the
LAST stnge of ito history. As we have scen, it tends towards this point in an - ‘
extremely contradictory nnd nntagonistic fashion. Tts REALISATION, its approximatc
creation, is simultaneously the point at which it ceases to be, at which it becomes

a non-capitalist, non-thing. This may be either in the form of barbarism or socialiom.
It is the process of tranmsition to barbarism we are interested in here nnd which
Rosdolsky's argument proscribes us from theoretically cpproaching.

Tndeed, his argument tends to imply that the whole of Merx's analysis, summed up in
the initinl concept of ‘'capital in general', is itself a 'non-thing', or in this case
A 'non-concept'. Clearly, this cannot be Rosdolsky's intention for it undermines his
own correct annlysis of liarxt's method. However, despite this floaw, his brief comments
contain important ideas. The regime which he conceives, consisting of severnl state
capitals within n given nation, is quite compatible with the conception of state-
capitalism presented here. It would be a concrete historical approximation to such

a regime and, as such, would manifest all its laws of motion and arrive at the socme
historical result. For the historienl relntions of the FORMS of capital circulation,
cnd further, the FORHS of competition in the relations betwoen stote enterprises,
would not st all signify the existence of private capitalist monopolies under o state
nonopoly capitolist regime. Rosdolsky alrendy, in effect, argues this when he notes
that state ownership of ALL the individual capitnls signifies that their wutunl
relntions are 'organised' by the stnte. In other words, these forms are remmants of
flonopoly capitalism, sobordinnted to the state, which dintervenes directly in production
as n whole and effectively {organises', that is, plans it. The obvious cnnlogy herc
is with the degeneronted workers' stote, where the existence of capitalist categories
like circulation, price, competition and profit, in the relations between state-
owned onterprises, do not at all, as yet, signify a return to capitaliswm. Indecd, it
is highly unlikely, to say the least, that state capitalisn could even be realised

in the 'pupwe' form presented here, but that 1t would precisely reitain certain categories
of capital ¢irculation and competition. This in no way detracts from the correctness
of analysing it in its 'pure' form, any more than it detracts from Marx's analysis

of 'capital in genernl! in 1ts pure form,

After this necessary detour, let us return to the problem of 'renlised exchange value!
of capitnl and commodity circulation, where o state capital confronts only itself and
the working class. First, the circulation of varisble capital, money capital, as
woges, and the resultant purchase of means of subsistence, as commodity capital, with
this money by the working class. On the one hand, the renlised exchange value of
these commoditices embodies a total value representing C+V+S; on the other, it is
clear that the capitalist class never receives from the working class more money,
more exchange value, than it itself first laid out in the form of wages as variable
capital. The woney copital in the hands of the stote capital is the same quantity
after it has bought labour-power and put it to use as before. The reflux of this
monecy capital, therefore, merely allows the laying out of variable capital once agein.
Consequently, even though surplus-value is realised. through the sale of the individual
commodities in which it is embodied to the working class, in total no surplus-value,
no cxchange volue, in excess of the quantity of the original variable capital, can
be so realised. In criticising D T for arguing that it could, Marx
rommnented critiCﬂlly, 'How the capitalists are supposed to get rich in this woy is
anybody's guess'(39). The capitnlist class does not 'get rich', appropriate surplus-
value, through the snle of the wmeans of subsistence to the working class, but by
forcing it to produce o commodity product of greater value and use-valuc than onktrs
into those commoditics destined for the individual consumptlon of the working class.

Sccond, it is therefore clear that the portion of the total commodity product which
enters into the necessary and luxury consumption of the capitalist class is, as Marx
nOtbd above,, atl surplus -value and is realised as such in its sale to that class.
Once’ Jgaln, of course, the ind1v1dual commodlty 5 cxchqngb v”lue represents the
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values of C+V+8 cibodicd in them. This is merely to say that the consumption fuund of
fhe capitalist is surplus product in the specificully capitalist form of surplus
value, :

Whoat is striking in this case of the single stote capital is the fnet that the
surplus-value REALISED through the sale of necessaries and luxuries to the capitaiist
class / bureaucrocy, forms not o PART of the total REALISED surplus-value, but nll

of it. There exists no other sphere of circulation than those exnmined here. In.
order that more sur lus-value should be REALISED than the total cxchange value of

the commodities destined for the individual consumption of the ruling class, there
would have to exist relations of exchange, capital circulation, between privately
owned individual capitals. lleans of labour and materinls of production would have

to be produced by these individual capitals ns commodities embodying surplus-value
which could be renlsied in cmchange with other individual capitals. This, we know
presupposes the odvancement of constant capital in the form of money capital to
purchase these objective elements of the means of production. Bui this is pr>01sely
whot cannot toke place where there is n single state capitai. This decisive argunent
forms the point of departure for grosping how the non-existence of woany individual
orivate capitﬂls alrendy signifies that capital itself is, as Marx put it, o "non-
thing', is in the process of ceasing to be. For established here, in-the form of n
single state capital in its circulation ond reproduction process, is the formula of
capitalist SIMPLE REPRODUCTION as analysed by Marxx in 'Capital! Volumes One, Two -
and Three. Thus:

*As a periodic increment of the value of capital, or a periodic fruit
borne by capital-in-process, surplus-value cequires the form of a
REVENUE arising out of capitnl, TIf this revenue serves the capitnlist
ONLY AS A TUND TC PROVIDE FOR HIS CONSUMPTION, AND IF I? IS CONSUMED

AS PERIODICALIY AS IT TS GAINED, then, other things belng equal, SIMPLE
REPRODUUTION takes place.' (40)

But in Volume Two Marxx emphnsises that therc is somcthlng peculicr cbout simple
reproduction in regard to the nature and analysis of capitalist accumulation which
is defincd historically by EXPANDED REPRODUCTION, and more, EXPANDED REPRODUCTION AT
AN INCREASING VELOCITY as has been emphasised in this document. Consequently :

'Simple reproduction on the same scale seems to be an abstraction, in the
sense that the ABSENCE OF ANY ACCUMULATION OR REPRODUCTION ON AN EXPANDED
SCATE TS AN ASSUMPTION FOREIGN TO TH  APITALTST BASIS,..... The supposition
is that o social capital of o given value supplies ths same wass of
commodity tnlues nnd satisfies the same quantity of needs in both the
current year and the previous years, even if the forms of the commodities
may change in the reproduction process. But since, when accumulotion

takes place, simple reproduction stlil remains a sart of this, and as

a real factor in accumalation this car also be considered by itself.! (41)

A few pages later Marx clarifies the 'foreigness' of simple reproduction o capitalist
accumulati i

' SIMPLE REPRODUCTION IS ORIENTED BY NATURE TO CONSUMPTION AS ITS ATlM.
Even though the sgeezing out of surplus-value appears as the driving
motive of the individual capitalists, this surplus-value - no matter
its proportionate size - can be used here, in the last analysis,
ONLY FOR ... INDIVIDUAL CONSUMPTION.' (Lk2)

As a consequence, it is clear that the driving aim and motive of productlon in the
nationnl state capitalist regime remains the appropriation of surplus-value IN FORM,
based as it is on the exploitation of a wage-labouring class. But, IN CONTENT, the
aim and motive of the exploiting class is no longer the production of surplus-value
for its own sake, accumulation for the sake of accumulation, but is production for
the sake of CONSUMPTION - the luxury consumption of the ruling class and , its
necessary basis, the subsistence consumption of the exploited class. This is,
therefore, exactly the opposite aim and driving motime to that of 'normal' capitalism
and the ‘'normal’ 1nd1v1du¢l capltﬁllst who:

tin go far as he 15 capltﬂl personified, HIS MOTTVATIES FORCE IS NOT
THE ACQUSITION AND EWJOY#ENT OF USE-VALUES, BUT THE ACQUISITION AND
AUGHENTATION OF EXCHANGE VALUES. He is fnnﬂtlcﬂlly intent on the
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valorisation of value; CONSEQUENTLY HE RUTHLESSLY FORCES THE HUMAN
RACE TO PRODUCE FOR PRODUCTION'S SAKE. IN THIS WAY HE SPURS ON THE
DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIETY'S PRODUCTIVE FORCES, AND THE CREATTON OF THOSE
WATERTAL CONDITTONS OF PRODUCTION WHTCH ALONE CAN FORM. THE REAL BASIS
OF A HIGHER TFORW OF SOCIETY...' (H3) | '

The state capitalist class / burenucracy is therefore characterised by a feature
common to all NON-CAPITALIST exploiting closses; its aim and motive is not surplus-
value production and realisation ns such, but the appropriation of a ‘surplus product
serving for ruling class consumption. But, 28 harx notes, it is precisely this
ruthless appropriotion of surblus-value for its own sake which determines the decisive
progressive and revolutionary role of capitalism in developing the productive forces
as compared with all previous modes of praduction.

Copital accumulation has a dunl character: on the one hand it is yalorisation of
value for its own soke, which inevitably involves, on the other hand, productiun for
production's sake. The development of the productive forces this gives rise to forms
the moterial basis for o higher form of soclety, compunsim, which, in its highest
‘stage is charactersied not by production for production's soke but by production for
the anke of conpuaption. Not, of course, production for the luxury consunption .of o
pminority and subsistence conswaption for the majority, as with state capitalism, but
four - the developnent and satisfaction of all human needs. BStote capitalism is the
roactionary opposite of the lower stage of communism, socialism, for it incvitably
involves @ decline in the productive forces mnd all human culture, as compared with
capitalism in its phase of cconomic upturn. Tt forms o transitional stage on the
road to 'bureaueratic collectiyisn'. vaole (s

The theorctical route by which this conclusion hos been reached dves not invole a
wnderconsumptionist argument, superficial appearances not withstanding. I have
eatablished that o national state capitalism and its SPECIFIC FORM, which excludes the
REALISATION of surplus-value over and above the value of the consumption fund of the
ruling class, arises HISTORECALLY on the basis of the erisis of state monopoly
capitalism. This, the imperialist crisis, involves the destruction of surplus-valuc
PRODUCTION through the destruction of copital values. State capitnlisi arises on this
bngss as an BEFFECT, and only then as a new couse of further decline.

The imperialsst form of capitalist crisis, especlally in its most developed stage, a5
war economy{_signifiGS'nut‘expanded reproduction, not even simple reproduction, but
contracted reproductivn: the absolute deatruciion of capital values and productive
forces. Reproduction contracts the more arss production expands, for arms production
is analogous to luxury production. frme neither enter into the neans of subsistence,
and thus production and reproduction, of the working class, nor in to the production
of new means of production. Rather, arms are unproductively (more exactly, destruc-
tively) 'comsumed!, used by the capitalist state. ‘ SR

That the FORM of total capital and commodity circulation in stoate capitalism is the
forw of simple reproduction, coscquently does not signifly that a static, no-growth
sconony is the real CONTENT of this form. It morely signifies that state capitalisn
ig, in its very form, o BARRIER to the re-establishment of expanded capitalist '
repreduction, which can only occur on the basis of the existence of many individual
camitals, of private noncpoly capitalism. This is another expression of the fact that
state capitalism is a transitional stage to o ggﬂﬁregggggixewmadghof productégé,

: : R

This demonstration that the content of state capitalism is the apbropriation of gurplus
product geored to consumption s5till existing in the old, fuudamentally out-lived,

"form of surplus-value appropriation, Literally invites o striking histdrical analogy
which, in turn, is a validation of this conception : an analogy with the transition
from feudalism to capitalisme There are twe fundamental aspects which correepond to
the division of labour between town and country under feudalism. First, foudal
ground-rent, the feudal form of approprintion of surplus-labour and surplus-product
which developed, as liarx demonstrated through three historical forns: labour rent,

. rent in kind, and money rent. The latter, most historically developed form, presupposcs

an ‘already developed gphere of commodity production, circulation and underdeveloped
forms of capitdl {merchant and userous capital). It foris, as Marx argues, the

i final form, and simultAneously, the form of dissolution! (4l), of foudnl ground rent;
it is a transitional fomm to capitalist ground rent, the form of dppropridtion of
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surplus-value for its own sake in capitalist agriculture proper. 1In as nuch a2s the
feudal surplus product appears in the form of money, as money rent, it thus appenrs
in the form of exchange value. But surplus product in the form of exchange value is
nothing other than surplus product in the form of SURPLES?VALUE. This does not
signify thot the feudal landowner becomes o fully-fledged capitalist landlord, for
his determining aim remnins the gratification of his own needs, his own consumption,
(expanded o~ this way be in the circumstances). The content of the feudal relation
remains the appropriation of a surplus product urientated to the consumption of the
feudal ruling class. It is a transitional form of appropriation in which the OLD
content, surplus production for consunption, appears in o NEW form, that of surplus
value. The distinction from the transitional form of state capitolism is that these
the OLD form is filled with a NEW content. Honetheless, state capitalism is o 'FINAL
form', and SIMULTANEQUSLY the form of dissolution of capitalist production.

