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AMENDMENT TQ STATE OF THE UNIONS

. . : ' Berevin‘Bradley
"1, ~ Page 4, last Paragraphx,ifirst sentence, which reads "Capitalizing'bn the relative
quiescence of NEP, the labor leaders have gone further than at any time in the past
- to hold down militancy, originally a general move to the right by the bureaucracy.” -

© . Replace with: The response to the heightened inflation and the end of the NEP has
been uneven, Some unionx leaders are willing to lead strikes, like the mdx new leaders
of the Amazgamafed Clothine Workers, who fresh from the Farah victory called the- frest -

- strike in. 50 years, This was £ after the wildcat strikes in Allentown, Philadelvhia and Mew"

York that followed the last contract settlement showed the ranks no,longerwwanted to

_ tolerate the low wage position that resulted from the policy of submitting wages to
artibration. The Building Trades leaders have been quite willing to go for the traditional-
slogan of Gompers '"More, More" while coming up with no real answer to the spread of the-
open shop- contractors and the continued challenge of Blacks and Latins trylny to pet into
the trades, -

- - Pﬂnlace last sensénce on Page 4 which reads "A,voluntary tri- part1tue arrangemnnt L
similar to the Construction Industry Stabilization Committee (CISC) was set up in the food
-distribution industry with the enthusiastic participation of the Retail Clers, IBT,
end Amalgamated Meat Cutters, in aﬂt1ulpat10n of the end of controls LA ) S

Replace with: "In the retail food industry a’voluntary—Joint Labor 'tanagement. Committee

was set up between the Retail Clerks,: IBT and Amalgamated “teat Cutters along with top -
menagement of the union chains and the former "public" representative of the Governments
Food-%age and Salary Committee undertheCost of Living Council, The Committee is working
towards productivity bargaining, the end of union whinsawing between regions;;the

- the cutting down onlocal union autonomy. by having top union bureaucrats:impose settlements.

It was nursemaicded by Federal Mediator Usery since the food industry had the highest
rate of inflation (of course caused by exports, not food worker wages) and if the
_committee works it may serve as a class collaborationist nrecedent for other industry.
It is also very important because it sets the political xm climate among food store
~workers the United Farm Vorkers have to work with on the boycotts.

Usery, coming from the Machinists, has revived the office of R Federal Mediator
and has intervesed in many strikes, In Evansville, Indiana at Whirnool he got the TUE
leaders to put.forward his draft contraet to the ranks which they accented, even though
their officers opposed it. Usery has developed the neutral mediator ploy to a high art
and.many labor bureaucrats are more than happy to go along. Class struggle unionists
must step up-their efforts to expose the role of government mediatéon and its aim

- of maintaining labor\peace for what it is. B}

2Add to naqe 6 between 2nd and Srd Paragraphs. Though in .some ways more working people
than im many years are against the Democrats as well as Rﬁpub11cans as being corrupt
politicians, it would be false to say that Labor Party sentiment is really on the rise, -
The Democratic Party- is not really seen as the enemy, as a viscious strike breaking .-
force, nor is it seem as being unresronsive to_ labor which is coming under the hlows

of the bosses attacks and needs. hedp., It is possible that some liberal Democratsimay come
out for a Iimited form of the right to strike fpr public workers, wielding new support for
the Democratic Party on the part ‘of the officers and ranks of unions like AFSCME,

The Labor Party slogan remains then mainly educational, as we cannot pronose org§n121ng _

commlttﬂes for a Labor Party at this time. Publicatiens we are involved in should -

. raise the need for 2 Labor Party when explaining the boss nature of ths Democrat$ and
Republicans, for we are-mainly interested now is educating class struggle militants .~
in the need for such a party. This, however, does #not preclude caususes or a few locals
‘running independent campaigns in furtherance of the- orgaplzlnp effcrts. ‘
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Pradlay faendment Stats of lnions », 2

3. Page 7, insert between 2nd and 3rd Paragraph: The CP is the strongest "left" group in
the unipms. Today it is quite undiscinlined, for example, in auto some (Pers are in .

the UNC while others support the Auto Uowrkers Rank and File Committee which voted for
Woodcock. Today the CP is tending to build its groups around itself, like the National Steel -
Workers Rand and File Committee and its- corresponding CP dominated groups in the many

miills around the country the CP is in. The CP is based in mors unions and has considerable
more experisnce and Black and Latin members than- any other group on the left. It 1is

involved withthe ILGHWU retirees in New York, and in the Ama;gamated Clothing YWorkers,

the Mine Mill section of the Steel Workers, the ILWU, the UE, Meat Cutters, Teachers,

1199, District 65 Distributive Workers, Shoe Workers and many other unioms. Its attachment

to Moscow and the other Stalinist countries is xk still a liability but sometimes an asset,
such as when the company gets orders from Eastern Europe, and because of the existence -
of "the land of soccialism'. The CP lacks the dynamism of the younger groups like the

Maoists, but still has considerable strength. It supports Black Democrats liek' Coleman

Young while calling for independent political action. It speaks of class struggle.

unionism and votes for Leonard Yoodcock, Some bureaucrats it supportss because they-

are for detente with Stzlinist Russia. CPers are capable of anti-capitalist rhethotic

-and of race baiting opponents c¢n the left, and (P bureaucrats are a particular

spacies of "progrea51ve bureautrat" we haV° to dezl with in places. T

4, Replace 4th Paragrnah on wﬂge 9 on' the two wings of the labor ﬁureaucracy with: xkaxfaiXew
The internatinel unions represent a coutinuum of policy between outright class collab-- -
oration and struggle, though as yet there is not union under a consistent class struggle
leadership. At the left if the UFY and the UMYA, Their leaders actually organize and mk
mobilize the ranks and the unorganized. In many ways they are more advanced politically than

‘most of théiér members, but at times try to cool strikes and enforce contracts. Since all

other unions are so bureaucratic and th rank and filemovement is so weak, they inevitably
turn to unions like theUAY for help, The UMW took tlie almost unyeard of step of supporting
Joseph Morrisey for election aga*nsL the incombent of the ¥ Natinmmal Nar1t1m° Unlon,
something nome of the regular AFL-CI0O heads whould ever do. : : -
. Next on the political specfurm ~omes the unions lead by "progr4551ve” bureaucrats
often of a CP and less often of an SP background. These include District 65.Distriubtive
Yorkers, 1199 Hospital Yorkers, Unitad Bleciwical, and Mine Mill of Steel Workers, Meat -
Cutters, ILWU, and ex Sccial Demccrats :iike Hareld Gibbons and Don Peters of the IBMT/
Whese officials are like the *“'left'" labor leaders in Britain Hugh-Scanlon of the Engineers
and Jack Jones of the Transport tokkers, They often scund good on Chile, civil rights and
psace (often pro-tsctow) but sign poductivity deals, But at times they will call strikes
foi political reasons and have much more i of an ideological appeal to their rank and file, -
Next come the social unicns, such &s the former-CIO unioms UAY and CVA, and AFSCME and
the Machinists, The officials of these uni Jn, aunnoruec McGovern and shun Jackson, They
like to x give money to the fzrm workers an? the black officials are active in the CBTH
and women officials in CLUW. Scmetimes AFSCNE for example comes into genuine conflict with
the AFL-CIO over Central Labcwy Councils and State Feds backing up their more conservative
rival the Service Employees (SEIUj in jurisdictional fights and in making deals with

