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Introduction

Why a book on the political economy of the Sovier Union,
written by an American for Americans?

The reader might well express impatience, on the very
legitimate grounds that Marxists in the United States know
little enough about their own country, 5o why meddle in the
affairs of another? Or on the equally legitimate grounds that
truckloads of books on the Soviet economy have already
heen written, all assuming, whatever their bias, that it is a
socialist economy, $0 why bother?

Unfortunately. what once was clear, is no longer. A srmall
but vociferous wing of the world communist movement has
re-opened the question of the nature of the Soviet Union,
whether it is socialist or something else. Led by the
nationalist element of the Chinese Community Party, this
wing claims that the USSR has been turned from a socialist
into a capitalist—and not only a capitalist, but an im-
perialist— power, which is the main danger to world peace,
worse even than US imperialism. Those who hold this point
of view are openly trying to ally with the United States in a
war against Soviet “revisionism” and “social imperialism,”
otherwise termed “communism’ by the more tr aditional an-
ti-Soviets, the Reagans, Schlesingers, Carters, Brzezinskis and
Company.

It is only in the last ten years that the theory of capitalism
having been restored in the Soviet Union has developed and
gained 2 certain legitimacy in the international working
class movement. Before then this theory, in a S]ighl.]}’ dif-
ferent form (according to which the Soviet Union never was
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socialist and progressive, hut always “state capitalist™), was
looked upon by every honest revolutionary and democrar as
nothing but the discredited stock in trade of that bagman of
William Randolph Hearst and Adolph Hitler, Mr. Leon
Trotsky. !

How did such a theory, so long regarded with con tempt,
gain enough importance even to be worthy of, much less
demand, refuration?

To answer this one must understand the recent history of
the international COMmunist movement. Tts key
the last twenty years has been the Sino-Soviet split, and the
disintegration of jis former unity of action under the leader-
ship of the Third (Communist) International, The split
originally took the form of the polemics of the late 19507
and early 1960, polemics which deali theorfticaﬂy with
every key question of Leninism: the doctrine of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, the Possibility or impossibility of
“peaceful transition” from capitalism 1o
meamng of peacefy] Cuexistence, the attitude of the socialist
camp toward the nationsal liberation movements, ete. In
these grear theoretical batiles two forces stood our as the
champions of Marxism-Leninism against modern, Khrysh.

socialism, the

L. It is beyond my intention here 1y EIVe an exhaystive agcannt of the

origin of the theary of capitalist restorarion, That Protsky, with his ren.
cept of the Thermidar, s jre father is “nquestionable. (See Rrir ton,
Crane, The Anatomy of o Revolution, Premtice-Hall Inc, Ny, josg
1962.) One of Trarsky's political progeny, the Yugoslay Milovan Djilas,
anticipates the resterationists by req years when he writes the following
about the Sovies der:rship irom Stalin on;

“Tt 15 the bureancracy which formally uses,
both natignakized and socisl
socicty The roje of the bur
miistTation and conrrol of o

administers, and conerals
ized property as wel] the entire fife of
FaULTacy in society, ie, menopolistic ad-
ational income and national goods, Consigns
L W & special Prvileged position Social pelarions
capitalism. The maore 59, because the carr ¥ing out of indus rialization is
effecied not with (he help of capitalists but with the help of the stare
machine, In (act. ehis Privileged class perfirms thai function, using the
ftate machine a5 4 cover and as an instrumen,

"Dm}rnhip is nothing ether than the right of profit and conteal If éime
defines class benefig by this righe, the Communist states have seen in the
final analysis, (ke origin of a new form of OWnErERip or of 'z niew
and exploited lags. (The New Clas
Washingion 1957, p.35)

rezemble siare

ruling
Praeger Publ New York and

chovite revisionism

ey

They were the Party of Labor :;f
i " Chi ‘heir outstand-
Ibania and the Communmist Party of China. T;lf‘: i
dllld = ; : i .
ﬁ;g and courageous exposure 05[} i’uhmsr clmring e
i n i rhicl ¥ Imean
inization” c: aign, which realh
alinization” campaig ! ! o i
Strﬂ]lrL tionary guts out of Marxism, is an 1111..m|ah SEHBCI
SOdLL AT : i
Tte;;- world proletarian revolution, and nothing c
T .
- ificati it, a rend
ffrg],wevt'r with the intensification of the ﬁplir_. an. .
{ . . ical extension 1
developed which seemed to be a lr:-g';cs; L]uf,ftl::.muese i
orrect theoretical positions put forth 1311 1?“1. G
; l. i ' ed. Tn face s the
' : sts. But only seemed. i
AN COMmIunis only : e
MbT f an apparently logical but really wrong L:U.-] o
o Tﬁ Marxist eritique of Khrushchov, The des Lfl._h.ﬂr
- Firachchs s 151011515, 3
i-;id Khrushchov and Company are *!m:lm}:;;inmn i
5 'sril::mi:m being a bourgeols current W‘Ith'll:l : I.“ h-IH 2
i ' " & £ ¥ e st il ;
i-:*rwd to change their country mto a “re vision st
;:; ”r--oi-s ar .(Zapilﬂljit COUNEYY. Therf"[m_‘:, et
Ottrgg;d rl;:.piralism and all its modern-day features
restored © : : i
' 1 s the Soviet Union. . '