Second, in the feudal town a new form of production developed cut of "the growth in
division of labour in the feudal countryside, guild production. Guild production

sms the feudal form of urban industry which presupposed highly developed feudalism

as iis basis. 0OGuild production was largely orientated, frow its ovrigins to the
market, to commodity production. Despite the ownership by the individual journcymen/
handicraft workers of the toels of their trade, they may, and must eventually,

become wage=labourers in the pay of the guild master, originally oné journeyman among
many, who therefore stands in an embryonic fort of capital relation to the guild
workers. Marx cummnents that:

'In this case THE WERE MATNTENANCE OF LIFE WOULD BE THE PURPOSE OF

TTS PRODUCTION, MOT THE INCREASE OF WEALTH. But capitalist production
presupposcs the increase of wealth..... A certain stage of capitalist
production necessitates thot the capitalist be able to devote the
whole of the time during which he fuanctions as a capitalist, i.e. as
capital personified, to the appropriation and therefore the control

of the labcur of others, and to the sale of the products of that labour.
The guild system of the Middle Ages, therefore, tried forcibly to
prevent the transformotion of the naster of a craft into a capitalist
by limiting the number of workers a single master could employ to a
very low minimum. Hence the possession of money or comicdities
actually turng into a capitalist only where the minipum sum advanced
for production greatly exceeds the known medieval naximum. Here, as
in natural science, is shown the correctness of the law discovered

by Hegel, in his 'Logic', DIFFERENCES PASS OVER BY A DIALECTICAL
THVERSION INTO QUALITATIVE DISTINCTIONS.' (45)

fiarx refers here to the nccessity of the guild master freeing himsclf from productive
labour in order to become a fully fledged capitalist. For this the guantity of
surplus-value produced rust be sufficient to provide the means of subsistemce for the
master. Only beyong this point wmay he act as capital personified. The correction
with the formula for simple capitalist reproduction is obvious here. Once again, the
forn of surplus value appropriation evolves before its content, on the basis of

the appropriation of surplus product for consumption. It is no accident that Marx
should have ¢hosen this particular passage to ewmphasisce the importance of the
dialectical transformntion of guantitative inte gqualitative change discovered by
Hegel, for here he deals with the . decisive moment in the eccnomic transition from
feudalisn to capitalism. Sinilarly, the state capitalsst regime destroys and restricts
the QUANTITY of surplus-value appropritated, destroys capital, to o point where it
gives ride to o QUALITATIVE transition to a new class mcde of production.

Of course, this does not signify that feudalisu develops out of the decay of
capitalisn. Although there is a real historical reversal involved in the developnent
of state capitalisn which forms the wnterial basis for an accurate historical

analogy amenable to extensicn, it does not inply a parallel, if reversed, re-run of
past historical stages. The latter would involve the tramsition from nonopoly
capitalism through free competiticn capitalism into feudalism. This is impossible.
The transition from feudalism to capitalism, considered in reverse, and the transition
from state capitalism to a new class mode of production have directly oppused
historical points of departure: infant, progressive, capitalism on the one hand and
senile, decaying capitalism on the other. Opposed historical points of depsrturc
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must, within limits, give rise to opposed historical results.

It is now necessary to consider how the state capitalist regime inevitably be-
comeés & new cloassmode of production. Fisst, in the relation between the individ-
ual capitalist/bureaucrat and his own collective self, his own state. In accordance
with the most likely course of events I assumed that the state capitalist class/
bureauncracy possesses o definite quantity of money with which it purchases its
means of subsistence and luxuries from the state capital. This quantity of money
is finite, consequently in its expenditure it must all eventually end up in the
hands of the state capital.Approximately simultaneously the ruling class will have
consued all its purchases. In order that this necessary process of consumption may
be repeated the state capital must give the individual members of the ruling class
this "money" back, i.e. in exchange for nothing. The money thereby ceases to be
woney in either form or function. It becomes, if retained, werely state issued
tokens by means of which the members of the ruling class draw their share of the
product from the class's total consumption fund. This porticon of the socinl prod-
uct is therefore no longer distributed according to the law of value in any shape
or form, i.e. as commodities, but via a state plan. Thus through the simple, quan-
titative, repetition of this particular process of circulation a qualitative change
takes place.

Second, and decisively, in the transformation of the relation between the state
capital and the wage-labouring closs. Again it is necessary to return to the hist-
orical origins of state capitalism, here to the fascist counter~revoluticon which
Forms its pelitical point of departure.

In The New Econonics on, the bns s of the limited exverience of Ttalian fascism
at his time of writing, grnspea Ve true prescience the historical tendency of
fageist dictatership in relation to the economic and social position of the working
class:

"as an indication of the degeneration of the law of value as regulator of
economic 1life, attention must be drawn to the consequences in the cconomic
sphere of the degeneration of the borgeois-parlismentary type of capitalist
state into the state of the fascist dictatorship. This degenerationnffects one
cf the wost importont points - or rather the most importont peint - of market
relations, the relation between the sellers of the commodity labour-power and
its buyers . In the period when free competition reigned in the spherc of
'Economic relations ; the period when capitalism was describiag an upward curve,
Ttecould permit itself the luxury of buying organised labour-power on the basis
of the value of this labour-power. In the period of capitalist decline, however,
with reduced reproduction and the growth of unproductive demand, it is cbliged
to intoroduce o new type of labour discipling,compulsorilyorganised and sub-
jected to the fascist state through the fascist unions. And this means restricte-
ing the operation of the law of value on the labour market, to the advantage of
the exploiting classs. From thid direction, therefore, the law of value under-
goes a considerable change and distortion as compared with epoch of classical
capitalism.'t (46}

But to restrict the operation of the law of value in the relation between state
capitnl and wage labour is to restrict the 'free! character of this wage labour, is
to tend towards it direct enslavement, to ‘compulsorily organise' and 'subject' it to
the fascist stote. We shalllsee how far and in what combined forms this tendency
appeared in the Nazl war economy in hhe finol scction of this document.

Ta copnection with this tendency emerges the importance of the retention of elements
of competition, not circulation as such, between individunl state enterprises as in
Rosdolsky's formulation of theproblem. Only if the individual enterprises compete for
the compodity labour-power on the maket which is necessarily combined withcompetition
between the sellers of this commmodity can the individual worker be 'free! to move
from enterprisce to enterprise under compulsion from the law of value as opposed to a
state plan. On ly under such conditions can the price of labour-power fluctuate around
its value thus effecting the distributicen of the total social labour-power bhetween
thedifferent branches of preduction.

But this specific form of the distribution of labour-power stands in cotradiction
tothe plamned character of production in the completed state capitalist regime. State
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eapital must by nature attempy to distribute labour-power compulsorily, according
to a state plan. This would already be fundamentally the case even with 'competition!
between state enterprises. The wage-foem could be retained but once again the
'‘money! changing hands would cease to be money in either form or function as labour-
power would no longer be a commodity. The state would planfully distribute the means
of subsistence to the direct producers. State capitalism would be simultaneously
the final form and form of dissolution of capitalism, of the capital relation,
which prsses over inte a form of slave production and exploitation organised by a
new state ruling class. Here content would no longer be in contradictaon with form;
the form of surplus-value production disappears along with all its corresponding
circulation and distribution relatiocns.

Here the significance and validity of a passage in the Grundrisse concerning
capitalist competition becomes porticularly clear and relevant:

"Conceptually, competition is nothing othre than the imner noture of capital
i+3 essential character, appearing in and realisedas the reciprocal nction of
maiay capitals with one another, the inner tendency ns external necessity.
(Capital exists and can only exist as many capitals and its self-determinat-
ion therefore appears ns their reciprocal interaction with one another.)."

(47)

hgoin we confront theconcrete methodologicnl reasons why such a conception should
not be understood to exclude the analysis of & realised state capitalist regime,
a regime in the process of ceasing to be capitalist.

THe decisive point made by Marx is thatcompetition always remains merelyan oxt~
ernal appearance of the inner nature of capitalist commodity production. It is
which has never been undrstood or accurately formulated in state capitalist theories
of the Stalinist states. Thus Cliff can argue:

"if one examines the relations within the Russian economy, abstracting them
from their relations with the world cconpmy, one is bound to conclude that
the source of the law of value, as the mdor and regulator of production,

is not to be found init. In essence the laws prevailing in the relations
between the enterprises and between the laborers and the employer-state
would be no different if Russia were one big factory managed directly from
one centre, and if all the labourers received the goods they consumed dir-
ectly, in kind.' {48)

 \This is an acute, if uncounscious, self-refutation. ClLiff is arguing that the USSR
 can be conceptualliised as a single state capitalist enterprise. Furthermore, when
this enterprise is considered in abstraction from world economy then the source
of the law of value is not to be found in it. Therefore, according to him, the
theoretical abstraction from the world market, circulation and competition does
not leave a conceptual residue in the form of capitalist commodity production,
and after all wherc else is the 'source' of the law of value to be sort, but rather
a system of use~value production. He himself explicitly admits this a few pages on.
But Marx abstracted from exchange and competition in Capital both in the analyasis
of the single commodity, the point of departure of his exposition, and in the whole
of Volume One, excluding the sale and purchase of labour~power, where he deals
with 'ecapital in general' independent of circulantionand competitive relations be
tween individual capitals. In this way Marx considered the total social .capital
as one integrated process of capitalist production, as, if you like, a single cap-
itnlist enterprise. He did not make such an abstraction in oder not to find and
congeptunlly elaborate the scurce of the law of value or its operation within this
tenterprise' but precisely in order to uncover z-.d conceptualise in detail this
law's most fundamental inner nature.Essentially, Marx abstracts from the whole
process of the realisttion of exchange value,and surplus value, in order to arrive
at the determinonts of value, that is value producing labour, commodity production,
and not simply hhe common material substratum of all human producticn, use valuc
production. ,
" What does determinethe'capitalist'character of the 'USSE itd.'for cur 'theoret-
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ician once he puses the problem in this peculiar manner. His own admission that

the Suviet economy produces use-values but but not commodities signifies that he

has pot the tewerity to suggest that it is capitalist commodity circulation, i.c¢.
cxchange on the world narket which forms the decisgive determinant. He is uneasily
aware that the Soviet econony does not produce, in the wain, for cxport, for the
capitalist world market, and that nor does it , in the moin, purchasc ilts means of
labour and materials of productioncn it. Isn't this a very strange capitalist enter~
prise? Here, as cverywhere, the analogy with capitalist production speaks against
the state capitalist theory itself.