- Democratic office holders, But AFSCMe is in the €calitin of -American Public Employees = _

(CAPE) with the NEA and the Fire Fighters, which orometes the Clay-Perkins Bill which onens

the option of the unins ckcosing either binding arbitration -or strikes and which exp11c1tly
allows public agencies to get 1nfunct ons. Recently the State Feds of North Carolina,

Texas and Ohio came under tiie lead of some fairly dynamic leaders of the old social

unionist typel The otlier wing is tht lead by Meany and Shanker. It is based on the ILGWH,

and the Amalgamted Clothig Workers in ailiance with parts of the bailding trades [continuue]
To top of page 10 after partial paragraph ndd: They are in opposition to the mainstream

of the Second Internatipn3l where they are in alliance with the Israsli Labor Party. They

-cppose cooperatin between the SPs and the CPs as in Chile vhere they supported Frei and in

_ France where they supported- D*Estaing. They oppose detente and any cooreration with

the state unions of the Stalinist countries, They are heaviiy involved with the CIA
through the American Institute for Free Labor Development, as was Beirhe of the CWA



Bradley Amendment State of the Unions p. 3

[Before CLUW and CBTU page 10) At the far XXX rlgﬁt of the union spectrum. are the Teamsfers
even though they have a contrdictory character since they do organize more werkers
“than the whole AFL-CIO. Also there are unions like the Operating Engineers that are

more.-a job trust than a union,-and the United Garment Yorkers; more a company union than

a real union. Unions like the Dlstlllery Marlers and the Toamste rs-subsidiary the Laundrv
Workers are racket 1nfected’as are miscelareous other AFL-CIO locals. -

5. Page 10, last Paragraph, CBTU and CLUY. Replace with: The cisis and the nressures from -
the social movements-of the 1966's also helped spur blacksx and women-labor leaders. who
organized the Coalition of Black® Trade Unionists (CBTU ) and CLWY. The CBTU is made up of
black union officals and many uniion activits onk the steward level. It is a continuation
of the Civil Rights push, but since the Black movement is at a low ebb it is not leadlng
eny real struggles nor pulling the ranks into it., It arose among those Black union leaders
wanting to support McGovern. It plans to run Blacks for union leadership, a uk policy .
which is violently opposed by the Shachtmanites. Also it will not necessarily go along

- with COPE endersements if it feels they go against whit it sees as the needs of the Black
_ community. The top leaders of the CBTY such as.Charlie Hayes of the.Meat Cutters and.

-Bill Lucy of AFSCME are already quite high in the union movment and are not mx motivated
simply by desires to move higher--neither aie many of

the stewards. They are concerned for exanle to mitigate the 1mpact of the energy zixxx
crisis and unemployemtn on Black workers by woerking with the £ Black Congressional Caucus
-whose members are coming under AFL-CIO pressure not #m to do anything special for Blacks
because that would be racism in reverse, Both the CBTU and CLUW are much more the result
of both their leaders and base's comcern with the real issues affecting Blacks and Vomen,
and not simply the result-of the leaders desires to move ahead. Reformism is st111 alvve

- in the labor movement and cannot ba reduced simplyg to x careerism. :



" Ammendments to " Decline of U, S. Imperialism"
Amﬁendment #l-- Eliminate ¥, 3, Fara 1-é, and replace with:

The pést-war stability Véf western capitalism was erssentialiy a function of the enhanced
role of state intervention in capital accumulation-and the use of Keynesian techniques
to level off the business cycle. ONe of the central forms of state intervention, particu-
larly for the U.S., was arms expenditures. I

In the post-werld war II period, Marxists -and non-marxists alike saw a problem in-
herent in the rapid investment in plant and machinery. For Marxists, the problem
was one of production, not consumption. If this investment,. which was. stimulated by -
domestic and foreign need for consumer and producer goods, did not increase product-
ivity rapidly enough then the rate of profit would fall. Without a rapid in¢réase of =

~ labor productivity, the mass of supplus val ue would not increase fast encugh to justify -

the increase in the investment. A fall in the rate of profit would then call for an
jdling of plant and machinery with a consequent depression. : ‘

The prosperity of the period from 1950-70 was an expression of the fact that this
problem iniherent in the rapid expansion of plant and machinery was not allowed to L
materialize, ~The central method employed was the unparalled role of gov'* inter-’
ventionin fostering the accumulatoin of capital and in leveling out the business cycle.
{ see " The Theory of the FAE ~~ a Critique).  These efforts were successful { more
so in Europe than in the U,S.) until the late '60's when the average rate of profit '
fell significantly and recovered (in the U. S, ) only as a re sult of three years of Nixon's
NEF. In the period of the boom, the government socialized many of the costs of a

" growing economy. Profits from overseas investment increased from 10% to over 20%
of domesticly earned profits. The west european economy was penetrated and exploited
E simpi')} by minting dollars, thus providing a huge subsidy to the US economy and an
temporary easing of US inflation by diverting it abroad, partially, Productivity was
increased with new technology paid for by tzx rebates, borrowed money which generated
a gigantic national debt, and by subsidies to research.

A special case of the overall strategy of the capitalist state was a form of gov't spend-
ing especially characteristic of US imperisalism~-~ arms expenditures. For US imperx--
ialism this form of gov't expendture play:d a role disproportionatly larger than for 7
" other capitalist countries becasue of US imperialism's need to maintain its military
hegemony. ) '

If we consider only advanced western capitalism, arms expenditures have accounted
for as much as 25% of all gov't expenditures in 1955, and 7, 2% of GNF in 1953. But
these expenditures were heavily concentrated in the Us. o

However, since the Korean war, the trend has been for arms pruchases to become an
increasingly smaller percentage of both gov't expenditures and of GNP, Nevertheless,
with defense .purcharses at $40 billion in 1972, only 4% of US Gross private income

- ( see Bradley, "Devclopments in Fost WWIT Capitalism", p.35), the arms economy
continues to provide an instrument of considerable importance in the smoothing out of

° fluctuatins in the business cycle and thus avoidance of crisis,



“assistance in capital accumulation, namely that while arms expenditures, like police,
‘government bureaucracy, advertising, ‘etc. help level off the cycle, they at the same -

N 7 P . 7 7 ]
But though arms expenditures serve ‘the function of other gov't expenditures, they have
a marked relative disadvantage compared to other forms of gov't aid, particularly to

" time constitute a huge overhead cost ofproduction tocapitalism and thus serve in the

long run to reduce the capital available for capital accumulatom. :

Thus the long ~-run effect of arms spending may be nogatwe, as opposed to direct gov’t
assistance to capital accumulation. The greater demand for basic materials and
essential components created by arms purchases creates an inflationary trend Whlch -
alfects all non-military uses of these items. Countries such as Germany and Japan - -
which have far smaller defense budgets can, ‘at least for a time, undersell countries
with 1arge m111tary budgets. In addition, by avoiding a depresssionj arms expenditures
like cornplementary {noni-productive) gov't expenditures protect inefficient investments.