, fascism, ew¢. —int o, ik, rl
ta;?“:'ﬂs the immense and fully \]mttlu_}d Preril-gmer 2
: 1 izht to this :

ist Party of China that lent weight tc iy
Jommunist Party of € : ! i
L?i?ii'i”‘nl restoration. But we ha»er1¢a;nti:li :{::‘:i;hﬁ o
e : i : o 5 .
on faith. I
cperi cept nothing oo
Xperience to ace el e
:-'\’Iilhin the leadership of the Chinese part) iih_.;,.c[up iy
are people who used correct prmmpi]l._*s Luj_ e i i
. i Cinterested policy of anti- :
ionalist, self-interesiec ey
correct, nationa J ’ Ly ey
and its corellary, alliance with US tm‘pf‘ﬂal : S A
Tt took some time for anyone to be able to e
”{'tht from what was wrong with Lhe‘C "}T:Ebs; 5
ki in the Sovie
A?;d]l:gdﬂ analysis of what had hnppf.‘n::‘.n{il_l oo
Ini i What is wrong is the theory of capita 1:-,5 g
l : o= &
[ﬁm(“r];. hat Khrushchov's ideas could determine t
the idea t© I _
: ire country .
Py rent of an entire cou _ . Y ol A%
lh“]iupt: L'r identification of entire countries ;nrl;} § 5
) e taci ; ] X P
:c:ma with ideclogies has never been i;::[mn o
aysLe y i : l .
‘}uusiimu-r}, and needs a great dcal_of Lmtg:.rl'mn .
q ; -|- ideology, seeing the world as a re S
ad of ide __ g . -
Il;:fmk'rg and not the other way around; is fraug
thinking,
i i i Ini States of
?1'*';”_ ‘1{; [Ee revolutionary groupings in the Ln]tfd:l i
y 5 ¥ s as 1
] S ica, only the Communist Labor Party
North America, ¥
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able to look objectively at the crisis in the world communise
movement, of which the Sino-Sovier split' is the main
manifestation. Having separated ourselves from the Com-
mumst Party, USA, we were able to avoid its unthinking
subservience to whoever happened to be Ieading the Com

murnist Party of the Soviet Union, and thus could appreciate
the positive contributions of the Chinese and Albanian par

ties to the defense of Marxism. On the other hand sitice we
did not come out of the New Left, with its anti-Soviet men-
tality, we did not go to the Opposite extreme of Tapruroys
idolatry of anything Chinese. Even befare we examined the
question of the Soviet Union clescly, we could not swallow
the notion, basic to the theory of capiralist restoration, that
the Soviet people whe had shed their hlood for fitty vears in
two world wars and three revolutions to build socialism and
destroy Hider fascism had then meekly surrendered all their
gains to a small clique of third rate bureaucrats,

Six years ago the old Communist League, one of the
precursors of the CLP, threw down the gauntlet to the
“ideologists” when it published in its theoretical journal a
critique of the fashionahle pamphlet by N, Sanmugathasan,
head of the Communist Pa rty of Sri-Lanka (then Ceylon),
entitled The Bright Red Banner of Mao Tse-tung Thought.*
[t was exposed for what it Was, an ateempt to isolate Mao
Tse-tung from Marxism Leninism by setting him up as God,
A year later it became clear that Sanmugathasan was merely
fronting for Lin Piao, After additional study one of the
leading comrades of the newly formed CLPE, in the Fall of
1974, puhlished a continuation of the eritique of what we
called “Lin Piaoism," the idealist deviation which savs that
all I have to do is think something hard enough and it will
come about,?

Since then, our Party has carried on a serious study. of the
question of Lin Piacism and its relation to the theory, long
accepted by many revolutionaries. (har the Soviet Union had

2. Banmugathasan, N The Bright Red Bawner af Muao T:v-r.-o.ug:
Thoaght, A Comimunise Parry Publication, Colombiyg, (¢

10,

5 T.5., “China's Revalution s the Contingatiom aof he Grear Octoher
Revolotion— A Refutation of Lin Plag PROLETARIAT. Comimunisy
Labor Papry. val, Looo: 1, Winter, 195485, Chicago, 1974