As o consequence Cliff is left with only on avenue by which to explain the'capit-
alist' character of the USSR: competition or nore precisely, military competition
at an international level. He fails to notice that this military competition, which
¢f course nobody can deny, is not, in itself, n specifically capitalist form of
competiticn. In order to prove that in this‘case it is Cliff would first have .
demnnstrate that” that the svei~l formation engapged in the arms raceis capitalist.
0f course he arpues in exactly the opposite direction, he tries to demonstrate that
the USSR is capitalistforu its nilitary competition with imperialism. Let us remind
ourselves what Marx said about those politienl economists , who had an advantage

aver CLiff in that they, at least, were analysing capitalism, who' attempted to ox-
plalp 1ts 18Wu fro m the polnt of v1pw}0f comptefjtlon;

! 0 S A A A IS RS I ST
“Competltlon executes the inner laws o f capital; makes them into compuluory
laws toward the indigtidual capital 7BUT IT DOES WOT INVENT THEM. T realises
them. To try to exploin them simply as the results of competition therefore

means to concede that one does no understand them! (49)

Cliffls complete lock of understanding comes to o head in his analysis of the rel-
ation bteween the exploiting and exploited class, the 'capital'! relation in the
Soviet Union, Consistent with his arguemnt that the law of value is not to be dis-
covered internal to the Soivet Union, he explicitly argues that labour-power is not
a commodityy and that as a comsequence, in effect, the workers reweive their means
of pubsistence 'IN KIND' !} Cliff has clearly never noticed that proletarxrians do
not recieve their means of subsistence in kind. All of which can only signifiy, if
the direct producers rewaing an exploited class, that these is no class of 'freefl
wage~tabourers in the Soviet Union, but a class of slaves, the property of the state
enterprise. This becomes c¢rystal clear in o consideration of cpaitalist competition
and the 'free! movement of labour betwecn individual capitals. If the Soviet
Union, or any Stalindst State, was reoally comparable with an individual capital,

~ them the labour force would be free, under compulsion from the world law of value,
to move from it to ohher indididual capitals in the worlkd economy. Nobody, T think,
would venture to suggest that this, in general, is the casc,

o ———

In 1960 the Stalinists completed a 'wall', cutting Europe in half, consisting
of machine gun nests, minefields, electrified and barbed wire, etc, etc, in order
ppecisely to stem the flcod of labour, particularly East German labour, to the boom-
ing, relatively high waged, capitalist cconomy of West Germamy. The same pheno-
mena i3 to be observed in Cuba which, of course, has a natural barrier between its-
elf and imperinlishk, and also on the border between China and Hong kong, in fact
everywhere where Stalinist states front directly onto World capitalismn.

o o I o capitalist enterprlso 1n Brltaln built a compound w1th1n its walls foxr
its workforce which it kept insgide by forcible methods such as those outlineed;y
xhere,would not every thinking person conclude that the direct producers had ceased
to be wage-labourcrs and become slaves? Yet this is preciscly the situation with
the Slatinist 'state capitalist' enterprises. How then is it possible to therorcet-
ically justify the argument that there remains o PROLETARIAN class in the Stalinist
states? On one conditlon only: that this cdass has ceased to be an EXPLOITED class
in the striet scientific scnse, but has not thereby yot ceascd to be a c¢lass. In
other words, that the working class in the stalinist states is a historical product
of copitalsm which is in transftion to socialian a class whose class character
is in the process of whithering away. Here its exploited character has. disappoared,
but its character ag o politically dowinatced class has=not, on thé contrary, thoe
latter aspect gorws and threatens the reintroduction of capialist exploitation.
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Tt is, of course, preciscly this transitional, and highly contradictory, -position of
the wopking c¢lass in the Stnlinkt states which Cliss and all state copitolist theories
reject. I one thing is clear to hem all, it is that the Stalinist regime romains o reg-
ine of CLASS EXPLOTTATION. This point of departure inevitably signifies that unconsc-
siusly state ¢apitdlist theories load to the conclusion that this furn of exploitatdon
is HON-CAPITALIST. State cppitalist theory necessarily topples over into new class
theory just as stote copltalism in reality would necessarily tepple over into a new class
mode of production. The label 'capitalism! romains an enpty form in which a directly
oppuscd content secretly lurks.

Tt is ner obvisus why 2ll the stote eapitalist theories wust be nore cpigones of Bukharia.
Although 1iff crgues that the iaw of value in world cconomy detormines the developuont

5f Soviel economy, he in fact proves exactly the opposite (which is éncidentally cqunlly
fulse ond one-sided). This is cxactly Bukharin's cxplicit arguemnt. Conscquently Cliff
con cite approvingly o passage from the Rukharin's "Taperialisn and World Bconomy':

"The capitalist wode of production is based on a wonoploy of the means of prod-
uetion in the honds of the class of capitalists within the general framework of
comiodity exchange, THERE I8 NO DIFFERENCE IN PRINCIPLE WHATSOEVER WHETHER THE
STATE POWER T8 A DIRECT EXPRESSTON OF THIS MONOPLOY OR WHETHER THE MONOPOLY I5

'R IPRIVATELY' ORGANTSED. (11 at lenst this absurd argument is paculiarly Bukhorin'g
- Q.R.). In cither cnse there remoins COMMODTTY ECONOMY (IN THE FIRST PLACE
THE WOKRLD MARKET (~!)}) and, whot is more important, THE CLASS RELATIONS BETWEIM
TIE PROLETARIAT AND THE BOURGEOISIE. (Here there fullows o footnate which ig whot
Cliff actually cikted:) :
Werc the COMMODITY CHARACTER OF PRODUCTION TO DISAPPEAR (FOR INSTANCE THROUGH THE
ORGANTSATION OF ALL WORLD BCONOMY AS ONE GIGANTIC STATE TRUST, THE IMPOSSIBILITY
OF WHICH WE HAVE TRIED TO PROVE, IN OJIR CHAPTER ON ULTRA-IMPERLALLSM, WE WOULD
HAVE AN ENTTRELY NEW ECONOMIC FORM. ~his would be CAPTTALISM WO MORE, for the .
PRODUCTION OF COMMODITIES WOULD HAVE DISAPPEARED; still less would it be socialisti,
for the power of one class wver the other would have renained (AND EVEN GROWN
STRONGER (N.B. !). SUCH AN ECONOMIC STRUCTURE WOULD MOST OF ALL, RESEMBLE A BLAVE?
OWNTNG ECONOMY WHERE THE SLAVE MARKED IS ABSENT" (50).

‘ Cliss argues  with Bukharin that only in its relation to world capitalist econony
dres 'state capitalism' renain capitalist. 'abstract! it from the world capitalist
counomy, or in this case, imagine it . is one unificd world regime, and it sufdenly be-
cones what it coneputlly alwoys was - slove producticn. But both also agree that such
n regime is cither impossible {Bukharin) or at least highly unlikely (Cliffd. Why? Be-
couse.of the disruptive conséquences of nationnl and social conflict, This onswer is o
sure indication of the theroretical lighte-nindedness with which both authors approach
the prebien.

We know that state capitalism would involve the ducisive fracturing of the unified world
copitalist cconomy due t» the destruction of and decline in the level of development of
world preductive furces. This forms beth the ultimate historical cause and effect >f
state capitalism. Consequnotly o now slave nede of production arising out ofgmx tHe
sollapse of state capitalism could not possible torganise! world economy in the Torm of
o single trust precisely bocouse it is the resuit of this effect, the further ducline
57 profuctive forces, a high level of development of which isthe essential historical
previse Tor planificntion (29 - typist) of natdonal, let alone world, ecoinouy. This does
not sienify that this new class wode of production is impossible on a world scale, farv
from it, but caly that it weuld not, could not, form a 'world goonomy ', a world dive
igion of labour, of interdependent parts.

Further, the abolition of gopitalist competiticn would not inveolve the abolation
of competition as such between menbors o1 the new exploiting class. On the contravy,
the precipitate decline in productive forces and human culture in gencral would necesse
arily signffy heightencd competition for a declining total curplus puerduct. The coli-
bination of declining productive forces and heightencd competition would in turn inevit~
ably lead to the fracturiang of natisnal econowy and the centralised naticnal state foun~
ded upen it. The national economy would thereby cume t3 be plamned, and thas, ultimately,
f. he teollectivist!. ' ’

For with the near total destructicn of commadity productdon, and hence the law of
volue, in any spehere, the ruling class ceases to be, in any sense, capitalist, butit
alsc thereby coases to be bearaaucratic in any sense. The relation between the now oxX-
T e A L T e e e A atmuroac i1l e Aanralnrecns o Fhat o of the moture fendal stotes on



‘ o
-o-lised staté apprratus. Out of state property, the collective prigatc property of
ruling class, would prow o new form of private property, new proporty relntilons. In
‘i, a new class mode of producti.n gorwing out of the decay of capitalisn would he
“either 'burecoucratic! nor 'collectivist'. ‘

The TERM 'bureaucratic collectivisn' in su far as it is not, in itsclf, & class
chrracterisation , is thus mercely an accuratc(if superficiall enpirioal degeription of
e plonned systen of cconomy in the Stalinsit states. The very foct that they are i
deed both bureaucratic and collectivist precludes them frm being nev clags nodes of
swoduetion. The swwation of this theorecticnlly possible course of historicnl develop-
tient present us with a deuble-adejed analogy. This historical process of BOURGEOIS
COUNTERZREVOLUTION carcviod through to the end is a SOTUAL COUNTER-REVOLUTION which nsce-
cosarily combines two opposed elements. It is ginulatenously the  INVERSION of the
sroletiarian revoluticn aand the BEVERSAL of the bourgeois revolution. It combinoes the
Asstruction of the procltarian revelutisn with the destructiom of all social and pole
itieal gains of the bourgeoise revolution, and is thus, in toto, the permanent revolubti
stocd on its head, o precess of uninteruppted PERMANENT COUNTER-REVOLUTION.

T+ might be ubjected that this the.ry of SOCTAL COUNTER REVOLUTION c utradicts tho
Larerist theory of the state, for it duves noi invilve the smashing of the cppitalist state,
Sut pather its transofraaticon inline with the trans-frmed nature of the ruling class. But
vt every sueicl revelutinm involves the smashing of the old form of state, for from it
45 Moarx and Engels peinted cut wany times, the bourgevis secial revolution did wost have
soosmash the old bureaucratic absulutist state, but dinstead the bourpgeoisic
1nil hold of it, purging and transofrming it, as Marx ncted in the "Civil War in Fronce!

Want the WORKING CLASS camnct sinply lay hold of the ready-mod. state mnkhinery,
and wiled it fior its own purp:sce. The centralised state power, with its ubige-
uitous vrpans of stranding army, police, burcoucracy, clergy and judicoture - orgons
wrcught aftor the plan of o systenatic and hiernrchical division of labour -
ORIGINATES FROM THE DAYS OF ABSOLUTL MONARCHY , SERVING NASCENT MIDDLE CLLSS
SOCTETY AS A MIGHTY WEAPON IN ITS STRUGGLE AGATNSY FLUDALLSM. 8till its devel-
opment remained dogged by all wanner of medieval rubbish, seipnorial rights,
loecal privileges, municipal and guild ponopslies and provineinl constitutions.
The pigantic browm of the Fronch revolution of the 18th century swept awny oll
thesc relics of byzine tines, THUS CLEARING SMULETNEQUSLY THE SOCIAL SOIL OF
TTS LAST HINDRANCES TO THE SUPERSTRUCTURE OF THE MODERN STATE EDIFICE raised
wder the First Bapire, itself the offspring of the condition wars of old scmi-
feudal Burcpe apainst modern France...At the sarie pace at whkeih the propgress of
nodern industry develeped, widened, intensified the class antaponisn betweon
capital and labour, the state pover ossumed nore and moo the character of

the raticnal power of capital over labour, cfa public force oryonised for
socinl enslaveuent, of an engine of class despotisue.. The direct antithesis

to the BEnpire was the Congune (51).

is, ap Marx makes abuadantly clear, he working class, sccialist, revolutiin which
soosh the o1d state form, not the boupgesis revoluticin. '
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S Again, the mnalogy with boursecis revolution, the troansition fron foudalion o
capitalisn, in rvorse, holds good: the state is not swashed, rather its fora is altoreid.
This counber-rev.lutimnary LTrocess boging with the wictory of fascisu, basinpg itseld €0
this or that degreee i the enrnged poity heurgeois plebians, that social novement which
Toetslky, msing the very same analoj when, roferring to the Nazi strugple for power, called
the hrown=ghirts 'Jacobins' of the bourgeois counter-revolution. ‘Ihis victory of foscism
i5 simulatancously the inversion of the proletorian revolution instead of the workiuag
class suashing the capitnlist state, the capitalist stote smashesd the working class; ing=
tond of the wurking class using its state power to expropriate the bourgcoisic, the
hourpeoisie usces its state pover te expropriate, enslave, the working cinsg. TFor the
fascist counter-rovolution han its own inner logic which tendentinlly drives it boyead
political to sSoeial counter-reveluticon, a logle which we know Precbrashensky prasped s
carly as 1925. '

The bourgeois counter-rovoluti n does not innaupgurate the withering away of the
state, but rather its transformation and Jdevelopment in a new forme On the . ther hond the
gtote plan which arises under state capitalisn is congenitally deformed and sicldly, it
is born in order ucrely to dée, to wither away. This is the cxact opposite of the
transitim to, and developuent of, communisn. The dictatorshiy <f the preletariat is horn
as Loth stnte and noun-stote, it is bornm in the process of whitherins away. Own the othor
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heaid, plarned oroduction inaugurated in the transition period between"capitalism.aﬂd
socialism, under the dictatorhsip, develops extensively and intensively in the
process, lossing its initial class and state character, untik it becomes the simple
social tadminkstrattion of things'.