- This retards the drive to increase productivity which is 1mportant both for meetmg

human néeds with less labor time and for 1nternat1ona1 competition,

But despite the relatlve dlsadvantages of arms producuons, the needs of US :r.mpenahst
hegemony 1mpose this forrn of gov't expend1ture perrna.nently upon US capitahsm.

'Ine essential Contradictions of capitalism are therefore expre ssed inthe post-war '
period in the form of the contradictions and limits of gov't expenditure -~ of gov't-
Key*lesz.a.n 1n“ea'vent10n in the economy, ( see D, M., ""The PAE Economy, a Critque)

Ammendment #2 -- Eliminate p. 6, Para. 4—7, and replace with: o
The role of capitalist 1mper1allsm contmues in the post-war world in even helghteqed
form, and'is in principle consistent with Lenin's central thesis-- that since capitalism -
is-an international system, capital is exported to areas of maximum profltablhty, trans-
cending’at'a certain state all national barriers and giving rise to the phenomen of cap~
italist imperialism, :

But in the post-war penod the form in which this imperialism is experienced cha.nged
drastically., The absolute hegemeny of US imperialism, and the relatively low wages
and high profitability of the European post-war economy resulted in a shift of capital
exports to the European economy and away from (relatively) the traditional colonial
investments. As a result, US imperialism's profits now come overwhelmingly from 7
capital expoi'ts to Europe 'rather than in the colonies ( with the exceptlon of oil).

- After 1918, the share of forelgn investment cf older 1mper1ahst countries began to K

decline., That of the US increased rapidly. By 1960, almost two-thirds of all capital export
exports was made by the US. ( US share in 1914 had been 6%) (Magdoff, Age of imperlal-
ism", p. 5%. ]

Unlike classic imperialism, the direction of capital flow was now toward western

Europe. The European share of US investment in manufacturmg grew frem 24% ‘o
40% between 1950 and 1966, ( Magdoff, p. 59). -The weakened character of European



cap1tahsm made possible a US penetratmn that gave the US greater strena{h as an
imperialist nation, As Lenin pointed out, imperialism-- whose most important feature
- is monopoly capitalism-- has many faces. In different historical circumstances, the
“monopoly essense manifests itself in ‘'conditional and relative"ways. In 1916, there

- were equal capitalist rivals {with England first among peers), competing in a territorial
division of the world, But WWII destroyed thls "equallty“ and Us. 1mper1a11st expolou:-
ation of Zurope became possﬂqle.

The flew of US caplta.l abroad ha.s shown no tendencyitb decline. BEtweeﬁ 1949'8.}1& 1969

foreign'investment as a percent of domestic investment has varied erratrca.lly but .shown

on the whole an upward trend ( see Bradley, op.cit., p. 4l), On the other hand, profits
on foreign investment as a percent of domestic non- flnanc1a1 prof;u;s rose. steadlly be-
- tween 1950 and 1965, from 10% ta 21%. (Ma.gdoff p. 183) - ,

But the threat to the US rate of proﬁt was such that rehance upon 1mper1a11st exple*t- i
ation was only one means of bolstering that rate of profit. The maintanance of US .
hegemony, the defense of US imperialist investment abroad, produced the necesbity for -
a perma.na.nt and mas sive ( though currently dechmng) level of arms expend1tures

“This "nechanr::m of arms spendmg not cmly prov;des a de.Fense, for 1mper1a11sm, but
also serves, as part of the larger role of the state interzention in. combatting, in the
short-rum, the tendency of the rate of profit to fall, since arms investment, in the shoxt-
run, can cushion the cycle and thus prevent a collapse in the rate of profit, With perm-
anent arms spending, this cushion takes the form, in the US, of proudmg a floor to ~ 7
1nvebtment as l:he latter fluctuates in basic industry,
The arms economy does not repi:esent anew epoﬂch of capitalism replacihg the imper-
ialsit one., "Rather, arms expenditures, as one special aspectﬁofg;:the new level of state
intervention in economy, supplement the increasing return of overseas profits in the
multi-faceted struggle of the ruhng class to combat the tendency of the-rate of profit
to fall, :

. 7 R o David Miller

VT _



'INTRODUCTION AND BRIEF MOTIVATION FOR AMENDMENT TO MIKE P. DOCUMENT -- DF

b ¥hat follows is put forward as a substitution for section II of Mike P,'s
~ document, "The Rise of the Bureaucratic Class". In the NAC discussion of
4 . the draft ¢d of this amendment, the position put forwerd here was suppprted
F; _ by KM and JG. MD agrees with some parts, in particular .the discussion of
the Russian Revolution, but differs with other.parts pertaining to Stalinism
- and ¢ underdevelopment and will put forward further amendments. My intent
- - 18 to outline an analysis of the origins of Stalinism along lines which I
believe to be cleser to that developed in the literature of our tendency
: _ - than that put forward by Mike P, Obviously no attempt to be comprebensive
N is possible, but I have tried to indicate what the main. issues and the
: main line of the developmantl of Stallnism are. s : .

4’“’\

] I would like to state briefly the reason for prop051ng a complete substitu-
= . _ %lon for this section of Mikefs document (a document which on the whole is
s " - i extremely valuable in beginning a re-statement and application of our the-
- - ory to contempurary Stalinism and its crisis). The reason for the substitu=
o tion is that Mike, in his Chapter II, introduces & new point of view which
= ‘s I believe- tc be unnecesgsary and wrong. Without saying so explicitly, Mike's
discussion is.based on‘:the view that Stalinism is a product of, or a response
" to, econouic mderdevclapment° In fact, this is built into the way in which
he poses ‘the questionb'be inning “With the question of bourgeois revolution
in the qnderdevelopeﬁ?éﬁﬁ' f%g “in abstraction the possibility of verious
social elepenis in. the e eocieties cohering themselves into a new class,
] In fact this is.nct where the class origins of Stalinism lie, and in uy
- view such an approach cannot help leading to serioms distortions in our:
ana;ysis of the crisis of Stalinism where it is most crumial: i.e. where
it holds powor as .a dequOPed social formation in iﬂdustrxallzed countries,

There is no doubt that, partially for reasons I get into in my section on

" Stalinism, national liberation and underdevelopment, the question of. the
role of Stalinism in underdcveloped countries is a big focus of discussion
today. Do Stalinist ruling clawses in underdevéloped countries lay the
“basis for socialism? Are they carrying through a bourgeois revolution, as =
state capitalist theorists believe? Are the y socially progressive? Per-
haps because these topics are sources of so much debate and confusioh on
the left today, Mike poses his discussion of the bureaucratic class in terms
of underdevelopm=nt. But as a theoretical adaptation, this is all wrong. -
The possibility of a n2w, exploitative ¢ non-capitalist ruling class in the
world today flows from the decay of capitalism, not from undefdevelopment,
In fact both Stalinism and underdevelopment are products of this decay, an
idea which my substitutc amendment re-integxates into our analysis.