.-degt-nfr'ﬂ.!crl" into an imperialis hup*jj Il_v;.a.».s]c r.-i;(I ol b
(l-)I:I the basis of this study, which the t.?- m»l _L,‘ i
arize, we have concluded that capitalism hs 2
tI:lmnmhrrllii la-uunu[ be, restored in the Soviet Union or any
Ben, C
e 59{:1}1}::1;;'“:;! :::r'rmanunr_'r_' of socialism in the ['.QSR 'u_
lflalitr"r':r"‘:.l{ll:. o :z:uu mainly, of theoretical inferest. ltt 1& of
. ; racrieal importance. We need only look around us to
:::r;j"ﬁ.u! there 15. rapidly (l['\'('lt.)].J-lllH dm:lT-:_::”:;rlrlf};i:”n(t::j‘;
_mtlm,' alllance of every J’Fai.‘ﬂuniﬂ}',-_I-!:_J.; i Ru.mm
:!huq torturer, degenerate, foel and Ihuau ..Em “;mw
Rea ‘;m to Edward Heath o Jimmy Carter Lu-l-,ll.n My t;
\-inngn to Alexander Solzhenitsyn to T#-_r,-_q I'hﬂ.u.;l-pm_t_!,. e
| ackso «x-Marshall Ky —an alliance to unite a
Henry Jackson to ex ."-']JIH.II(]. ¥ v S
who can be united " including the United Sta | -jﬁ( ,-.,--bfmkj
against the Sovier Union, We kn{w..' from oun chI|1. Ilr e
that such an alliance has been built twice h# Ul'IL.- It-i-ﬂ;ﬁ,-r']
z;_:|rf 1941, and had enly ene purpose ~to rilvrjl?ng; Im..}{ n;“:_m
with fascist terror, War. Fasecist wil This 75 1tz anly 1+_._>‘h'_m ;
and all the dishonest snivelling in the w“-tljd,. Iah{nut ,-:.i ting
“revisionism” won't change that h\.'.an 1Im'1: o1 1:1 .l:]ilm't-}n.ak
Our Party intends to do |_'~,.-l-l:r-t}II'|I§.: in our }'ifr\-'nl_... {_.-I.”;l‘.;:.l::
up this alliance, to destroy the ‘r’h.f:or‘y_ Lhdl:.. ]E'I?n'; I.WH:
{China) and "the other superpower” (U5 npeiid jtl:',f-ﬂ.em:,‘lr
ally apainst the Soviet Union, the su-}-z-.l]e.-l 11'n'.?*m‘ :E5r:~'| "1.1
This theor y. in whatever national t,rm]sr_*l s;ﬁ::_]l,ﬁ;{rmﬂ
nothing: but a summer TC-run tJI[1L;t1L:' _.-':nr“.“mrmgm-mg
Hitler cordon sanitaire dubbed with left phr: . g
and a CIA lauyh track. o e
*”1};_::(1};3‘:": iﬁrrmminnal prult:l.u:"i_a:n ey 9] u{:mlnhtulja'l\ ;:‘1;
enirical and contradictory phiasze of 1ts E}"Iuilépw‘ﬁ 1"““; o
one hand things have never been h.l:‘TlFI’. thmguul]xw S
tory, from Viet Nam Lo fmg_n];: to Cambo ; l_d,' e
s ::11':[ united. Foreces hostile to mmm.”'“Z.J :1£mw. aid
munism have succeeded in “‘T.],‘II”“.“.H}I lll?:.rrl.ull ,H:{e e
u;uwmwnl and releasing n;ztmnal:s:t LLI”LI.P:I“F“ ; .t i,,:-i]]ﬂ;;l-;at
the moment 1s the basic common Interest o Ilu |{ 0 _._P“h:_
and its allies, who n truth "hnth _rm‘tﬂt.h['.r s;_-Tii:;-,_.]-m,]..,. 4
centrism” seems to be the wave of the .1un,_-[| by
f.‘r’:]t for Number One, and to hell with .p_ﬂ),r.‘h,i ‘1””u“it‘m
pationalism. World reaction salemnly declares con :
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ll]']_][_i]l? way out as a system of theory and practice
s s ‘ourse : i .
o in-:)f r'mtl‘]b‘_ 4 very dangerous situation because i
: 1periahism —which k = don
_ aas needless (o
o . ' say daone
£ rything possible to foment and nurture this disunity—
ancuver among the opposing f, s o
: - opposing forees in the sociali
ity i sing socialist coun
o d communist parties in the capitalist countries
ﬁ'f ying one against the other Imperialism is usin l l I
Gisunity in the corny is BoaE
) - EOTINUDISL MOVETNEnt to constlidais Sroe
L e T onsolidate 1self {0
npt to destroy sacialis I
mp : st by destroying the
Powerful socialist state, the TISSR et
One can see : il
13 wm_!& 5-:’-:_1, |{1t n, that while the objective situation for
iy drf:u utionary movement is indeed excellent, it ;x
ened by its own inte ject ; 5 ik
: . ook mal, subjective weaknessee i
Rationalism and disynijry. ; ik,
As revoluti ies we ar Fm
e :,:I:?s::rl: % WE are optimists because we know thar
: BLOTY 15 Moving ine ably for e
P e A weluctably forward, despite
S Prical ilusions” g the contrary, and thar rhe
IROLATY 1B TS : : o
S ;,_\Erf a[n pm]LTJLm.a of our movement will he overcome, But
> dlsorrealise i : :
auru:‘nar'qu' Jr;a -hm. am!?{ know that unity will no cotme about
ACally, put only through - e o
Wi ¥ gh the greatest efforts on all
We have wes t
theurct};d vlt l:hf;f_nlf_eh, we have the will g fight, we have the
tical method of Marxs ' istary
viarxism, we have histary sid
el Lo Storty on guy side:
Ph‘i we need now, if our movement is o ermerge like th
LEMIX out of the ashes of § i i |
| MIES OL IS present crisis, js (he '
clarity abaut the issues of the day i
.!. i A i e - L
L .hf‘{ivnq_an_\ that follows, intg the political economy of ¢
oviet Union, 15 an ag i l .I i
s dttempt 1o bring a small az
al ng-a small ] s
ClaTity to one such (ssup 5 N
I have tried to avoi
L thrILFI to) ;m.ri the type of argument typical of the
§ theorists of capitaljst re fon i Sovie :
: sLIestoration in the Sgviet [
who “prove” that itali b e
- that capitalism has been reg
> "p that restored by decidi
e iy 1 Dy decidin
! eir n.ar_m!g.smn 1 advance and then picking odd facts ‘R—
: ( : _ ] ; 5 to
PL[IE{[__JOI’I; 1t. Often they simply lie, as we shall see. | o in ex
-3 S Seupcon approach i e
Proach for the hourgesi ject
hypocrisy it i 3 OUTEEoIs, subjective
15y 1t 151 The only pogs I : g
¥ possible way to know something ;
Al . : ow. something ix
; 4mine the totality of facts about it then to SuTFl]l'Lﬁ
s : e : Imarize
n in generalizations supported by statistics, tables Bte