These opposed historisal laws of motion are ultimately determined, of course, by
opposed lines of development of productive forces. he bourgeois counterprevolution
lead to their absclute decline, conseguently being analagous both to the transition
from feudalimm to capitalism in reverse, and the development of communism which pro.-
supposes a massive develoyment of productive forces.

This decline in productive forces rasses another, thedretically significént, OPD-
osition between the development of sommunism and the nepw class mode of production
out of the antegonistic doevelopment of capitalism itself. Much mope cffort is reque
ired, more labour, to roll a large rock up the sids of a mountain, than is needed
to dislodge this same rock precariously balanced on the top, or at a decisive turning
point on the slope, of the maountain, and consequently to se © it tumbling under its
owir momentum to the foot once again. The whole of hunan history passing through
world capitlism and subscguently the Lransition to and development of communism
involves just such a wmighty effort, a massive expenditurc of human Labour in order
to develop the productive forces, Thas the transition from capitalism to sccialisi
afdd from . © gocialisn to communism , are unavoidable ineivtable stages on this
path, on a workd scale. This or thot nation, region, geographical area of the
vorld may combine stages in some form dopendent on the period when they enter thoe
process, in comparison with other nations ete, and their level of devoeleopment already
attained by this nistorical point of departure, but none of this changes the
genoral law.

Thinge are very different, however, in the transition to a nww closs mode of
production. State capitloism, for exnmple, is NOT an INVEITABLE stage on the road
to this historic goal. This is guite simply because what is invelved is the des-
tructaon of old rather than the creation of new praductive forces.

Tf the working class should suffer decisive defeat on o world scole, and the
theoretical possibility outlined here actually was realised, then the whole coursc
of humon history would be retrsopectively summed up in the trogic myth of the labour
of Bisyphus. Whether the hwaan race, like that tormented being, would begin the
arducus uphill climb once agnin, is, of course, impossible to predict,

This weuld depend, not least, on the dovelopment of wors in the final stages of
imperialist disintergation, a guestion abrstracted fromhere. We lmow the cconomic
and political causes and conscquences of production for war in the pericd of imper=
inlist erisis, but we have left asid: the consequnces of modern, nuclenr, warfare
itself. This is not a disadvaatage, nor on the contrary is it o great adsantage to
have demonstrated the develepment of 'bavbarism' independent of the destructive pot-
enticl of imperialist war itself. This poteatial &8 so great that it could not only
eradicate wholc stages in the process of historical degline, it could bring it to
AN npsolute abrupt helt, to aboslutely nothing. There ism howverm not a lot thoh
con be said, theoretucally, about such a terninal point of huuan history, only thot
the working class, for the sake of all humanity, must prevent it s tecurence at
all cost.

On cssence this gquesticn has already been answered. [oueveriy it is now both poss-—
ible and useful to:. - return to our original problem: the oxtension of the produce
tion and property relations, originating in the Cctober recoviubion, after the end of
the Second World War; the creatin of new 7d . formed', or mere correctly, as Wohliorth
denonstrates, dogenerated workors states.

In the 'Preface to a contribution to the eritigue of political econony?, Marx
established that:

" Tn broad outline, the Asiatic, ancient deudal and modern bourgeols nodes
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of production way be desipnated as epcohs HARKTNG PROGRESS in the ccundaic
development of society. The bourgeois mode of pruduction is the LAST
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AMTACONTSTTC fopm of the social process of production - antagonistic not

in the sensec 6f individual antagonism but of an antagonism that emanates frow
the individual's social conditions of existence - but the productive forcess
developing within boupgeois society create also the materinl conditinns for

n solution of this antagonism. The prehistory of human society, accordingly
closes with this social formation (52)

Trotsky, as we saw, confrented the question whether adpitting 'buecaucratic collec-
tivism' ns o theoreteial possibility, constituted a revision of Marxism. If itm
does then it must surely be in regard to this passage. Marx soys quoite uneguivip
cenlly that capitalism forms the LAST antagonistic mode of production, and such a
conception of the historical place of a wode of production is after all an essentinl
clement of its 'definition'. However, he alse comments in the previous sentence
thot the succession of antagonistsc modes of productinn culnminating in the histor-
ical development of capitalism all mark PROGRESSIVE stages in human history, in
the development of the productive forces.

Tn order to dcepen and extend, but not revise, Marx's central idea it ® is
merely necessary to combine the conceptual pivois of both sentences; Capitalism, in
21l sventualities, fwrus the LAST PROGRESSIVE ANTAGONISTIC rode of production. The
historical realisation of a new class mode of production would signify a tremendous
historical REGRESSION, an absolute and precipitate decline in the level of develop-
ment of the productive forces. Consequently it would be an actual revision of Marx
only to argue that a new class mode of production could be PROGRESSIVE compared
with capitalisn.

Dut bureausratic collectivist/new class theories of the Stalinist states have
aluays oscillated wiolenily and uncerddinly between the arguments thatl the regime is
historically progressive or regressive. Shactman, for example, argued during the
imperialist ® war that the *bureaucratic collectivist® USSR mas historically pro-
gressive in relation to imperialism. Yet he maintained a defeatist position with
respect to this 'progressive’ socinl formation. Mo fefused to defend a progressive
new class system against an old renctisiary one. Trotsky had long gince pointed ocut
to Craipeau in 1937 (53) that the consistent plitical counclusicn to be drawn Trom
such o theoretical storting point was principled defencse of the Soviet Union apainst
imperialisn, '

Thus, in facty Shactman woas act differentiatiag historically between burcau-
cratic collectiviem and imperialism at all. For he apllied the soame practical con-
clusicn ond theoretical meosuring rod to the USSR and its direct imperialist antag-
onists, Germany and Japan, in regard to which he was alse defaatist. It just so
happened, of course, that Germany and Jopan were alse at the time cnomies of US
imperialism. Withoult any theoretical or principlec justification Shachtman compl-
etely revised his characterisaticn of bureaucratic collecitvima at the end of the
war. According to him the Soviet Union was now regressive social regime, a new Torm
of 'barbarism'. He still remained a defeatist in relation to the Sowiet Unirn, this
was immuiable. However, he no longer remained a defeatist in relotion to the USSR's
pain dmperialist cremy which, strenge to relate, was now U8 imperaalism, on the con-
trary he came to apenly back it against this 'gegressive' regine.

Obviomsly Shachtman's arrival at this 'correct! thecratidal characterisation of
thureaucratic collectivism! as historically repgressive even in comparison to imper-
ialsim did not at all flow from his correct method on principled Marixst politics,
but rather from his capitilaticn to every twist and turn of US imperinlism's foreign
policy. This is not to say. however, that there exists no other moterial and theor-
ctical toots to this slide from one mutually exclusive historical characterisatim
to another. The problenm that plagues the theory is that the actoal historical deve
copluent of the Stalinist states all too cbvicusly contradicts the conclusion towardss
which the inner logic of the theory drives. It is quite cleor that the production
and wroperty rcelations established as a result ¢f the Qctober Revhlutisn, despite
the consequent growth of the parasitic Stalinist bureaucracy, gave a tremendous inm-
ulse to the devlopment of the preductive forces in an area of the world where capit-
alism could not possiible have achieved such results. Comeretly, historically, the
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Soviet Union and the other Stalinist states are clearly fundamentally progressivs BoI-
ial regimes., But in the abstwact, theopetically, consistent now class theoires mus:
lead to tlie conclusion that they are regressive.

The very same contradiction must, and indeed does, plague state capitalist theories.
As 2 conserquence ®LifI manages to reproduce the smae mutually exclusive theoretical
variants a3 Scheilhtman.

A national c*ate capitalist regime would mark a historically regresgive step in
the development of the productive forces and the economic and political position of
the working clacs, it would be a new barrier erected on the road to socialism even

though it would remain within the epoch of decaying capitalisi, of imperialism.

In 'State Copitalism in Russiat CLiff raises the question whether the rggire is
progressive or regressive, a questinn which by the very 'capitalist! nature o the
regime signifier its tendencies of development, where is it going? Cliff manmages to
give no less thaw 3 mutually exclusive aaswers, the same thres as Shachtman. First,
fhe unconesious ~ontent of his aggument demonstrates that the Soviet Union is in fact
a new non-capitelist mode of production. But is his Bebate with Shachtmon CLiff
argued many times, quite correctly, that a mew class mode of production must by del-
inition be reac’ionary as compared with capitalism, that it would indced be bar-
barism.

Second, his ~wm explicit, conscious, thepretical arguemnt plays hide and g-kk
with Marxism. ‘o carefully avoids coming down on either side, the implication being
that stote capitalism is neither progressive nor regressive in the potential poss-
ibilities it opens up for revolutionary working class transformation as comparcd
with 'norral’ shate monopoly capitalism, with imperialism. In princple therefore
there &5 no. fundamentol distinction between Amceican and Soviet 'imperialism' whicl.
leads to the re) etetition of Shachtman's initinl political stance, defeatism oll
round. Yo% in iis first, in truth basic, conoeption, he proves that on every [undo-
wental point 'smte capitalism® is diffcrent from 'normal ! imperialism.

This Teads, Shirdly, to the surreptitious inclusion of the FACT that the T7SE
is historically vrogressive. He argues that the massive cocnetration of the Sovie:
working class £ wms the historcal premise for the establishment of socialism. This
concentrabion i in turn the result of what for him is the hisotrical process of
primitive capitl iist accwmulation in Russia, in short, industrialisation. But whero,
one is compedle” to ask, doess this leave the thecry of pernanent revolution which
took as its poi-t of doparture the inability of either indiegnoous Russian, or
foreign capital to carry through the tasks of the bourgeois social revolution in ti
territorics of ‘he old Czarist emprirc. For the econcmic tasks of this revoly tion
is npocisaly te clear the ground for the complet@on of primitve capital accur: afl.on.
Implicit in Cliif's conception, therefore, is o refutation of the theory of © -
anent revolutic: and the assertion bdhat capitalism, in its 'state! form, remo: s
historically pr iressive on a world scale.

Very wisely. CLiff omits any mention of permanent revolution inf'State Car’ alism
in Mussia’’, bui clsewhere he makes the implicit argument explicit, he gives iu o the-
oretical fTorm ' the concepticn of the 'deflected permanent revolutisn'. Here, in
whot is in faci the process of structural assimilation of other arcas of world ce-
onony to the pi.duction and property relations of the USSR, he argues that thig pro-
cess involves e Stalinist stote copitalists in solving the economic tasks of tho
bourgeois revolticn when the capitalist class proper has alrendy lost, and the
working class not yet gained the capacity to do so. What is this if not hiéstorically
progressive?  4nd precisely because it is, there is a grain of tmuth in Cliff's cci-
ception. Howevor, he fails to grasp that the eleoments of progress is ANTI-canitalist
and that nsa conseguence the process of structural assimilation necessarily gres
beyond: th: solving fo copiinlist tosks, to the creation of a degenerated workers
state basod on aew production and property relativng. ;

Furtl.ar, tlis process has nothing to do with the historic inaepacity o f tho
working !sass n these countries, but is a funstoon of the crisis 6 revolutisnary
leadershin. I is precisely the expansion of the production relations of the USSR

r

after the seoo I world war, the formaticn of new national degenerated workers' stotes,
which forms th most elementory and decisive test of the contending thepries
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serutinised here. First it is necessary o emphasise that structural assimilation,
as Wohlforth presu&sively'domonstartos? wns not carrieed through in any country of
the East Furopean buffer, with the partial exception of Yugslavia, before 194751,
Until then the Stalinist bureourcacy aittempted to recoastruct and Prop up
tereindl¥! capitalist'regimes in the entire ares under its control. What then was
the impulse which dorve the Stalinists to completely change coursc and carry through
a sooinl over-turn? The inauguration of the Marshall plan in 1947, the flooding of
American capital into the devastated post-war world economy and partichlarly the
guropean economy frowm which US imperialism did not ai all intend to exenpt its
Eastern region. '

1947 marked a dacisive turning point in the post-war history of imperialism. The
Marshall plan was the open egpression of the economic and political re-stabilimation
of world captialism under the hegemony of U3 imerpialism, . stabilisation which to
a larpe degree was the work of the stalinist bureaucracy itself. On this basis,
imperialism felt strong anough to open a new offensive against the USSR, It was
ander the pressure of this re~established, relatively health, imperaalism, that the
Stalinists carried through the process of struchural assimilation, There is a
striking opposition here, In the years 1944-7 when world imperialism was in the
throes of acute economic and political crisis, the Stalinist burcaucragy maintained
a strategic pro-imperilaist policy. Only when imperialism overcame its own internal
difficulties did the Stalinists - defensively structurally assimilate
an important area of the world sconomy.