It is also my view tnat the logic of Mike's approaeh leads to.a conception -
S . which makes it 1mp0351ble to explain Stalinism or the rise of the bureau- -
. cracy at all. This can be cgen in the serious weaknesses in Mike's dis- -
e cusslon of the origins cf the bureaucracy in Russia. For on 8 thing, Mike
{. .5~ tries to describe this process without in any way taking up the gy
o - political ssruggle in the Bolshevik Party (which he reduces to only a few
bare ebstractions about the bureaucracy shifting between other classes as
it smashed them), In this respect Mike is following the loglc of Chris
< . Harman's pamphlet, but taking it one step further, in that Harman mentions
g 3 the Left Opposition c¢nly to characterize it as essentially irrelevant be~ -
e ' cause of the impossibility of working class industrialization within a
Y single country. Mike, going a step further, barely mentions it at all.

Abother example of the difficulties with Mike's approach is his,qémplete )
e mis characterization of the meaning of Socialism In One Country as promulgated




2 - Introduction to Amendment (DF)

in 192k, He states it to mean "the country was to be organized to indus-
trbalize as rapidly as possible”, Surely Mike himself does not really be-~
lieve that this was announced in 1924} %& If this.were true, the ‘whole- -
struggle of the Left Opposition - which demanded industrislization -
would be incomprehensible., Small wonder that Mike doesn't mention it} -
Along the same lines and the same logic, Mike comes very close to the—#
statement that the Soviet Union had ceased to be a workers! state by 1924
("The victory of...the slogan "Sociallsm in one country' meant the ef-
fective end of working class social rule") -- p.II-6), which indeéd If )
would have had to be the case if Socialism In One Country in 1924 had the
‘same content as the policies of the 1930's. From that point of view, the
Left Opposition which fought inside the Bolshevik Party, on an explicitly
reform program, would be not a working class force but objectively a ¥ing
oF the bureaucratic class. (Many of these ideas were in Tact put forward
in 1969 by Chris Hobson and myself-when we in fact wrote a document at- -
. tempting to explain Stalinism as a response to underdevelopment). Although- -
-I strongly doubt that Mike holds any of these views, it is hard to see how
- these conclusions can be avoided from his discussion, What I hold to in
- this amendment is the view that it was not economic developmﬂnt pcl;cy
as such, but vwhich elass hel@ political- power,that was decisive. -

Another serious problem that comes -up lies in Mike's conclusion that the
‘bureaucratic class can onlyr(dlscount"ng the fudge factor "except under
conditions of catastrophe") be a serious contender for power in the un- — -
derdeveloped countries, But if this is the case, then the idea that the
class struggle ir the world today is a three-cornered one - that the
decay of capltalism, if the working classZ does not fight for or hold ==
pover, can lead to a distinct third slternative in the form of Stalinism . .

- would have o be abandoned except as rhetorical flourish. This was, in !
fact, the thrust of David M.'s question to Mike at the NC meeting as to
whether Mike agreed with the NAC amendment to his introduction, stating tha

- the-struggle for the world is three-cornered and so forth. Mike's response . _~
was that of course he agreed with it, But the formulations in the third
paragraph of his "Summary", p.II-9, seem contradictory to this, This is

not to say that Stalinism is on the verge of a bid for power 1n¢ any part T
" of the advanced industrial capitalist world today - but it is equally

wrong to base a whole theory on the empirical fact that neither the CP
-nor other Stalinist forces -that . we see around us today look purtlcularly
. strong or importent, - . -

In writlng this amendment, I should mention that I found the structure of
Mike's chapteri very helpful. What I tried to do was more or less substitute
for his rather abstract sections on various class forces some more concrete
analysis/ and also to present the problem in a different context. For :
his description of underdevelopment I substitute the development and crisis
“of imperialism - which takes in the problems of underdevelopment but in

the context of world capitalism and its decay. In place of his discission

of the bourgeois revolution and peasantry, I outline the role of social
- classes in the Russian Revolution. For hls general sections on "workers?
revolution" and "the bureaucratic class"”, posed abstractly, I substitute
respectively the Bolsheviks'® perspective of world revolution and the new
political situation and social relations developing from the isolation of
Russia; and so forth. In this way I try to demonstrate that the analytical
-power of the theory developed by our tendency is greater than that of an
analysils that looks at Stalinism as a more or less spontaneous response to
economic underdevelopment. - :




FREXREXEXNRY THE ORIGINS OF THE BUREAUCRATIC COLLECTIVIST CLASS

‘The enormous development of capitalism in the 19th and early 20th centuries
succeeded in providing the material conditions for socialism on a world scalew.
For the first time in the history of man, the productive forces had—'beenrdevel4 b
- oped to the extent that they could provide enough for an abundant life for
. the world's people. The reorganization of modern .industry by a conscious, so-

cialist working class, prodiicing both efficiently and for its own social con-

sumption, wpuld mean not only prosperity for the already industrialized coun-
tries but also open the road for international economic cooperation,and the
economic .development of previously undeveloped economies, without dehumanizing
_capitalist exploitation., : o L

Moreover, capitalist development had created the conditions for its own crises.

First, it had created a working class organized in the process. of production

as analyzed by Marx and Engels. Further, it created imperialism.and a struggle
~ to divide the world among the major capitalist powers., Imperialism prevented

the ceolonialized countries from developing along the same lines as therasdvanced

capitalist nations, which limited their industrialization to those industries
which suited imperial needs (such as extractive industries) and returned most -
of the profits generated by these industries to the imperialist country.

Imperialism also generdted systematic competition among the capitalist powers
- and the basis. for modern imperialist wars. By the beginning of this century,
‘virtually all the markets for capital export had been carved up. and capitalism
tobogganed toward world war. This process was to lead to a world crisis for
capitalism and subsequently to its procgiiﬂgg_gﬂcag._gf ] .
7 Ce_ - K
THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION: UNEVEN AND COMBINED DEVELOPMENT i S (OZ}

The general crisis of capitalism in the early 20th century developed
im most concentrated form in Tsarist Russia. This process has been extensively
analyzed in Marxist -literature and especially in Trotsky's writings on the
Russian Revolution and the theory of permanent revolution and can only be
schematized here, ' :

The development of capitalism and classes in Russia had certain critical peculiari-
ties which generated paralled revolutionary pPocesses. First, there was the
struggle of the peasantry against the landlords. In itself, this struggle for
the right of the peasants to the land was bourgeois-democratic (as Lenin argued
extensively in arguing for nationalization of the land in the 1905 Revolution
- see THE AGRARIAN PROGRAM OF THE SOCIAL DEMOCRACY INTHE FIRST RUSSIAN REVOLU-
TION). But as Marxists recognized, the peasantry despite its pxmxwkmkimx
- overvhelming numerical weight - 8&% 80% of the population of Russia - could
carry through’its struggle to completion only under the leadership of one of
the major urban =X classes. It was the policies and struggles of the urban
classes which would determine the fate and ultimate content of the pessantry's
revolts. - - : ,

The urban bourgeocisie in R ssia was also forced into opposition to Tsarism. This -
opposition often took a revolutionary form, although rarely going all the way

to the social-democratic demand for a democratic republic. The bourgeoisie

needed its own revolution if it were to avoid béing swallowed up by already
powerful national capitalist classes in Germany, France or Britain. But the
REvo;ution of 1905 already showed - and the events of 1917 proved to the hilt

- that the revolutionary opposition of the bourgeoisie stopped short. when

the threat of independent working class upheaval appeared. Ultimately, that

was the rock on which the Menshevik theories of "allying with the progressive
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national bourgeoisie" (to use some familiar termihology)fgggedeétroyed
(it was Stalinism that revived these theories later, for different purposes).