S ) ¥ - i A i L £ L
£ . ¥ I YATISHCS L -S\J(_Jll;‘iﬂ ' e leirte Waorf Wl iy
& g

1964, val, 23, p_97]

T

In arder to avaoid overburdening the text with figures, [ have
added appendices to support conclusions stated in the rext,
and a bibliography. 1 have relied as lictle as possible on
goviel “ideological” statements about their own econaimy,
and have raken seriously only these conclusions accepted by
the skeprical and in no way pro-Soviet US Kremlinologists.

The latter have proved invaluable as sources of information.
Cine thing 1o be learned from studying the Sovier economy is
that a well-informed reactionary is often much more reliable
than an ignorant “revolutionary.”

T'his inguiry examines the Soviet system from the point of
vigw ol the three component parts of Marxism: philosophy,
economics and politics. Again [ hope to avoid the hit and
miss, shotgun approach of those people who pick odd facts
out of context o prove anything about anything.

The book will achieve its purpose il it contributes in some
way toward polarizing the world communist movement
around what is right and whar is wrong, not what is Sovier,
or Chinese, or Cuban, or some other natiomality. The
proletariat has no Fatherland; neither does the tuth, In the
spirit of this understanding, and knowing as well that the

truth is not some final, erystallized thing, and that our study
of events must constantly develop and deepen, we welecome
eriticisms, respomses, suggestions, and additions to this
book, which should be looked upon as being quite

preliminary in many respects.



PART ONE
PHILOSOPHY

Men never relinquish what they have won.

_Karl Marx, Letter to
P. V. Annenkov, Dec. 28, 1846
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The Marxist View of Development

What does Marxist philosophy say about the possibility of
the restoration of capitalism in a socialist country? We are
justified in saying that it denies the possibility that socialism,
once it is firmly established, can be changed back into
capitalism. Marxist literature takes for granted the irrever-
sibility of the victory of socialism. Stalin, for example.
repeatedly refers, after 1936, to the final wvictory of
socialism. In 1939 he states,

By 1986, the kulaks had been completely eliminated as a class,
and the individual peasants no longer played any important role
in the economic life of the country. Trade was entirely concen-
tratéd in the hands of the state and the cooperatives. The ex
ploitation of man by man had been abalished forever. Public,
Socialist ownership of the means of production had been firmly
established as the unshehable foundation of the new, Socialist
system in all branches of economic life. In the new, Socialist
society, crises, poverty, unemployment and destitution had disap-
peared forever. The conditions had been created for a prosperous
and cultared life for all members of Soviet society.

Stalin is here quite emphatic about the permanence of the
victory of socialist transformation. His assurance rests not
upen subjectivity, but upon the most profound analysis of
sovial motion. In all of Marxist literature before Stalin there
is no discussion of the possibility of capitalist restoration

1. Stalim, Joseph, Hitory of the CPSU, Short Course, Proletarian

Publishers, San Francisco, 1972 (reprint of the 1939 ed.). p. 343, eniph.
added,




once socialism is established. The LEATESE We come is Engels
analysis of Fugen Dubring’s communes. which are na
sacialist to begin with.® Stalin himself refers to this analysis
in Economie Problems of Socralism fn the USSR so0 we
know that he wis familia with it* From the stand point of
Marxist philosophy, dialectical and historical materia
an what is his Certainty
socialism baseds:

Let us begin with history.

Where, in all hithertgs existing society, has a slave S¥ALEm
degenerated or been tuyned back by counter-revolution iato
the mode of production preceding it, pramitive CONITIUNISm
Where has {rudal society, once established. degencrated or
been turned back inteo slave society? Where hac cdpitalism,

once waking oot and ousting feudalism as the: deminant

mode of production, degenerated or heen turned back by
tHUer-revolution, in whatever form, into fevdalismy

The only cases of this sort of retrogression in history have
e advanced by 4 Jess

15101,

of the permanence of the victory of

been the result of (he ctushing of a mor

2 Engels, Froderick, Boer Esigen Dubrin
Budiring), International Puh) 1934 PP

L

s Revolition s Scivnee fednty.
314-17 et 304

Stalin Joseph. Erovnsimie Froblems of Socialim the USSR Peking
edition PE 954,

b Sgnifieantly, Seylin relers 1o Engels in erieiin
Ao Soviet policy-makers rosoll the machine g

the rolleerive rarms. One

8 the proposal of vey
i tracior stations (MG 0
TEstorationisi. " Martin Nicalaus, claimus rhar
Stalin'suys thar this would fead Lo the regeneraciion of capitilism becanse it
wauld make the means of prodiyction
(CL, Restoralion of Cupntalism oy the USSR Liberaton Pregg, Ghicagy
1975, PR 45-6) Bt 'even 2 4 ursory residiong of whar Sealin says will _a_h:n.-.-
that Nicolaus is- how ean one Be diplomatic akou this? - -nof telling tho
truth. Stalin ralks uhovtsuch saie digging a deeper guil berween, il
| pablic Preperty and rémoving the econornmy fur
ther from COMmInEm,  and retarding the advance of cormunism, bt
savs nothing shour (he FEEERLIATION or restoraton of tapitalism, This
Proves two things. One, that Stalin, even though he understood the
lrreversibility of the soefalization Bt the ezonomy, was nor at dll tblivipys
0 the ham wr g pelicies could do o the deve

lopmiene of socialisim and
fought againe such wiong policies harder than amyone tlse, Twa, thay che
theorists of

up with a single roal theoretical
RIS ba support their theary, and e
s Thus they jssie themse

the private propeiiy of the farms

tive famm Property ang

restorarion cannog come
statement in all of classical I
misguore Stalin in order o da