This tendency chracterises the whole post-war period. Tor the Marshall Plan
formed the basis for a LONG-TERM stobilisation of the capitalist world econouy and
consequenctly the basis for the most intensive and extensive boom in the history of
capitdlism. A boom which, in its turn, presupposed and grew out of the most mass-
ive crisis in the hastory of capitulism. '

Tt was precisely throughout the period of this gigantic boom, and its stapggered
ending, that the process of struttural assimilation waeg consolidated in Bastern
Furope and extended into other arcas of the world, China, Vietnam, Cuba, etc etc in
a historical and geographical are sweeping through tothte '80s cnconpmssing every
major populated oontinent with the possible oxception of Africa, and even here the
possikbility exists &f structural assimilation, in Angola in particular.

The Stalinist states did not simply survive the geconomic upswing An world imper-
ialism precisely becausc stmply surviving, standing stall, under such massive pross-
ure was impossible. Insteadm in order to survive, it was necessary toc xpand and
expand they didy ona world scale. What is morec, the USSR taken on its own grow in
the samc period into an cconomic and military power second only to US imperialisi
ibgelf,

But the massive development of productive forces this entailed has by nc mcans
been restriced to the origgnal workers state, despite the striking faat bhat the
international consoslidation and extension of natipnalised production relations has
beon limited to the backward, clonial and semi-colonial regions of the globe, with
the excebtion of Eastern Europe itself,, always the poor relative of FEuropean imp-
erinlimm, which was devastated by the Nazi war cconomy and the ravages of war iteelf.
Tn general it was these very areas of world economy which the capitalist boom in
the centres of imporinlism would not have developed but ravaged afresh. Ta other
words in arcas of the world which in general would not, indeed for many ycars in
some cases did not, sce any fundomental development of productive forces under the
negis ofthe imperialist boom, did sce such a development under the rule of the
gtalinist bureaucracy. Only o fundamentally progressive social regime could achieve
such a result under these conditicns of imperialist economic and consequend political,
idcological and + military pressure. This is the decisive point which all state
capitalist and new cless theories must explain and in a manner consistent with the
theorietically possible dvelopment of state cppitlaism and new class regimes fron
a decaying capitalism, And this is precdsely what they can never consistently
explain, - ‘

A Marxist, Trotskyist, thovpy of the degencrated workerst state on the other
hand took as its point of departurc the fact that the productiona dnd property
relations established on the basis of the October Revolution had not been destrpycd




amd that corsequently the socinl regime remained fundamentally progressive, trans-
itional beotween capitalism and socialism. On this basis, because of its back-
wardness ard isolation, grew o regressive, counter-revoluticanry, bourgeols, pol-
itical formation, a bourgedis state form representing a decisive step on the road to
copitalist resotration, but not the restoration itsekf. It was this contradictory
combined social formation with its revoltuionary economic oundation and counter.-
revolufion~ry political superstructure which was cxtended as a whole on a wotid
scalie in the post-wap process of structural assimlkation. This very popcess was
proff of the fundamentally international, that is progressive, character of the
rleations of production themslevlies. The Stalinist bureaucracy was the active agent
of this process not bencusc of its own revolutionary character, not because of the
ocxistnece of socialism in one country, but in spite of themselves, precisely be-
cuase of tie impossibility of contructing socialism in one country, or-oven of
mointianing the parasitic priveleged position of the bureauvcracy 'in one country'.
Despits the fact that Trotsky did not foresee the post-war gsurvival of the

USSR, and certainly not the excnded process of internatisnalisation of its production
relotions along with their bureaucratic parasite, its is nonetheless his theory of

the f£irst degenerated workers state which has stood the uvltimatc test, history
itself. In fact to focus on thss aspect of Trotsky,s 'failure! in prognosis

ig onc-siced for its root lay in his lack ofi consideraticn of a theoretically poss-
ible contilaued co-existonce! of the d.ogenerated workers state and imperialism,
growing ovt of the war. This in turn followed from his belief that imperialiss
itself could not survive the war, and its immediate . . sadcinl and ccopomic consc-
gime quencces. More precisely, Trotsky did foresee the possibility of imperialism
surivivng in a crippled barbaric form if the working class was defcatedy he did not
foresee Lhe contracted roproduction, the expanded production of arms combined with
their destructive utilisation would go so far as to destroy sufficlent capital
value and old productive forces on the scale necessary to create the conditioms for
an upturn in world ecapital accumulation on a new techinical basis, but not so Tar
that it destroyed the social and technical :bosss for capitalist production altogether.
A very na: row line separated these eventwalities. American industiry witnessed the
fastest rote of contracted reppoduction, of expanded arms production, in the world.
Yetits qurltiatively and quantitatively higher historical starting point. plus its
immunity to military intervention ensured that it did not fall as low as the
vther imperialist powers, i.c., ensured its victory.

Tf %ermen impericlisn has achieved the alliance with British iwperiniism
that it, cuitce correctly, wanted at the beginning of the war, and which it was not so
very far irom achieving, then the war between the Axis powess and US imperialism

would undoubtedly - have been more proteacted, for the latter would have found it
much more difficult to form a bridgehead on the Eurasian land mass. Uader these
conditaons hoth contracted ¢ reporductdun and atomic warfare would

inevitabls have ensured wider scope, not to mention the revoluticnary possibilitjes
such a development wolld have unleabhed. Assusing the defeat of the working class,
barbbhrism would have become almost inevitable, - '

The pirticular conjuncture of inter-imperialist ansagonisms aad alliances which
inevitabl; drew the USSR on to one gide,in the end the side which happened to be 204
victoricrs, also determined the survival of the USSR and its opportunity to struc-
turally cesimilate the buffer zone. If an alliance with Britain had been secured by
Germnay, this would have securcd the latter's western and southern flanks,
which could have tipped the scoles deciseively in its struggle with the USSR.

In th: eventy the victorious imperialist powers were too exhavsted to mount ar
inmediate attoack on the USSR in 1944-5, and sc they scttled for a short period
of econonic and wilitary preparation which, however, also allowed the Stalinist
bureaucracy o rospite and opportunity to comsolidate its influence in Enstern
FBurope. When this period came to an end in 1947, the imperialists discovered,
much to {heir cwn amazement, that the perisd of stobilisation had created, or rathor
uncovered the already existimpg, conditions for an upsurge in world capitalist
necumlation. Consrquently the whole period of the dmperialist boom was charactor-
ised by ihe not very 'peaccful co-existence' of imperinlism and the Stalinist
burcaucrccies resting on the foundataons of the workers sgates. o
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The renvwad imperi&list'crisis agains places on the order of bhe doy the sur-
vival of the werkers states, threatencd by imperialisn add- the usurping Stalinist
nurcaucracy, and the world wide alternative: socinlism or barbbrisf.. Thoe very fact
that this alternative has not been removed from the historical agenda by the nosl-
wor developments is the surest gign of the fundamental CORRECTMESS of Trotekyts
Brognosis. . ‘ 2

Thuse-reformisﬁsflike Geoff Hudgsen, for example, who accuse Trptsky cf 'lfatal-
iemt and ' catastrophism' for falling to foresce the partscular historical cutcone
of the war, are consequently very wide of the mark indeed. Ironically these critics
themsgelues arc true fatalists. They treat.the outcome of the imperialist war,with
the advantage of hiddsight, as TNEVITABLE. Tt was nothing of the sort. 1In fact,

~as we can sSee, 1t was a highly improbable outcome of o highly inppobable coneat-

encbion of world conditions, am very cowplex interdepondent conjuncturce. Highly

improbably events do GCCUr; they do not thereby, in hindsight, cease to habe been
Chipghly inprobable and becong. inevitable. ~Just how much more probable, oven if in
the cvent neither occurred, tsscialism or harbarism! was as the cutcome of

. hte. imperialist war,will beconme clearer in the next section.

"Theoretical pessibility and Historical reality - the actmal development of state

capitalist and slave regimnes!

The aim of thiis final section is o elaborate more closely the validity and practé
ical relevance of this analysis in rogard to the defeat of German imperialism at
the end of the second World Wor, and the process of stpogetural assimilation, which
beginnings grew out of it. T hope to d monstrate the fundamental theoretical and
principle strengths of Wehiforth's analysis of the process, while outlining o wajor
theorktical ommission, the rectification of which facilitiates a #wuere profound
grasp ol atructural assimilation in general, and its concrete historical form in
Cuba in particular.

1) Gernan Tmperialiem in Retrealt

~ In 1935, Trotsky chracterised the Herman impericlist war cconomy, hoth from the
point of view of its political preconditions and its cconomic conseguences, in a
manner in which in essence accords with everything argued herc:

nyghile during the epoch of the capitalist upswing to which the war put

an end, it was possible - under certain political preconditions - Lo
regard the various fores nf statification as progressive manifestatti - ns
that is to consider that STATE CAPITALISM ncts to lead socioty forwards
and facilititates the future economic labour of the proletarian dictator-
ship, the present Iplanned economy! must be viewod as a a stage that is
REACTTOMARY THROGGH AND THROUEH: STATE CAPTTALISH strives to temm the
econvmy away from the world—wid. division of labour, to adapt the pro-
ductive forees to the Procrsutean bed of the national state, to constrict
e Lt 1 production artifically in some branches and Lo create just as
artificially other branches by means of ENORIOUS UNPROFITABLE EXPENDITURES.
The econonic policies &f the present state - beginning with tarriff walls
upon the ancpant Chincse pattern, and ending with the episodes of for-
bidding the use of machinery ander Hitler's 'plenned economy' = attain an
unstable REGULATION @t the cost of cousing the NATTONAL BCONOMY TO DE#
CLINE, bringing CHAOS TNTO WORLD RELATIONS and completely,dmsrupting ghe
monetayy system that will be very much needed for socialist planning. The
PRESENT STATE CAPTTALISH neither prepares nor lightens the futute work

of the soucialist stake, but vn the contrary, creates for it colessal add-
itional difficulties. The proletariat let slip o series of opportune
periods for the siczure of power. THROUGH THIS it has created the conditisns
for FASCIST BARBARISW IN POLITICS nad for the DESTRUCTIVE WORK OF 'STATE
CAPTTALISM' TN ECONOMICS. After the congquest of power ihbe pratetariat will
have to pay economically for its political lapses." (5h)
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Again we have here the loose use of terminology which has plagued thediscussion
of state capitalism. Trotsky is quite clear, unlike Bukharin, that he uses the
term "state capitalism' to mean state''regulation" of capitalist economy

and not, as such, state ownership of capital. As a consequence in the nore
precise definition of state capitalism in The Revolution Betrayed he was
compelled to revise the terminology, if not the central conception, in the
continua:ion of the passage already citedin that work:

"During the war and especially during the experiments in fascist economy,

the term Ystate capitalism' has oftenest been understood to mean a system of

state interference and regulation . The French employ a much more suitable

Lerm for this - etatiam.There are undoubtedly points of contact between

state canitalism and "state~ism'', but taken as systems they are oppositerather
than idcatical. State capitalism means the substitution of state property
forprivore property, and for that very resson remaing partial in character,
State-is1, no matter where - in Italy, Musselinin, in Germany, Hitler, in Americsa,
Roosevel:, or in France, Leon Blum - means stote intervention on the basig of
private oroperty and with the goal of preserving it. Whatever be the programme

of the government. , state-ism inevitably leads to a transfer of the damages of

the decaying system from strong shoulders to weak. It Y“rescues” the small prop-
rietor from complete ruin only to the extert that his existence is necessaryfor
the presarvation of big property. The planned measures of state-ism nre dictated
not by the demands of a development of the productive forces, but by a concern
for the nreservation of private property at the expense of the productive forcws,
which arz in revolt against it. State-ism means applying brokes to the development
of technique, supporting unviable enterprises, perpetuating parasitic social strata.
In a word, stote-iswm is completely resctionary in character.! (55)

Unlike Bukharin Trotskyclearly recognises the opposed characters of "state-ism',
extensivily regulated state monopoly cnpithlism, and state capitalism. Only now he
tends tc over-cstimate the opposition because he holds, as o consequence of his
practical exclusion of the possibility of o compltted state capitalist regime,
and thue that the latter can only be "partial'. Another example of how this way
of posirg the question excludes the analysis of how the 'points of contact”
botween state-ism and state capitalism can lead to the one being transformed into
the other, how the former develops into its opposite, of demonstrating that state
capitalism is o developed, if opposed, form of state-ism.