It was the working class, itsconsciousness and organization, which were declisive
despite its small numbers. Russian industrial capitalism was based on the most
modern imported technology (esp. French and British capital), resulting in
highly advanced concentrated industrial plants in the midst of a backward - )
peasant sea. The Russian working class emerged within a very brief historical ,
pericd, from peasant villages into a modern working class with socialist’
" politics within a generation. Thus the working class was extremely powerful
in relation to the small, timid and dependemt Russian bourgeoisie.
) — ;
;hus the bourge01s -democratic reﬁolutlon in Russia could be carried through
only under the leadership of the wotking class. The democratic revolution -
included not only overthrowing Tsarism, but alsc breaking the power of the -
landlords, putting land in the hands of the peasant tillers and liberating
the nationalities oppressed by Great Russia. The Bolsheviks under Lenin
correctly realized that the revolution could succeéd” only it these struggles
~for the land and national liberation were unconditionally supported and
backed to the hilt by a workingelass leadership committed to the fullest
democracy, even in the teeth of bourgeols opposition. Without peasant sup-
port, the revolution would be brutally crushed. But even the Bolsheviks - ;
failed until 1917 to realize what onlyTrotsky argued from 1905 on = that =
because the democratic revolution mist be led bythe working class, it could s
no -stop by'establishingva bourgeois democratic republic.

The overthrow of Tsarism would bring to power hot the bourgeoisie, and cer-- -
tainly not the peasantry, but rather the working class supporied by the
peasantry. The working class wayld be. forced by the logic pf its own needs,
demands and position in society;- to carry the revolution further, to establish
its own rule, i.e. to turn the democratic revolution into a socialist revolu-
tion. There¢ could be no period of stable Wourgeols demccratic rule. Of -

course, NERRX when the working class began to reorganize society under

i ts own dictatorship, its peasant allies ®ould not be expected to go along
indefinitel} - _they would become the basis for capitalist counterrevolution:

The only hope for the working class in power would be the spread of the revo-
lution to the advanced countries, working class revclution in Germany or

Feance which would come to -the aid o) workers! Russia and lay the basis for
genuine socialist economic development. .

This perspective -was confirmed almost to the letter in the 1917 Revolution.

The overthrow of Tsarism brought the bourgeoisie briefly to power, but only =
because the workers' soviets did not immediately grasp the hecessity of -

taking power themselves. The boumgeois democracy continued the war, failed

“to turn land to the peasants or free the captive nations - creating a néw -
revolutionary crisis which was resolved only when the workers'! soviets under

the Bolsheviks' leadership-: took power in theOctober Revolution. -

The October Revolution dovetailed with the world crisis brought on by the
imperialist war. In almost every European country capitalist economies were -

in danger of collapse. Revolts were also building up in the colonies as a result
- of the imperialist mmMmx crisis - a crigis which, as Lenin had predicyed in
IMPERIALISM, was bringing the colonies into the modern revolutionary movement
as_well. s
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The outlook of the Bolshevik Party, in organlzlng the working class% seizure
of power in Russia, was ilnseparably tied to internationalism. It had nothing?
in common with the outlook of the bureaucratic class which rules Stalinist )
countries - todsy, an outlook which is among other things extremely national-
istic and aims- to expand its own national power at other nations! expense,

The Bolshevilzs' justefication was twofold: first, to provide an example of hew
the workers could take power, run society and begwn the -socialist reorganiza--
tion of the econcmy; and second, to advance the world revolution by putting.
forward an alternative through revolutlon to the imperialist war. They saw in
the spread of the revolution the only ¢hance for their own survival.

It was only this outlook which made the s “urVLval of the Revolution in the earLf
years possible. Because the Bolsheviks' enti-imperlalism and internationalism
were real and not rhetorical, they were able te put into practive their demand

for a break with the 1mperlallst camps. They wered able ﬁ¢/¢i%/ﬁ%¢/#¢¢ﬁ¢ff/
not only to sign a peace with Germany, but also ta call for revolutionary -

" reslstance by workers in all the imperialist zammx countries. They were able

~to win the#’suppomt of workers in all the imperialist countries whose ruling
classes threatened to invade Russia. They were able to mobilize the entire
working class when it became necessary to fight an incredibly bloody civil war,

" The Bolshev1ks called on the Riissian workers to méke enormous sacrifices. But . =

thelr program never, at any time, had mwykhgggx anything to do with the
concept that socialism could be built in a single country, let alone one in
wgich the economic basis for socialism had ‘not been’created.

Soc1allsn, by its very nature, presumes éroductlon for use, the abolition of
commodity production and the introduction of planning and co- operation on an

" international as well as a national scale. To project the creation of social-

ism within a. -single national boundary, in a world still dominated by the -
capitalist world market, is a throwback to utopian socialism. Within a ¢oun-
try that was economically backward, overvhelmingly peasant in composition,
-isolated and shattered by war, this utopla could only have a doubly and trlplv
reactlonary chargcter.

—
Even to conceive of creating the economic basis for soc1allsm within a single,

_isolated national economy would reouire boosting preduction as high as possible
-and keeping consumption as low as possible, using the difference to build
nev factories. This would require the working class to intensify its own

exploitation. But this could never be accomplished under the tule of ‘mass
workers! organizations, committed to raising workers'! standard& ot 1V1ng.

In fact, it would be necessary not only to smash the power of the workers

but also to establish a brutal dictatorship over the peasantry, from whom food
Would have “to be forc1bly expropr;ated with almost no compensatlon.

In fact, the Bolshev1ks were forced to demand intensified labor from the working

,fclass and to seize peasants' grain in order to shore up the shattered econemy

and maintain the frmy during theCivil Var. But despite some early 1llu51ons,'
they soon abandoned the idea that these: measures represented a first skmpx
stage in constructing a real socialist economy. The only possible steps toward
‘socialism were small ones - a fair distribution process, use of unutilized
capacity, and limited industrialization subordinated to the critical short-

term problems of raising living standards and trying to maintain the alliance
with the peasantry. Although dome short-term economic progress might be
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possible, these measures were not ‘aimed at building socialism in one country
but rather at keeping the workers in power until the world revolution could
break Ikex Russ;a out of isolation.

THE DEGENERATION OF THE REVOEUTION

tje have nowfsummarised the views and perspectives of theBelshevik Party -
through the seizure of power in Russia. Those views were based on the con-
ception that the working class can rule only collectively, through direct

-¢ontrol not only of the economy but of the state. That is why all their

policies were kiX¥miéx  geared toward the workers - taking power through the -

- soviets, and then of keepingthe power they had won.