Ies a bestamen-
Fromt i dnrratis

'g,ul:'h

B } OWh [hd[ 2VET
1CE b [ ! L . B t E 1 S0 W g

d .\[)Lla] (H[‘].ET, b"f Wl LL 1SEC 5 A I
ad"a]

f » theory of
es speak against the proponents of the theory
cases Spe ; . e o vl
pitalist restoration. In Anti-Dubring, Engels say
ca *

he-rolé played in history by force as contrasted w ||1 e lJi]L.JEE-u.lq
L ki clear. In the first place, all polirical power it
.;L.g-g-clnpmt@i lilnqwan-cconu:uic. social function, anc! n'lc'rr:-.:w.k n;
ol ]'F!TF hgr:nembers of society, through the -:-,_155:;11_1-*_.-::_..'. c_|,
PWP{”’_IU'.' 'a! ; C munity, become transformed into ‘.*E‘fal:(‘
A s ’iU'IT'“TR hl::{'.ﬂ-l.'l:'llﬁ more and more separated from the
Pmd}mﬁem: . I[ I[Ihl'L-f- |-1rra| funcrions of weiery St"l:'l:.'hl].l"_\fl,-ail(‘I
admims'n‘awrsfu : 5‘|E@E l[‘r;:ld!‘.' itself independent in relation .T_“
tht' < Orﬂ.‘ n:if-(]rlnr*l". itself from society's servinl into 1ts
L ‘:"“d o n'aiz; LW v.nlit'l'c'.n:ul directions. Either i wiorks an
n;iﬂh‘ff‘f: : L::!I :::UE-: direction of the regular ::anon;w ei::;:l:-l-l
i ict arives betwesn them, the ec
e s o -ﬂi:ﬁ:il::; d:;:ﬁt;:it- f-.'m'ks ugd':nsrlz_-ccnmn?i.
development l—'-mn;d'.-i:.~au* as a rule, with bui few exceplions, {Un.::_
ki t'I: i 1-];:h-l“if'.ll [ew exceptions are isolated .Ch3§'51 ot
Euccum::s '1::} wlhlirh I:n::rbari.-m COTLUEroTs I'uw: HT['”;”“’,[:({: ";JLIL
COTUEST, _ : e e
dri'r"j:ﬂ Jidey pﬂp}llm:-:ﬂ.::ii::l?-:f’?:t:wiich they d’fd !m: Ln-:u
f - [c: B |'| t the Christians in Moorish ':-p:;m_ did
ikl ‘Thls o :‘" ha= i;'ri ation works on which the highly
""'"“'1111"; }:;:Trﬁiltr: ‘a[nc‘t. hortgicuhure of the ?sif;-;:lhrs_lr:licL}:;;l;-:P
FE L i 4 j iy  fias
l;:::v fmuluts-r by a more barbanan ﬁ::ilﬁ.:r::i: I:\_:]d-:“ L e
ECD“'_’Jmi': ‘-i"“"";‘-"l"“‘ﬁ'"[:;::ﬁl":‘ei;r?::m w-hv.rr: the vonguest _Fs peTs
it :mntnrqrha:}'iau Congueror has to adap hrrself TIJ r.h'f:
?EHTtm:‘;E:nTE:::: ;:;rri;:" as it emerges from Ehr*le'{'-!'l‘{]llel'ﬁl H_:: Ii;
s i 1 and In most cascs has Nad ey 3
assmilated by the vanquishe
adopt their language.* e e
If Hitler, for example, had 5uclr_l_“r‘.drd Tn u,”t..i ..}e}_haps
Soviet people during World War Two, .I::. lw!nn-:b;lanw Pt
have been able for a time to restore Iwr_I.u 3PL.L;:HI,\i_H(~ -
::kiialist slayery in it3 most best ial, .{'Et.‘if“l."-t ‘tru.n:, g,,:.'l ;llm.n .m
] PU‘S marauders had succeeded in crushing : .{‘“L’nm:
= “v" t Nam. But except for isolated cases n. ; o
ﬂmth’ lEL‘ : csed to internal, more or leiah PEACE :Lj
CI"~£5l11“§ ¥ rﬁ?:{ has there been an example ol a more .1“
“-'Stmz““l"u-d: nf- prur-luu*:ion being transformed into a less
vanced m