Tt noi etheless remains obvious that Trotskypresents a consistent conception
which is compntib%%tlhat presented here concerning the historically retrogrde
nature I state capitalism. We must agree with him further: to the very end the
Hazi war economy remained fundamentaliy Nstate-EtM capitalism, state monopoly
capitalism in a very advanced stage of decay.

The Nizis had no programme of pationalisation, quite the contrary. In its first
five ye-rs the fascist regime de-nationalised large sectors of heavy industry
and banl ing - nationalised during, and do some degree before, the slump of 1931

(56). Duspite the establishment in 1937 of the Herman Goering Werke with the pur-
.pose of exploiting unprofitable Gersan iron ore mines to the benefit both of the

profits ofthe monopliies and the production of arms, in 1938 statc investment
accountcd for only 1.6% of capital in the mining industry and 0.41% in metals.
Even the arms industry itself, unlike in fascist Italy, was left in the hands of
its privatemonopoly capitalist owners. The fascist state regulated and directed
nationa’ production for war by means of state contracts and credits, the fawmous
system of "mefo-bills'which individually became as good as hard currency. Thesec
methods nchieved the aims of German imperiolism swmed up in Goerings phrase "guns
not but.er', : ' :

The initial programme of de-notionalisation was possible because previously
unprofiiable sectors of capital were made profitable again. 'Net the least important
reason “or this was the destruction of all independent working class organisation
and the maintenance of the ntomisation of the c¢lass by Ley's Labour Front which
enforce ! a massive increase in the rate of cxploitationin proeduction. This was
supplem nt3d by the stotefixing wages, in a period of inflationary credit policy,
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at a level well below hhosce of the "austerity" regimes of Bruning, Papen, and
Schleicher which had preceded the Nazis victory.

The German war cconomy neccssitated the distribution of the whole labour force
which combined maximun arms and muniticns production with maximum profitability,
maximum expoitation. To this cnd a system of work place passports was introduced
criminalising the "free' movement of individunl workers form employer to another.
The reserve army of lobour the regime inherited, the massive povl of uncmployed,
was compulsorily drafted into the system of "public works! peared to war economy.
A strict military discipline wos introduced into the factories with the legal
recognition of the capitalist monopolists or their funcyionaries as the "fuhror?
the place of work. Thus the Nazi rogime, frow the very beginning,manifested its
tendency to go beyond smashing the working class's organisations to its very en-
slavement. ‘

This process was, however, riddled with profound contradictions. By 1938 the huge
reserve arny of labourof 1933 halbeen sucked into the war cconomy, i.e. in the
majority into unproductive branches of the economy. Suddenly the capitolist class
found itself short of labour in its competitive struggle to secure lucrativestate
contracts and credits. As a consequence the capitalists thensclves began to sub

in

vert the fascist labour laws. They attempted to attract workers from thelr compet-

itérs by raising wages above the legal maximum and conniving with workers in the
indernining of the passport system. Thus the law of value in the labour market,
seriously distorted by the intervention of the fascist state, re-asserted itself
through the coupctitive struggle between individual private capitais. This is a
striking ceéncrete cxample of the impossibility of enslaving the dircet producers, in
in general, while their continues to exist a private property owning capitalist
class.

This is not to deny the extensive development of slavery under the Nagzis, Tar
from it, for it was the real scerct of the massive developuent of the conceatration
camp systen in the war years. The military effort of the first two years of
war based upon war econony, contracted reproduction, crippled the German cconony
but it alsc brought withit a partial solution to the problem.As the armics ad-
vanced eastwards Gerwan imperinlism attained the capagity to plunder a vast area
including the west of the Scvielt Urion with its agricultural and industrial
regions. This plunder included the enslavement of scctions of the indigencuspop-
ulations and prisoncrs of war. This was lhe period of the establishnent of the
infomous eostern concentration coamps.

As the front extendcd so the supply of slave labour increased and every major
German monopoly took its share. I.G. Farben the giant chemical concern, for cxanple,
was instrumental in the establishment of the Auschwitz concentration camp. When
the Nazi empire was ot its most extended in 1942 I.G. Farben's workforce appreached
half & nillion mony thousands of whom were slaves. By 194k 7.5 million non-

Gernan slaves were cupluyed by Gerian firms on Reich territory with approximately

double this number in the cccupied castern areas cmployed in both private ahd
state enterprises. Hitler hiuself calculated the total number of foreign slioves
at 20 million! ,

This slave workforce was liternlly- worked to death, were cxploited in a mannncr
which tock no account of their physical productinn and reproductiocn. Their labour
was by nature of thevery lowest skill and productivity. Tt could only have been
utilised in o regime in which the general productivity of labour wos falling
catastrophically. Far from being o sign of strength it was the sure indication
of the impending catostrophic defeat of German imperialism at the hands of the
Mallies! which, in general , had nct had to resort to such measures to uaintain

"their war cconowies.

Dospite the very extensive sweep of slave production under the Nazi regime 1t
never becmae.the dominant mode of production , it remained subordinated o the cap-
itnlist mode the aim of which remained the maintenance of dmporialist wor econony
and the profitability of the CGerman wonopolies, A sharp division was maintaincd
between the Germon working claoss, its conditions of Life and work, its relation to
German capital, and those of the forcign slave labourcrs it was conpelled to work
nlongside. There was a division of labour between the two forms of exploitation,



- L - .

"he (German workers carried out the semi-skilled and skilled  tasks while the slaves
were drafted in to replace destroyed productive forces, the mest menial and bestial of
Lasks feplaced machinery. .To have reduced the German workers to the same level as the
slaves would have signified the immédiate collapse of imperaalist war economy.

The German war economy thus deweloped fnto a peculiarly combined system of producticn,
comrined Woth socially and geographically. The slave economy developed most extensively
in Eastern Burope, wherss in the Weagty a much more "normal" relation was established bet-
ween, for example, the German and French monopoly capital and the French working class.

It is of no little significance that this system was crushed from the Weskt by the ”allled”
imperialists and from the Fast by the Soviet Union. A USSR itself showing marked featur's
i a social and emonomic decay into "barabrism'" under the blows of the Nazi occupation

and the contracted repreduction involved in its own form of war economy. In 1941 the for-
ced Labour Camps employed 3.5 million labourergd supplying 1.2% of Soviet industrial prod-
uction. Immediately after the war this fagure was much higher (57).. Again, this embiy-
onic system of slave labour remained subordinate to the progressive produ ction and prop-
erty relations of the USSR and was gradually phased out after 1950,

Thus was the general accuracy of Trotsky's conditional prognesis to the sffect that:
Fastism on the hne hand, degeneration of <he Soviet state on the other outline the social
and political forms of a neo-barharism". (58) borne out. Everyone knows by what methods
and what relations of rpoduction were re-established in Western Turope by the invading im-
perialists. What requires further examination is the system of production established in
Eastern Europe between 1944 and 1949/8 , ie before the process of structural assimila®iown
in the area dominated by the Red Army and /or the 1ndigenous Stalinist apparati.

2.) Stalnism on the advance.

Previously we analyased briefly 5 basic historically possible variants growing
out of the monopoly stage of capitalism, only % of which could be correctly temmed state
capitalist regimes. None of these 4 theoretical varsants have so far emerged historically,
but others have, The explanation of this apjarently paradoxical disparity between the
historiaal and thercetical development is qmite simple: so far we have considered ounly the
#unamental capital relation, the clase relasion of developed capitalist social format-
ions, ie that of imperialist nations. In other words, we have left unexamined, abstracted
from, the poesibility of such regimes in golonial or semi-colonial countries hwere the
bourgeols revolution remains ‘ncompleted due to imperalaist domination and
the consequent level of development of clsss and natbhosal antagonisms. Also abstractea
from was the historical exis ence and development of one or mope degenreated workers-
states with their Stdlinist bueeaucracies and antagonistsc relation to world imperilasn.

This far from signifies that the whole o analysis of state capitalism was irre¥evait.
On the contr ray, the concrete redlisatinn of state capitalist regimes, historical app ox-
imations to those analysed here, have so far always been bound up with the fate of the
Stalinist bureuacracy not infreguently combined with the distroted - sBuper.-
cession of the hourepeois revolution's tasks in the colonial and semi-colonial countrias,

It is the conrete existence of such state capitalist regimes, of no little scientific
and practical significance, which Wohlforth failes to theories in his otherwise acute
analysis of the post-war process of structural assimilation. Before approaching the ques-
t1lon of the rectification of thés error, it is first gecessary to emphasise where his Zugd
fundamental, thercetically extrewmemly acute, correctness lies.

State capitalist theories, like that of Cliff, assert not incorrectly that their stron-
gets 'Marixgs' thecoretical card lies in the argument that to conceive of the Stalinist
states created after WW2 as workeers states, degemerated, deformed, or dbhermise, necess—
arily signifies a complete revision of the Marxist theory of the state and the proletarian
revolution which must lead in turn to a complete revision of Marxist revolutionary strat- .
erny. Hpere and when, these theories insistently ask, were the capitalist states smashod,
was the revolutlonary working class, hehagency of this smashing, with its soviets, the
independent democratic organs of this class, the instruments of thss smashing, and conse
quently the new working class state itself in the process of the formatlon of these
‘vorkers states'? Nowhere and at no time, they reply.

The superiority of Wohlforth's,as opposed to Mandel's answer lies in the fact that he
does not gloss over or deny this hisotircal fact, but rather successfully explains it by
am acute utilisation of the dialectical method in the spehereof the Marxist theory of -he
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cate. His snalysis demonstrates in passing that theoreticians like Cliff are capakl: of
tiraning the most profound and decisive achievements of the Marcist method into the most
banal toying with éategofies'ahd_definitions, or in short how the dialectical method is
subject to dialectips‘itéelf,’hqw it can decay, turn inte its opposite: formalisw.

Wohlforth theorestically.grounds. his. argument on Trotsky'séﬁundamental_conception of the
degenerated workerg!staté developed:in most detail.in 'The révOlﬁtiog”betrayedfgfwhich is
stself goindéd in the extension of Marx's theoretical prognosis conerening the fransition
to thte higher stage of® communism ia 'The Critique of the Gotha Programne! and in Lenin's
'state and revolution'. Trostky grapsed that the Stalinist bureaucracy in the USSK was
in TORM = capitalist state apparatus whose basis, whose real CONTENT, still lay in the pro-
gressive production and property relations created by the OCtober revoltuion, Here too,

of courme, froma and content interpenetrate.