- tryside.. -

- Ve now have to examine the degeneration of the Russian Revolution and the
_wcial roots of the bureaucratic counterrevolution. Once again, we can only

schematize a process which has been extensively analyzed in our literature
(the best single presentation is found in THE STRUGGLE FOR THE NEW COURSE) .

First and foremost, of course, the isolation of Russia and the destruction
of what remained of the economy in the Civil War rapidly destroyed the con~

ditions iﬁ in which genuine socialist democracy could develop. This reaxhed -

even the point that the working class itself was nearly liquidated, either
killed off in the war or foreed by famine to dissolve back into the coun- .

Second, the defeat of thé,EuropeanfRevolution from 1919-23 - made possib;e by
the social-demoeratic parties which organized the counterrevolution and by
the immaturity of the newly formed Communist movement - reinforced a tre-

‘mendous development of conservatism produceé by the exhaustion of Russian

workers and revolutionaries.

In this internatiohal context, the working class in power in Russia faced
enormous, unprecedented problems in attempting to hold power and reorganize
the shattered economif life of the country. These problems laid the basis

- for a bureaucratic degeneration of the revolution from the begimming. But

the heginnings of this degeneration did not initially represent the rise of

" a new class, but rather a workers' bureaucracy tied to the working class -and
_its.rule and attempting to preserve the critical gains of the revolution

when the<mass;1nst1tut10ns of direct workers' demoeracy coy 0. -

It is often assumed by various theoretic&aﬁs and writers, including many
who consider themselves Marxists and Trotskyists, that the most critical
accomplfishment of the October Revolution in Russia was the establishent
of -natdonalized forms of property. This idea leads to the conclusion that
5o long as these nationalized property forms are maintained, this sbeiety
continues to constitute either a workers! state or some klnd of progre551ve
formation as opposed to capltallsm‘

But this view wrenches the property forms out-of the contexy of the property
relations brought into -existence by the revolution, and of a number of other
eritical conguests of the revolution. It was these conquests wks which -
wre weakened -in the bureaucratic zawmkerxmxmiwixsx degeneration, and flnally

'destroyed by the triumph of the Stalinist counterrevolution, one by one.
(In those countries to which the Stalinist social system later expapded, s

none of these conquests ever existed in the fitst-place). _ Y
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peasantry, without which the workers!' revolution would have been impossible.
" This alliance was nearly shattered during theCivil War when grain was -
“forcibly taken by workers' militias to feed the cities - it survived only
because the peasants scon discovered fthat the counterrevolutionary armies,

supported by all the bourgeois democrats, simply intended to return the

lend to the landlords! The aslliance was revived, however, in a new form

by the NEP in the twenties, which reintroduced market relatlons in agri-

. culture,,though there were many stresses and strains resulting from the T

veakness of industry. It was only the brutal turn to forced industrial-
ization and collectivization in the early thirties, when the last hold
of the working class on power was being wiped out for good, that this al-
liance completely disintegrated. = )
Second, and most critical, were the soviets or workers! councils. The soviets
were the mass organs of workers' power - in fact, immediately on their ap-
pearance in 1917 Lenin and Trotsky recognized. thpr as the hasis for the
workers! state, It was directly through the xz8R¥rE¥Exkakn that the work-

ers held power, and through which the tremendous thrust toward workers'
control and management reached its highest form. Elections for delegates .

to the soviets were based on proportional representation. Different political
parties recelved delegates in proportaon to the number of votes they re-
ceived. Parties could freely campaign, and votes were cast for the parties
and their programs, not individual candidates. Delegates were immediately
recallablé. it the same time, workers in individual factories had powerful -
- shop-floor organizations in the form of factory committees which began

to take charge of production. -

Direct soviet democracy was one of the first casulaties of the Civil War.

" Military nece551t1es, and the economic collapse, gave enormous weight to
administrative machinery in all spheres: the economy (meaning one-man’
-management in the factories), the army and the state (hoth of which relied
heavily on personnel from the o0ld Isarist army and civil service). And the
magsive exddus of the most conscious workers to the front lines reduced
the soviets to almost nothing. By 1919, the decline of the soviets had
reached the point where the power in fact rested in the hands of the
Bolshev1k Party itself. -

The Bolshevik Party itself represen‘ed one of the most important achieve- -
ments of the revolutionary workers! movement in Russia. Without it, there
c¢ould have been no revolution - Just as there could have been none without
soviets, or without the alliance with the peasants. Ity was not only the
decline of the soviets which left the workers! power solely in the hands
of the BolsheWiks, but also the read taken by the other parties, the Men-
sheviks and Social-Revolutionaries. By the last stages of the Civil War
these parties had gone over to the side of the pro-imperdalist, counter-
‘revoluvionary White armies. 4s a result they were banned (naturally the end
of inter-party democracy also contributed to the attrition of -democracy

. in the sdviets), and the workers'! state became-a single-party dictatorship.

But fthe Bolsheviks' monopoly of political life exposed them all tne more
to conse:vative and careerist forces.

The product of this process was growing political rule by what we called
earlier a "workers! bureaucracy". This bureaucracy, whose influence was
becoming a dominant force inside the Bolshevik Party by the early twen--
- ties, had grown out of the relationships created in the Civil War. Many
working class leaders became commanders in the ,rmy or in industry - tied
to the dictatorship of the working class, but accustomed +org1ving orders
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and no longer accountable or tied to mass instdtutions of direet democracy.
This bureaucracy was also affected by the army and civil service personnelﬁ
of the old scelety, which it déminated and controlled but whose methods it
had to learn and adapt guickly. It also arcse in the new organs of repres-

“sion which suppressed opposition parties, often quite ruthlessly - organs.

which might be directed by dedicated, principled Communists but which were
hardly a cultural medium for the rebirth of workers' democracy. The outlook
of this stratum was also shaped by what was happening around it -_the con-

" servative pressures of the defeats ¢¢ in Burcope and the exhaustion of the

vhole working class. It was RREX® not a new ruling class, because it defended
the workers! revolution even if in a distorted way - but it was a fertlle
medium for the sarly growth of thé cancer of Stalinism.

It was this situation which prompted Lenin in 1921 to characterize Rissia -

as '"not a workers! state - this is an ebstraction - but a workers'- and
peasants' state with a bureaucratic twist", Such a state of affairs -

working class rule not 5hrough democratic collective control of the state, -
but through a bureaucracy - had a built-in instability and could only sur-
vive for a brief period before the working class eithery restored qov:.et )

. democracy or lost power entirely. - -

POLITICAL AND SOCLAL COUNTERREVOLUTTON . - -

Only after the C;v;l war, and the Deglnnlng of the restoring of the economy,
can we begin to trace The embryonic formation of the new bureaucratlc forma-
tion that was to destroy all the galns of October. ; 2= B .