5. Engels, op. ot p 202 emph. added.
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advanced? Nowhere
social development, which depend on the dev

social production. the development of the
labor,

elopment of
productivi ty of

Now, this does not mean that at certain times the form of
a society, its Superstructure, has not been changed backward.
only that its economic content never has. A conerete sxam
Ple of the first was France after the defear of Napoleon in
1815, The Restoration of (he Bourbons which followed
brought back the outward trappings of feudalism, hut naot
its content, i.e., lapd tenure, the landed art.‘:tm‘rac}-‘, legal
constraints upon the rising bourgeoisie, ete. As M
out, Louis XVIII himself. the new Bourbon king, was the
“pelitical chief” of the new baurgeors ruling class, the finan.
cial section of the capitalists.s In form. the old; in content
the new, The Restoration restored the trappings of the old
order, hut eould nor undo what had been done by the
French Revolution and its successar, Napoleon, Such is the
motion of history, which moves not in cy
ward, although not smooth, spiral,
Production has taken hald, tounter-revolution can seill at
tempt to force it backward, Bug it £4n succeed, if at all, only
superficially. Its rontent is forced, on pain of extingction, to
adapt itself to the new. more advanced economie reality, the
new mode of production. And why? Beeayse new modes of
production (slavery, feudalism, capitalism and socialism) do
Not come upon or leave the historie
cidentally, idc.’olngirz;lli}n or at the
dividual or group, but as the
social production
If this is true of Past social history.

aTx points

cles but in an up-
Once a new mode of

al scene ;xrbirr;u-if}f, ac-
whim of this or that in-
resule of the development of

T s necessarily true of

b, Marx. Kagl, The Eipl

teentl Brumelre of Lougs Hrmupr.:.r.'-. Iintes
national Puhl. P 14,

are foreed

7. The Festorationists, again to biend History to comp ap with
FYEn oneexample of hisrorical retrogression, Martin Nicolaus Mt 1y to
make Engels say rhat the German peasantey- i the ftesnth cenpume sul
fering a TEInstaterment of serfdan WERL tomt eapitalism back o
teudaliom, By Engels says nathing of the kind merely thae their loy did
nutconstantly improve. as the bourgenis poilyannas elaim {Nicolaus, ap

e, pp. 180 1) The Poverty of rhe restorationises’ examples refleces (he
pPoverty of their pi‘ljhm phy,

The very idea contradicts (jhe laws of
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T

_(_ﬁf FT
from €2 ;
IstOry O : A4 £ st
recent histo }U'I'l. true. And why "more?” Because, on
{5 even more =i
Jriseven!

= he [_}ru[:‘tu!'-lﬂﬁ
' ‘hen we speak of t . :
- we are dealing, w el arion of
penember, f[iup with a very special transformat
revolution, wi ;

. ; - BOCIELY
that is, the period of the al[vﬂm-f. o [ the
—this 5y ] : . 1 ue o
ﬂ“":;l';-,-m to communism? Specifically, is it tru
gLt '

{ the Soviet Inion?

R . i revious

e I'he socialist revolution, unlike 3& E{: b
: i ivity

Mlel:.:;iums develops not only the productivity

evo : E

e, impIoves

through further freeing the P'mduc-n,:rﬁ::mi:-:‘l :;'iioimtl:f o
the distribution :laic:m:}_ *._.ioc1lﬁi- };{f;r Ui history t]u:f-.
pRaacers th{;‘*nﬁu- mlain productive force, are mnﬁc‘lDU?lﬂr
working Pf*f:lP ii.r.h:‘-ir e e a]—.ﬂﬂl:{fﬁ, In em 1::.
[]1:‘_]'['].5(3?"*—'5 e + always fell under the lt'aderﬁ'llllp or lljlﬁ rlve:w
rwoh}i?ﬂm Iﬂw"fF .':in['f were manipulated in lhr‘ 1511&re5_1‘_n :}t T..Ilt;
fxplor:ilﬂf*;:iri[h the old rulers. But the ﬁl;‘lCl_J 115(::?21';1:-?%
atter’s battle witl « warking class by its own efforts.
e Hmaﬂﬂpﬂ;?ﬂvuft-:.}qzlL:;th?Ft”hgl: working c'];?sa h(fﬂ.{?m‘fs
In th‘? .:nur;ff“‘.::.lf and its enemies, it becomes Iﬂcr?dbli;?ii
S IU 1_,|: to defend its gains against all cu;m_;.‘,_l -
?-u;?n]E;:n:ikiW than hefore to be m:ampu‘ljl;;;d h-;:p e
a -, J 3 the ne -
maribund lu:l'cf:; r]t;:;mf}t:f_;. PL;;L]T:- p:f;viltqﬁ revolutions,
jgore W ‘.!HE?_ t ;J;ed the wealth of society F.rrr them-
i {h? ']i::'-llfﬁl-'l-r' else. They are working for il
selves, and kenow it Stalin himself comments on this:

selves, ; )

i he standard of welfare and culltul_'c n;st ‘;h{! ]L:!I[d:;\::

i '“ if the strength, might and_1nv:nc1b1 ::31; e
was a T(‘H:-n:‘tll.llﬂ [RPt-nhlliﬂnk in the past perished I:_:fcau;e. e
Soviet rsx-nluudﬂ'\ f._ dom they were unable to bring a ou b
- “l“’ i ':le;i their material and L‘U]LL:FJ:I] CGﬂdIElJILl.]
F‘"'r;““f ‘mP?C'VE'_mt-ll\h_rf m‘akneas. Our revolution differs ﬂj.”r-r.:loin
Therein lay f-thI]'_r_lilj-;qt it not only freed the p{‘np_h" fr (llml u.:um e
s ”"'fu] 'fnnmbm -alr_hxu brought about a radical impr “.\-fﬂnﬁw. 2
Ht"ﬁ Ita]Ei]'“HhiT;:ll 4--:|1I[rural conditions of the people. Therein he:
the welfare : I
strength and imvincibility.® | . |