}&{yﬂﬁﬁ

The Stalinsit bureaucratic apparatus ig a capitalist state form because it is a sur=-

Bival of capitalist burewaracy drawing its consumption fund, its material privileges, =@

is a caste, from the » - distribution of the surplus product, not directly from its
role in its production. The Tawe of Goviet production are thus not determined by the
antisfaction of the bureaupracy's necessary and luxury cinsumption, as under state capit-
s1ism. This consumption fund forms only a portion of the surplus rpoduct, the production
of which is determed, as Preobrashensky dempnstrated, by the law of primitiwve socialist
accumulation. The vary nature of thes law of the natiocnalised economy necessitates that
the Stalinist bureaucracy plans, directs and controls production and distribution, and is
therefore subjject to this lwa itself. In this respect the Stalinist bureaucrcay is quitse

“ynlike the capitalist state FORM which functdaons on the basis of the law of walue, oulb-’

»

side and alongside production. O the other hand the capitlaist FORM of the state deter-

mines a definite distortion of planned econouly which tends towards the restablishement of

capitalist production.

From this profoundly contradictory character of the Soviet political formation, Whol-
forth deducestheoretcially and established historically that the Stalinist bureuaracy
did not, indeed could not, smash the capitalists states in the puffer countries because in
FORM Fhese state puper-structures were asssmilable to the buszeuacracy itself. ALl that
Wels necessary for the process of structural assimilation at the tevel of the state was
the transofrmatéon of some of its institutions, the grafting on of some new ones, and ite
thoroough pruging to rad it of all elements hostile to the Stalinists, that is tied to
the old capitlast class. At the level of the ecenomy, of course, this prodess had to be
comnplenented by the expropriation of the capitalist class through Wationalisation and the
introduction of Stalinist plenning, thus, Gn toto, creating in Lenin's presiceéent phrase
iy tState and Revolution', a 'bourgecis state without the bourgeoisie’.

Vet beofreo wapitalist property can be expropriated and the capitalist state trans-
Formed in thés particular combined fashion, both must exist in an appropriate social and
political conjuncture. WUt is here that Wohlforth's analysis is both at its most . conc-
rete and where serious difficulties arise. He omits a theoretical treatment of state
capitaliam, firstly, in the period between 19kk-7 in Eastern Burope. Yet the subject can
be dealt with largely in his ouwn words, for his account of the events themselves signpost
the correct theoretical conclusion. Referring th - ‘ .. 7. Hastern
Furope he notes:

tyith individual variations from country to country, it cam be said
thal the Red A,y entered countries in which large sectuons of the capit-
“alist claséfhad either been destroyed or were in flights in which the state
administratien atructure was either almost non-cristent ..or severely weak-
ened and eunderpnned; and which as a general problem in iallied! as well as
laxis' countries, the captlasilt class as a social forces was weak and dis-
credited. The arrival of ihe Red Atmy waas greeted everywherc with revo-
lutionary action of the masses, who on their own initiative seized large
sections of the land a nd factories... This capitalism as a social system
was seriously eroded in these areas, and a deeply revoluionary situation
existed. Dverywhere a large part of the real pow: in the country, espec-
ially Hust prior to the entry of the Soviet #éaris troops, was in the hands
of committees of one sort or another (Mational Libecation ¥Front, Fatherland
Tro bt etc). Wiathin these comniittees, despite the non-working class line
imposed on them, the predominant witkkht of the working class and peasntry
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waz felt. If the Red Army had only protected the area from imperialist
interference (they were really too weak to sertously interfere anyway)
and tolerated a revolution, one would have occurred.. The result would
have been to establish  genuine deomcratic workers states throughout
Bastern Burope - and in faet throughout all of Europe. Had this happened
modern history would have taken a fundamentally different course - the scales
would have really (?) tipped intfavour of revoluiion and the Soviet burecauc-
racy iself would not have lasted more than a short while.

This did not happen, and for this reason today we face sz the danger of tot-
‘al annihilation through unclear war' (59) ‘

Pespite the hint in this passage, taken on its own, of ah under-estimation of the role
of the Marwist party in such an aléernative revoluticnary development, we have to agree
with Wohlforth's assessment of the social and political conjunctura in Bastern Europe in
1945-5,  The weakness of the capitalist class in the entire region was
due bb a cumblnatmon of the .. - - vagaries of war, slave war economym imperialist
plunder in gencral and the collavoration of the local bouggeoisie, elements which varied
" in each country depending on its 'allied' or ‘axis' position efc. In sum, the Stalinist
bureaucrcacy faced a very difficult task in re-establishing stable capitalist regimes in
the area, faced with the collapse of capitalist economy, the flight of the capitalist
class and therevolutionary ferment. The compeletion of this task signified, first, the
reconstriuction and propping up of the sapitalist stae aprratuses which had been either
largely destroyed or had disintegrated in order, second, %o ensure the continued existe.ce
of capitalist production and property relations. These combined takses actually involv:d
considerable nationalistions in the yerars 1944-5, ie long before the process of structursl
assimilation, o fact which Wohlforth alludes to himself:

"it is impoctnat to realise that maticnalisation was simply forced upon
the stalinists because of a combination of the fact that many of the fact-
ories in this whole area were owned by the Germans AND THAT IN ADDITION MANY
FACTORWES WERE SIMPLY SEIZED BY THE WORKERS. THEREFORE EN MANY CASES THE STATE
NATIONALISED A FPACTORY IN ORDER TO TAKE IT OUR OF THE EANDS OF THE WORKERS AND
SOMETIMES EVEN PUT THE OLD CAPITALIST OWHERS BACK IN AS "MANAGERS'. It is alsgo
important to relisge that the state adiminstering these nationalised factories
wag rited by a coalition govermnment onculding the bourgeois perties™ (60)

It was no accident that these intial nationalisations attaided thw widest sweeop
in those contries which suffered most dis-location aad plundering at the hands of the M
Nazis or were countries with large non-German populations:

"In Poland close to 90% (10 of all industry was nationalised within the first
yesr,of 'liberaion’ and Czechoslovakia followed this pattern relatively closely.
~In Hungary, howevr, the banks were not nationalised until Jan 1948, TInterestingly
Germain, writing in 1946, quite correctly pointed out that nationalisation was on

the same lewkd in TMnalnd as it was in Bulgaria and Rumania. Austria was
listed as begng much more nationalised thabh any of these three countries.

As history was to show, both Finland and Austria were to pass into the cap-
italist orbit definitively, while Rumani and Bulgaira were to be transformed
into deformed workers statea¥ (61)

Thus Wohlforth presents a striking account of the evolution of the Fast Buropean
regimes between the period of the entrance of the Red Arisy in 1944/5 and their slruc-
tural ssssimilation in 1947/8. It is an account of the evoltuion of differnet degress
of state ceitalist with Poland and Cozechoslovakia as definite candidates for compleled
state sapiliaist regimes. Ue deomstartes that these regimes grew out of thetremendous
collapse of private capitalism in the area which ievtably gave rise to the revolufionary
mobilisation of the working masses. He further demonstartes that the Stalinst bureauic-
racy impose these elements of state capitalism on state capitalist regimes in a
COUNTER REVOLUTIONARY wanner, designed to crush the revolutionary froms of workers
control  etc, instigated by the m insurgent masses. Yet strikingly Wohlforth never
gived thesc regimes in this period an economic or political characterisation, beyond arg-
uing that they reperesenged phantomullke , very weak, forms of capitlasist rule and
exploitation,

He always remains quite clear about the GAPTITALIST nasute of the regimes up to 1947w8,
and thus grosps that the transformation at the elevl of state superstiructure was decisive
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... the actual period of structural assimilation.

"It is imprtant to emphasise here that this process did not result in most

cases in a formal resumption of rule by a single party. Rather, runp coalitdons
continued of parties that weee cssentially tools of the Stalinists.- The very
real process that occurred was THE DESTRUCTION OF THE INEEPENDENT POLITICAL

ARM OF 'THE RBOUREGOTS AND PETTY BOURGEOLS FORCES IN THE COUNTRY. This was acccn-
panied by the wholesale jailings of the effective leaders and polifcal’

cadres (?) of these partiecs and all those suspected of being their agents within
the state administaation. Thus this political process seriosly pruned back the
social power of the bourgeois elements by effectively eliminating their direct
volce withtin the political supersiructure. This process BY ITSELF would no
more have destroyed the real social rule of the bourgeoiseis THAN THE NATTON?
ALISTIOANS OF THE FARLIER PERIOD HAD DORE...

The completion of the destruction of the economic underpinning of the hourgeois
focres in these countiies did not represent such a dzastic change as the destiuc-
tion of their polifical power. IN MOST OF THESE COUNTRIES, BY 10k7, THE COMME
ANDING HETGHTS OF INDUSTR WERE IN THE HANDS OF THE STATE. THUS THE CRITICICAL
QUESTION WAS IN WHOSE HANDS THE STATE WAS, RATHER THAM THE MOBPING UP OPERATICHN
ON THE REAMINGS OF PRIVATE CAPTTALIST HOLDINGS. Still this period masked(?
conld be'marked''- typist) a renewed natacnalisation drive in those countries
which still had substantial private capitalist operations" (62).

Despite this clear recognition his failure to give a finished theoreticall expression
to the nature of the Fast Furopean regimes between 1944-5 and 1947-8 led to Wohlforth's
downfall in his attempts to get to Brips with the process in Cuba. His analysis was suff=
ciently acute and developed to theoriese the process as expansion of the Stalinist bureauc-
racy along wikh its progressive social foundation AFTER THE PROCESS HAD BEEN COMPLETELLD.

T the midst of the Cuban process, howver, which had inspired him to grapple with the '
problem in the first placem his analysis broke down. This is a meriocus criticism of a
Marxist whose task it ism after all, to dntervene in the historical process, in the present,
on a golid theoraétical foundation in order tereby to shape the fulure. The importantce

of his theoretéial ommission beocemes obvious, although it must ne said in his dellence

that we now have Lhe same advantage in relation to Cuba as he had with the buffer countkies.

Cnee agein, however, Wohlforth had already provided the soluttion to his own
probkem, in a raw, unfifiished, theoretical form.  He argued with great force that af the
distinct natdonal process;gf strucural assimilation were grasped in their unity, in thoir
historical order of develbpment, then no insurmountable problems arose in the anaylsis off
each successive case. He could not apply his own method to the Cuban case bacuse it posed
the question of state capitlaism as a stage point-blamk, add ha had not theorised =he
stage of state capitalism in the process in general, and further in the forms in took :n
Yugoslavia, Albania nad China,

‘Hé adduced that strucutral assimilation took plase in China between 1952-6, and that
in 1949 the military vistozy of the Stalinists signified that:

- Myhile much of industry was taken over in the period immediately following the
coming to power mfxihe BECAUSE IT [AD BEEN DESERTED BY THE BOURGEOISIE, there
remained substantiel bourgeois holdings throughout the country. Mao himself
proclaimed in 1949: 'Our policy is to restrict capitlism and not to eliminate
it...!' The importanve of these capitalist holdings can only be understood
within the framework of the existence pf a bourgeois state apparatus over
large sections of China and the CCP's policy of rule threugh a coalition
government, even if the bourgeois representative within this coalition were
gquite weak. Tt was this in the inter-connection of these various levels of
hourgeois influence that the bomrgeoises continued to k& have influence in
China in this period’ {6%)

Althovgh o _ the ehkements of state capitalism were not in existence, as for exauple in
Poland or (zechoslovakia, and thus it would seem to be incorrect to characterise China as
state capitlaist as such in the year 1949-52, the general line of development is clear enoug

Ag in Yugosiavia and Albania, the indéegouns Chinese stalinists had created a poasunt
based army which deafeated the pro~imperialists Chinese forces, and thus prepared the '
popund for the later process of. strucutral assimilaticn, all without the decisive military
intervention of the Red Army. The Cuban case only differs from thse in one fundamental
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espect, which Wohlforth would have rerasped lmmediately if only he had theorised the .

state capitalist stsge common, to this or that degree, to them all. It was not tae Stal-
inists but the petit bourgeois nationalist duly 26th Movement, led by Castro, which formed
aguerrila army based largeyy on the prasantry and which, with more oi less passive supp-
ort from the Cuban workéng class, overthrew US imperialismis Batista regime in revolution-
ary fashion in 1959. Castop's wovement did not smahs the capitalist state, which was
very. wealk, but pruged and re-organised it thereby actually broadening its socilal base eund
strneghtening its institutions. '

The July «6th Movement had no anti-capitalist programme and non anti-capitalist intan=-
tions. Yet in 1960 vnder the pressure of mass desertion of Cuban and American bouregoisg
and a trade beyeot: by US imperialism, CAstro was keft with no option but to respond with
& programme of wassive nationalisations in both the industrial and argicultural sectors.
332 major enetvpises and banks were nationlaised, including the American owned Telephone
Co, which was worth #800 willion, and 36 sugar mills and refineries,alongside expropri..
ation of the latifundists. 1960 threrefore swa the creatuon of a failr developed state
sepitalist repime in Cubajp not the creation of a degencrated workers state: that required
other social forces than the July 26th movement.