NEF, the policies which weré aimed at providing a breathing space during the -
hopefully tempordry retreat of world revolution, reintrodiiced limited capi=
list market relations - within the context of the working class political
‘dictatorship - and helped tp put the economy back on the rpad to receovery.
These same policies also, unavoidably, brought the emergence of new social
differentiations and privileges and the possible growth of forces which f
might launch a struggle for capitalist xxm restoration.-This was the ten-
sion that began to develop in the early and middle twenties. -

Partly to offset the real or imagined danger from pro-capitalist forces, |
partly because of the already felt interests of the bureaucratic stratum

in the Bolshevik Party, the single-party Bolshevik Tsx¥x  dictatorship

was not only maintained but tightened. Trotsky's early afforts in the NEU
COURSE essays to reverse the bureaucratization, while supporting in pr1n01p1e
the single-party dictatorship, were met with formal approvaL on paper and .
dellberate sabotage in practice. :

In the year before Lenin's death, and even more decisively afterward, the
~ consolidating bureaucracy in the Party was associated with the methods and

policies of J.V. Stalin. It was to Stalin, who was consolidating his own
ppwer and career (he had been a long-time Bolshevik but had a generalky
mediogre record inm the Revolution and could never become a top-ranking
leader except as the expression’ of bureaucratic interests), that sections R
of the bureaucratic stratum began to look as the organizer of their positién.l

‘Stalin's initial faction was based on a wing of the existing workers'! bureau~

cracy (which was why it was virtually exterminated in the purges of the thir-
ties, when very different elements, with no bage whatever independent of their

1. Ve do not have space here to ocutline the policies of Stalin as General
Secrefary of the Party which alarmed Lenin shortly before his gegk 1llness,.
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= ties to Stalin, came into prominence). As their interests, privileges and
= - sense of solidairity strengthened, Bowever, the bureaucracy began to attract -
other elements with no ties to the Revolution: careerists or old state
- bureaucrats, ex-Mensheviks and so forth with whom Stalin eonsciously FYY
~ flooded the party (along with huge numbers of totally inexperienced young .

- - workers as a passive mass base) in the post-192L "Lenin levy". By this ' :
-~ tlme, any move toward restoring proletarian democracy and equalitarianism
would have been a direct, clear threat to the material interests of the
bureaucracy - but the latter did no%, as gyet, rest on a distinct new set
of xmkmkx social relatiocns of production. :

. It was in this context that the policy of "Socialism In-one country" was -
first announced. In historical perspective, it can be seen as the first
- central rallying point for the outlook that is common to every Stalinist )
rgling class today: a nationalistic outlook that sees in national economic _

- grouwth a vehicle for strengthening the pcsitioq of the bureaucratic class

in society and in the world. We have already mentioned the reactionary

utopianism, from a working class. point of view, of the concept of creating

a soclalist economy or the basis zfxmxe for--one inside a single national

boundéry.[gpt,as originally formulated im 1924,  this policy had nothing in

. common with rapid industrialization or the super=-exploitation of the working

1 class. Such a policy would have been impossible so long as the power.of -the
#i working class in the state, including the Bolshevik Party itself, had not

been totally smashed. If anything, the original "Socialism in One Country"” =
- © meant just the opposite: "Socialism at a snail!s pace"” with no attempt to )
- build heavy industry, and the slogan "Enrich Yourselves" to the peasantry - _

with no effort to win the pocr peasgnts padlitically to the goal of collect-

-ivization in agriculturie\.j M ; : - . :
" This policy appealed to the bureaycracy, which-was eager to -abandon the
perspective wf world revolution and get on with the enjoyment of its already
considerable privileges. It also appealed to the masses of politically
passive people, including workers, whose living standards were only begin-

ning to return to the level of 1913. - : -

At this point the eritical debates of 1924-28, in whiclhs the developing
class forces sorted themselves out, were launched. The working class forces, s
i.e. the forces inside the party whc stood against bureaucratization, for . o L
strengthening the proletarian dictatorship intertmlly and for maintaining

the perspective of organizing for world revolution, grouped around Trotsky.

‘Before 1925, thede Torces had been opposed by a bloc of the Stalin faction

and of the workers' bureaucracy represented by Kamenev and Zinoviev, who

- . made common cause in resisting Trotsky's calls for the "new course”-and in
backing Stalin in his Y¢d bid for power. But because they represented a =~ -

) - distorted defense of workers! rule-and Bolshevism, Kamenev- and Xinoviev broke
with Stalin and formed a new bloc with Trotsky, called the Left Opposition,
when they began to perceive thatStalin's policies were leading to the
destruction of Bolshevism itself. S : -

The Left Opposition fought for sitrengthening working class power in three
‘ways. First, they demanded that the economic power of the working class be
increased by concentrating some economic resources on imdustrializatiom -
not to create "socialism", but at the very least to be able to exchange
industriak goods for peasant grain and avert the danger of a peasant strike

- and mass faime. (In response, Stalin declared that the Left Opposition was

opposed to wage increases). Second, they pointed out the growing class dif-

ferences in the peasantry and called for supporting the poor peasants against
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the rich (they were charged with trying to reduce the peasantry to ruin).

- But the third demand of the Left Opposition was its most important contribu- -
- tion: it tied its other demands to the slogan “"workers! democracy is an eco-
nomic necessity" and demanded the re-introduction of workers' control of
- production and the economy. This was why Stalin's bureaucracy mobilized to
cr sh the Left Opposition through the use of slender, monopoly of political
resources, and control of communications and the state apparatus. Te vio-
lence of its attack showed the deths of i-s hatred and fear of any return-to
workers' democracy. The elements of the new ruling class still existed only
as & political faction, but through Stalin their struggle for state power
was being organized. )
The Left -Opposition wasferushed'and expelled from the Party in an uneven
and almost hopeless struggle. Almost at once, as it happened, the prediction
of a peasant strike came true as the kulaks began withholding grain from
the cities. But at this point, the Stalin faction was easily able to crush the
- - peasants as well as the remaining opposition - the Right Opposition of Buk- . _
harin which continued to argue for appeasing the rich peasants - inside i
the Bolshevik Party. With all opposition crushed, the ruling Stalinist faction
had an open road to consolidate its own rule and become a ruling class. This
- ~involved destroying the last remaingng aspects of werkers' organization on
~ the shop floor, undertaking brutal ¢/ forced collectivization and 1ndustr;al-
1zat10n, and wiping out the Bolsnev1k Partv itself in all but name.

(gt s By 1929 the Central Committee could declare that vorkers® committees
"May not intervene directly in the running of the plant or endeavor
- in any way to replace plant administrators. They shall by all means
- attempt to securu¢ one-man management, increase production, plant
43704 development and thereby improvements in the material conditions of B
the working class." : . - .
. - ] PR 7 B )
(NOTE: Lt this point proceed with the final four paragraphs of Mike's section
entitled "Russia", i.e. the paragraphs on p.II-7 beglnnlng "The purges of

the 1930's" and concluding with the end of the section).
m
THE EXPANSION OF BUREAUCRATIC COLLECTIVISM

Qur overview of the Russian Revolution and its degenerutlon, while extremely
- o sketcny and omitting many crucial topics, was somewhat lengthy. This is = -
7 © justified by the fact that the class origins of Stalinism lie in-this unique
historic situation, the defeat of a workers' revolution through international
ceunterrevolution., Without understanding this historic process no understand-
ing of the bureaucratic ruling class, or the possibility of such a class -
coming into ex1stence, could be 1mag1ned

“Howeveryi, we now have to consider the expansion of bureaucratic collectivism
- as a social system, a process which shows that the bureaucratic class and
) its social basis for exisyence are not limited only to Russia in the /5 '30“5.