'g it is true that even though hle maved with h;tt{;:

f\"“‘f i R sunahble, d(‘.&pi[&Sl_l[.w.thfman {
e !r'“dfﬁ{";; the remnants ol capitalism. Are we
to rid his country o

8. History of the CPSU, op. cit., p. 341




then to helieve that his B CEsSOTS
move with history but whi
vears rid that same « GUTILTY o
svstem of socialisin
tought three revolutions, pw

iruits of socialism for forty and more vears? B that is exac
Iy what the thewrises of

believe. Their claims reduce themselves 1o
contempr for the Sovie people, th
capitaism itself as a system in essence
and preferable to i
The development of society in
the movement of matter. Matee
arbitrarily or at random. hur according 1o definite laws.
Dialectics sums up and generalizes these laws. One af the
most basic is the law of developmen
levels, Once stmething has developed from a lower to a
higher quality it cannot change back. This law holds for
everything that evolves. Water, for example, ean turn into
steam, and then steam can turn back into water; that is not
evolution. But man cannot turn back into 3 low
anirmal, A higher Quality cannot turn into a
content. although there may be
backsliding in form. Inbreeding
might cause the degen

superior w socialism

history is a specific form of
r docs not move and dcrf{u}.

t from lower o higher

er form ol
lower quality in
distortions or even
or some genetic defeer
eration of a group of human beings,
but it will never cause them to turn back into apes,

Dialectics differs tundamentally from all more backward
forms of philosophy in its understanding that motion
procecds from the lower to the higher. Dialectics is forward.
looking and progressive, as opposed ro bourgegis meta
physics, which sees all change as depeneration from the
present “best of all possible worlds, " capitalism, The
bourgeoisie must deny that there is anything better: dialec-
tics, the science of the proletariat, has no need to make such
a denial. It is not afraid to look at things as they really are,
constantly pregressing. Not that the development of nature
and society from lower to higher levels is the result of
gradual, smooth, harmonious evolution, development in a
smooth line slanted upward, Rather. development moves in
a jagged upward spiral, complete with hackward movemenis
which appear to return 1o where they started. but which

smaller'men who do not
} Iry 10 imipede it, could in ten
tof remnants but of an entire
to enslave an entire people who had
o world wars, and had eaten the

capitalist restoration UXPECL us Ly
the worst sort of
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CaVirommpat birae, Wiemy, g rnt of i iliation; the prolefariat must destrov the bourgeoisie or 1t
The worst share : e sipisie drags society down after
| worsi r-il(.]]'-_l’.'.e'flll'l_'rlg of the thatrits, of Cacis. I ; <elf be destroyed as the bourgeoisic drags s .
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[aEonistic classes, Mew contradictions CITETEE. o
The new conrradictions are all based m the previous
history of the new society and its TT‘c"ﬂ'.l_"'sll'.UI[.l'd.l nature., [he
pontradiction berween the productive lorces .‘;u.u? Lt'li‘
velaticns of production is no longer antagonistc, but it still
exists. Lhe contradiction between manual and mental
labor, between town and country, between skilled ;»_111.1',{ un
killed. between good and bad policies, between socialism
within the |:|_=-.m11‘"1_.' and mternational imperialism, and L%H:
ncernal reflecton of this antagonism, namely, between the
working people and the hroken but not c’Er--:{rn'g;ca_:' FENRIHS
of gapitalisin and their ideological heirs, the new elite—all
exict under socialism and continue to influence social
dcrw:i:)pm('m The lrn::nr is, however, Lhat onee the new

tak ] f i mmode of |_1:|>r|_Lli'I;_ﬁT1 15 established it marks the end of the
CARES MACE 1IN A Ty et - ' e 1 3 e rey1E]

T P e the process of the struggie of the old and new old anraeonism between the proleraniat and the bourgeolse
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strugel F:: k lf’ within the old entity. Iy class society this because thece is no more bourgeoisie in the sense of an
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rh I ey e . AR 111 r s of on
e, wi ly when the old and new e tolatively Lrief transition period that Lenin speaks of 0
separate, face each other ; . '

and figh ; 4 mutual, antagonistic OppUnEnts aumerous occasions), ' of a counter-revolution taking place
3 BN out. As the Tex Eof . iy FE sl | LSRR e apital at one paole
i extbaok of Marxist !'b:.ﬁv.w{,tn"xj.- puts based on the antagonisic OppUsites of capital at ¢ :

and labor at the other i :
o short, the Basic law of dialecties, the unity and struggic
of opposites, denies the possibility of “revolution” from

I'be comtradicrion of

ANY PROCEss 15 resolve
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sl e i, ot by same exter
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12, Stalin Ioseph, Dislecticul and Histy

" - i b i 174
s ortcal Matersalve k3. Teumebook of Philosojivy, op. cet.. p. 172
the CPSLE oy s W 1 b
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in Hastory pf Lenin. V. 1., “Economics and Politics in the Era of the Dictater-

he Prolotariat, " O W (op cit ), val 80, p. 107
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socialism o capitalism, since undes sacialismy there 15 g
struggle of antagonistic soonomic poles.