 In essence this revokubionary process carrying through approximately to 1962 was one
of a bouggeois revolution, a struggle for Cuban naticnal liberation against US imperialism,
analagous, invonically enough, with the American war of indpendence in the 18th zantrur,

 directed against English colonialism. It was no accident that Castro expounded the radical

ideas of .the American revolution in oppositdoh T 6 American imperialism. Indeed, from one
angle, tje .Cuban pational state capitalist regime was analagous to the 'state-ist' and

state capitalist elements in the national capitalist economies in the epoch,of'ppimitive
capitlist accomulation, in the epich of 'classical' bouregois revolutions. These elem:ents
wre historice!ly progressive. because they served to ™ - spur on the deevlopment of th:
nationaligskx ¢ omitalist economips. But Cuban state T capitalismn arse
aot in the ep.ch of pramitve capitlist accumulation, but in the epoch of imperialism.

As a congequnic its state capitalism was much .. - more pronounced due to the

insuperable obstacles it face inthe already deweloped nature of world capitalist ‘eceoniy.
Ta its degree: 8f statification and its national isolation, Cuban ‘'capitalism in one
sountry® was veactionary. Tts porgessive and reactionary sides weee inexiricably combined,
if had not future, it was purely a conjunctural regime. Clearly the Cuban development

was tied in with the povcess of permanent revolution.

_r,Its_lifé SPpan would have been very short once the USA broke off trade reltaions in mide
1960, if it bad remaired economically isolated. This at least was what the imperialists

‘calaculated, hut they reckoned without the heroism of the Cuban masses and, most decisevely

in the event, withicut the Stalinist bureaurcacy and the degenerated workers states. Tor
Cuban state capitalism did not remain ecenomically isolated.  In fact none of the pos-war
state capitleit repg mes approximate to completed state capitalism in this dscisive respect.
They were all conkunctural regimes which orgginated, it is true, with a decisive econvmic
rupture with imperialism, but not thereby with the world division of labour and market,

for these are not identical. The economic ties with imperialims wewe replaced with ties
with the USSR and, later, other degenerated workers states, themselves part of the

orld economy.

~ The USSE and China bought the Cuban sugar which US imppriaiism had blockaded. The USSR,
in particular, provided credits, techincal aid, machinery and, of coursen ill-starred
military 'aid'. TIndeed all these meadures were totally inadequate gearcd as they
werem not to the developiient of the Cuban economy but to the interests of the stalinist
bueaucracy. Nonetheleas without it Cuban statecapitalism could not have survived, lot
ailnne grown -s it iid in the years betlween 1960 and 1965. !

Ultimiatoly, howver, just like the state capitalist regimes in Fastern Buopre in 1947,
taced with rie pressure of resurgent Aulerican imperialism, there was only three possile
alternatives their independent development was out of the question. '

1) Defeat at the hands of imperialism, with he resultung. destruction of statified economy.
2) Working <lass vevélution and the sbtablishment of a workers state.

3) Structure’. assimilatdon.

T, all the dogenerated workers states the third possibility was realisedy itself an acute
expression of the ciris of revolutioary treadership. ‘ '

From 1962 the Stalinist bureaucracy, especeally the Soviét bureaucracy, had ever reason
militarily, —conomic and political, to strategically apsimilate Cuba, However, such things
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are not acliieved at the drop of a hat or of a nuclear missile. Not least of the bueac=
racy's problems was the weaknese of the Cuban stalinists who were completely discredited
by their passive support of Batista and suffered attacks at the hnads of the Castmists
alt the very time $f the matioanlisation of American property.

In:9161,1963 and 1965, the Cuban stalinists, materially aided by their Soviet brethren,
made successive attempts to comstruct a unified, monolithic, Stalinist apparatus with a
fikm groap on the state, in 1965 with the formation of the Cuban Coomgnist Party, they
vwere on the orad to victory. The failure to scundly base the - Integrated Beveol-
utionary Organisation in 1961 and the United Revolutionary S cialist Party in 1963 grew
out of the contradictions involved in assimilating the July 26th Movenient which had largely
lost its peasant base and become firmly rooted in the capitalist state apparatus. The w -
whole Bf this apparatus could not be assimilated. It would appear that its successful .om-
pletion combined elements of the destruction of bouregois political parties, the unification
with the social decomracy, and to rooting out of sympathisers from the state apparaius
of the process in Eastern Europe. Until 1965, the decisive step on the road in this
nrocess, stuctural assimilation, could not hape begun.

I, 1968 Cstro launched the 'Greal Revolutionry Offensive’, culminating in the natico-
alisation of trade and services. This may not have been very importnat economically; if
this is correct, then it forms an eleient common to the process of strucutural assine
ilation in many countries, as Wohlforth noted: '

"More significant were steps taken to BESTROY THE SOCIAL POWER OF THE PEITY
BOURGEOTS CLASSES. These included the virtual takeover of wholesale trade
and the takeeover of a large section of retail trade" (64)

In a highly provisapnsla conclusion open to the verification of the results of further
investigation, it could be argued that the process of structural assimilation took place
between 1965 and 1968. A feature which obscures the whole prosess if the continuity of
Castro's leadership, ¥ his transformation into a Stalinist. There is, however, another
side of this cofin which the Cuban stalinists have attempted to bury beneath a mountain
of les add pleasant wyths,: the removal from office of Che Guevama in 1965, The aquestio
deserves atiention.

Consgequentaly we must draw the conclusiou, conkrary to that of Westoby in his supcr.
ficial discussion of the Cuban events which ends up back in the very 'Pabloism' Wohlforth
was combatting, that Wohlforth and the SLL were correct at the time (196%7) to see Cube
as a capitalist state of 'a special type'. Once again, howver, they failed to draw the
necessary conclusions from this essentially negative charactermsation. Absurdly, the VRP
5till holds this position -today. But what does Wohlforth think?

1f he had grasped theoretically what was specific to Cuba and the significance of «
stete capitalist, state-ist, stage in the ppocess of the posté-war expansion of Stalinism
in general, he would Bave grasped in 1961~3%, the time of writing of 'The Throeyr of Struc-
turla Assimilation’ the significance of the Stalinist mancevures of those years. As a
consequence he would have been able to firmly : counterpose the proletarian revolution
ond the smashing of the Cuban capitalist state to either the gictory of American imper:alism
or the counter-revolutionary popcess of strucutral sssimilation, of the rise of the
Stalinist bursaucracy to power.. '

The advantages of the solution presented here are obvious. Firsty it does not
appear Lo violate the course of historical events iteslf. Second, nor does it viola&e
the Marxist conception of the state or of the essentail role of an internatinnal revol-
utionary working class party. The July 26th Movement did not, could not, overthrow canit-
~lism “: or smash the capitalist state; the Stalinist bureaucracy did, and could, achi-ve
che fermer, but not the latter. This peculiar fact common to the process of structura’
assimilation in general is az striking confirmation of the correctness of the Trotskpis®
programme of Por political revelution in the degenerated workers states. -

Programmatic Conclusions
2 S Lo

On many occaisions, Marx pointed out that Bourgeois political revolutions were com-
bined, limited, xemapitakukiwmexyx recapitalutions of the bourgeois SOGIAL revolution. justh
like the latterm the former involved the transfer of the bureaucratic state apparatus
from one pair of hands to another, from one faction of the political representatives
of the bourgeoisie to another, factions which themselves usually represented
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andifferent fraciions of the capitalist class. The victorious party, of course, always

placed its own men in the key positions in the state apparatus, replacing thosd of the
~dateated. The bureaucratic machine and its privileges was the spolls of the victeor,

Tt must ncw be absurdly clear that the PROLETARTAN POLTTCAL REVOLUTION in the USSR
will be a combined, limited reeapitulation of the proletarian SOCIAL revolution of Octcber
1947, and ite social results. DBut the proletarian revolution is distinguished from the

. bourgeois: revaiution , at the level of the political superstructure, by the fact that
the former smashes while the latter lays hands on theold bureaucratic state machine. A
similar distirction must be drawn between the prolteraian and bourgeois political revold
tions. ‘Preciszly because the Stalinist bureeaucratic state apparatus is a capitalist state
in form, arisiig out of the political expropriation of the working class, 1t must be
SMABHED. in the political revolution.

Concretelyy the Tortskyist programme for the USSR leads directly to thms same prac-
tical conclus” om: the establishment of svoiets as independnet orgens of wolnking  fio e
class strugglec,the exclusion of the Stalinist burcaucracy from the Soviets, the freeing
of the trade vnions frow the bureaucracy, the arming of the Soviets, the insurrection
bused on the roviets and organised by the Trotskyistsparty, add the establishment &%

Ccomwlete soviel power as the form of the workers state. Yot this is not the manner in
which Trotsky nosed the guestion theoretically in “The Revolution Betrayad':

Tn order better to understand the character of the present S viet -
Union, let us make two different hypotheses about its future. Let
us assume first that the Sovést bureaucracy is overthrown by a revo-
lutionary party having all the attributes of the old Bolshevism,
enriched moreover by the workd experience of the present period.
Such a party would begin with the restoration of democracy in the
trade unions and Soviets. It would be able to, and have to, restoere
freedom of Soviet parties. Together with the mass, and at their
head, it would carry out a RUTHLESS PURGATION OF THE STATE APP-
ARATTIS"  (65) ‘

and

" Tf to adopt a second hyptohses - a bourgeois party were to over-

throw the ruling Soviet caste, it would find no small number of ready scre-
vants amongst the present bureaucrats, administrators, technicians,
directors, parly secretaries and priveleged upper circles in general,

BUT A BOUREEOIS RESTORATION WOULD PROBABLY HAVE TO CLEAN OUT FIWHER

PEOPLE THAN A REVOLUTIONARY PARTY. THE CHIEF TASK OF THE NEW POWER

WOULD BE TO RESTORE PRYVATE PROPERTY IN THE MEANS OF PRODUCTIONT (66)

This secord hypothesis is striking! It is a ¥% formulation of the theoretical pogse
ibility of EXiCTLY THE OPPOSITE RROCESS TO THAT OF STRUCTURAL BSSIMILATION! Because tle
Sgalinist burcaucratic state apparatus is capitalist in form, the BOURGEOLS SOCTAL
COUNTER-REVOT! TION would NOT have to SMASH it but purge it. Iss main task wolld be the
destruction o the production and property relations, whose origins lay in the October
revolution. '

This form-lation, on its own, is a marvellous theoreticaly confirmation of Wohlforth's
basic methodlcgical and conceptual insight. But if Trotsky is oprrect, and the conplete
wrocess of st actirael assimilataeon itself is in turn a striking confirmation that he is,
if the Marixs.  theory is to be maintained, then the fact that the bourgeoisie would not
have to smash the Stalinist state leads inexorably to the conclusicn that the working
class must do so on the road to socialism. In & other words, the working class pol-
itical revolv ion is not simply a question of purging a state apparatus which ig fundi-
mentally ¥ -etained, One may be sure in advance that some ! rotekysitt! will attemp:a
to use this fermulation, against the whole spirit of the Trotskysit programme and Trotsky'd
conception, an & justification for a progmamme of poljtical reform in the USSR.- '

The Sovie: political revolution will be a true recapitaluatdon of the October Revoiutie
Thrat the old bureaucratic machine will be smashed, only THEN will some of the old fun.-
rionaries, cz efully and ruthlessly sclected and controlled by the masses and the revolu-
tionary party be utliised by the workers state to the. degree that such measures are ‘
unavoidable. :