4 ¢ 2. This is not the place to undertake a critique of T pOtskyts mistaken assess-
4’ ment offi some important aspects d the 1924-28 struggle, e.g. his view that the
Tﬂf} Faﬁb - Bukharinite wing stood for the restoration of capitalism and that the Stallnlut

faction, with its wild zigzags, was only a centrist force which would
ALK capitulate to the Right once the Left was expelled. The reader can consult
nn/v&:{ the PROGR:AM OF THE LEFT OPPOSITION (1927) and Shachtman's THE STRUGGLE FOR -
7° nﬁ‘¢ THE NEW COURSE and Pssays inTHE BURE:UCRHTIC REVOLUTION.

—
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Becallse this is not a detailed historical study but rather a theoretical -
examination of the origins of the bureaucratic class, we will only outline

a few-key cases, without attempting a detailed history, in order to throw
light on this gquestion of the roots of Stalinism in the world today.

The defeats of the revolutionary movements of the 1920's and '30's (defeats

in which Stalinist policies often played huge roles, outside the scope of this
document), and the rise of fascism in Europe, along with the revival of even
more ferocious imperialist rivalries as the powers of Furope scrambled to carve
up each other's colonies and even homelands - all this signalled the onset

of the epoch of imperialist decay. It 1is this epoch in which capitalism,

having created all the material conditions for socialism, now threatens to

use those same prd&uctive resources to drag all mankind into barbarism,

The new bureaucratic ruling class in Russia inserted itself into the imper-
ialist cockpit from the late 1930's on. Beginning with the Stalin-Hitler ]
pact and the divisien of Poland, the Soviet Union then plunged into World
War II with iméerialist ambitions no less ferocious than those of the
‘merican, British and German ruling classes. It was the outcome of this
conflict that laid the basis for politics in the world today.

The capitalist econcmies of Western and Eastern Europe were physiwally shat-
" tered, For the next 25 years, US capitalism was to rule the capitalist world
as the only healthy capitalism in the world. But in eastern Europe, the
military vietory of the Russian armies also laid the basis for empire. While
factories were trgnsporteéd from Germany - to Rdssia, along with German workers
(for twelve years the victims of Nazism) as slave labor. Essentially on the
backs of the Russian army, local Communist Parties (sometimes imported from
Russia itself) were placed in power. Large numbers of the bureaucracy of the
capitalist and even Nazi states joined and became psrt of these Communist
Party bureaucracies, s . -

Yet, while the role of the Russian .rmy was vital (e.g. in preventingthe
bourgeoistie from organizing a civil war or in holding down any threat of _
independent working class act vity), what is critical is the class character
" of the process that occurred.vggr the Communist Parties did not restore or
maintain capitalist relations, Dut sét about condolidating their control

over the state and themselves as a class, based on the same relations that

had been established in Russia. They reproduced these relations, even down

to the inevitable cult (or minicult) of the Glorious Leader, the final arbiter
of the Stalinist system which continues to exist in every Stalinist-ruled
society today. And in establishing themselves as a class, wibth the CP appara-
-tus as its backbone, the bureaucrats drew on the sameé social elements that
went into the making of the bureducratic class in Bussia: elements .in society
~not tied to private capital and its profit, but nonesheless hostile to- the
threat of workers' rul e which would threaten their position as privileged
intellectuals, technicians or administrators. In Western Europe where the
CP's did not take power, they became mass parties through the influx of such
elements as well, on top of their already established proletarian base.

#nd in some cases where Stalinism took power in the vacuum left by the ruin-
of capitalism, it was native CP-led movements rather than the Red Army which
brought them to power. In at least one such case, that of Yugoslavia, the
same‘'social relations of the bureaucratic syatem were established, but the -
basis was also laid for an indeépendent national Stalinist ruling class; Tito-
ism, and the beginning of the breakup of a monolithic Stalinist empire.
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In no  such case, however, was the rise of Stalinism to power a progressive
development in any way, despite massive illusions among western radicals
that persis to this day. In every case it meant the crushing of workers'
organizations and parties, the strangulation of the unions and their trans-
f ormation into state labor fronts, the liquidation of revolutionaries, and
the construction of a totalitarian apparatus that to ally’ ruled political
and social life.

_ The other critical case of the expansion of Stalinism, and one having nothing

to do with the Red ARmy, was in China. (NOTE: Here Mike P.'s section on China,
pp. II-7-8, should be inserted. I have no objections to his brief description).

ST/{LINISM, UNDERDEVELOPMENT AND N.TION.L LIBERATION ] o -

In the postwar world since 1950, the decay of capitalist relations in the world
found somewhat new expresssion. The permanent arms economy, based on US
hegemony, stabilized world capipalism in the igdustrial countries anf gener-
ally suppressed the previous imperialist rivalries., The world was divided

.into the rival war camps of Washington and Moscow, contending for ideological

and political domination of the world.

Nonetheleés; the contradictions and decay of imperialism continued to find
expression during this period, most visibly in the underdeveloped and colo-
nial world oppressed and super-exploited by imperialism. This was the age in
which tie US began turning systematically to the policy of installing the
most repulsive, brutal military or semi-fascist dictatorships and calling -
them "the democratic alternative to Communism." Many of these regimes ap-
peared to their peoples as an "alternative" only in they seemed even more
brutal than they imagined Communism could be. : -

Under these c1rcumstances, in -the absence of an independent working class

‘movement  either on _the national or international scale, the anti-capitalist

ideology of Stalinism déveloped a dynamic appeal among layers of the popula-~
tion in the underd@veloped vorld, Many of these elements form the potential
basis for the bureaucratic class - especilally among technicians, the gov-
#ﬁ,ﬂrhment bureaucracy and sections of the relatlvnly huge military estab-
~ lishment found in many underdeveloped countrles, and 1ntellectuals -many of
whom have nc prospect of useful work.

These glements are strongly nationalistic, share many of the same problems
and aspirations, generally desire industrialization in order to get out
from under the domination of imperialism, and are disgusted with the inef-
ficiency, timidity, and imperialist ties. of the local faudal and bourgeois
classes., Yet they do nct constitute at this time a social class; they have
no- central relation- to the means of production 1n society. AS such they
have very little consistent SOLlal power..

CIf tne,working class does not launch its own strugéle,for'power, among these

elements may be found much pf the mass base and even the leadership for a
Stalinist movement. They may find this the only way in which to establish
control of the means of production and smash the power of other social classes
- u51ng state power to cohere themselves as a rullng class. :

- (NOTE: Here I intend to take up briefly the exampleo of Cuba and Vletnam.
This was not prepared in time for the N.C discussion. If I get it done in
time it will be attached to this document as an appepdlx, otherwise 1t will -
be written and sent out as soon as possible).