The trath of this is- again borne out if one looks at the
histary of social development, in which progress has-always
been made by revolution, .o, vielent confrontation of the
ald and new classes of society. Where has (his happened in
the Sevier Union? Wouldn't somelhing about 1 hayve ap
peared in the American press, which, like the theorises of
FEStOratlon, is ronstantly on the look-out fon something bad
to say about Seviet society? Or did a confrontarion won bry
the “Soviet capitalists” take place so quietly that even the
CIA missed it pr did nat find 1t werth recording? But that is
ridiculous. Throughaut history the elash of AnLagonistic
classes has alwavs been marked by civil war, violence, and
widespread upheaval, The theprists of res oration would
have us believe that the laws of history and dialecrics have
been suspended, or changed, in the present case. But this is
understandable.  They refer to Sovier “capitalism™ as
“capitalism of a new type." ' It makes sense that they should
mvent a dialectics of a new type to explain it.

Summing up, we are justified in saying that there is
neither historical nor philosophical support for the theory
that capitalism can be restored in a socialist society.

15, ‘B¢, KpD, (M-L) and KAD, (M-LY s Restauratean oes
Kapitalismus s de Sougeiumion; Revelutioharer Weg, Probleme des
Marxismus.] eminismus, [47]-2, v | pgo1. Thishas nop bieen publizhed
m English, but is the besi staternent of the theory of caniralic rEStOration
that I have read -

PART TWO
POLITICAL ECONOMY
()
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The central thesis of the thearists of capitalist restoranion in
the USSR ie the existence of a “new hourgeoisie™ arisen out
of the inegualities (“Dourgeois vight'") within sacialism,
These inequ::]itics are hangovers from capitalism (kence the
teTin BoUTZEos right) and are reflected in the slogan, “From
each according to his ability, to each according to his work,”
which means that under soctalism, the first and lower phase
of communism, not everybody will get an equal share of the
social product of labor, but only the equivalent (minus cer-

tain necessary deductions) of what he or she put into it.!

The existence of this inequality under socialism s in-
disputahlﬂ_ But the restorationists’ conclusion, that it gives
rise to capitalism, is not. Philosophically, it is tghtly linked
to the opinion that capitalism itself is restored gradually
through the revisionist (“capitalist-roader™) pohcies of the
so-called “mew bourgeoisie.” The main theoretical
justification of this opinion has come to us m the form of two
articles written by two former leaders (and until recently
among the most prestigious) of the Communist Party of
China Yao Wen-yuan and Chang Chun Chiao. The later
says, “Politics is the concentrated expression of economics,
Whether the ideological and political line is correct or in-
correct. and which class holds the leadership, decides which

class owns those factories in fact.”®

1. Bee Marx. Rarl, Gritprue of the Gotha Progran, {nternaconil Pabl,

MY, 1538, pp.-8-10,

2, Chang Chun-chiao, "0On Exercising All-Baound [Meratorship Over the
"FLP, Peking, 1970 p. 1. A comiment 1§ necessary an the
context within which Chang and Yad are being criticized 10 chis book.
The text was completed before the recent coufr within the iradership of
the Communist Party of China and the subseguent purge of the sn-called
“gang of four,” of which Chang-and Yao are members. My criticism of
“new hourgeoisic’ ot arc not meant o be

Bourgeoisi

{heir statements abour the
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Similarly, speaking of the necessity of “restricting” rather
than promoting “bourgeois right.” Yao Wen-vuan SaAys

If we do not act 1n this way, but instead call for the partial
mequality it entails, the inevitable result will be polarization, i.e.,
in the matter of distribution 2 small number of people will ap.
propriate increasing amounts of commoadities and money through
some legal and m:u;}' illegal ways; stimulated by “material incen
tives” ol this kind, capitalist ideas of making a fortune and craving
for personal fame and gain will spread unchecked; phenomena
like the turning of public property into privatc property,
speculation, graft and corruption, theft and bribery will increqgse;
the capitalist principle of the exchange of commodities [sict] will
make 1t way into political and even into Party life underminimg
the socialist planned ec snomy; acts of capitalist exploitation such
as the conversion of commodities and money into eapital, and
fabor power into a commodity, will eccur, changes in the nature
of the ownership will take place in certain deparitments and wnils
which follow the revisionist line: and instances of oppression and
exploitation of the laboring peaple will arise again. As a resulr, a
small number of new bourgeois elements and upstarts who have
totally betraved the proletariar and the laboring peaple will
emerge from among the Party members

workers, well-to-do
peasants and personnel of state and other orpans *

Characteristic of both these formulations is their equation
of what is capitalist or what socialist with “line, " o1 idealogy,
The “line” of this or that departmient or unit will determine
“the nature of ownership” of it. As another Chinese theorist

taken ¢ agroemett, facit or otherwise, with the OULTRFEOUS @eCTSaLions
which hiave beert thrown at them by the Hua grouping, The pesition of
the GLP. has always been thar the mazin cente

withis

t of counrer-revolution
he Chinese Parey is the Teng Heiao ping growap, that 15, the an
Lagonists of the “gang of four.” Teis also our position thar 'L ngand Hya
are linked polictcally. (See partivalarly Peoples Trifrene, vol. % no. 98
for the CLPs statement on the coups) Sipmificani]

¥, Huaand Co, have
Tever atfacked Chang and Yen's cheories on the “new Iranirget

capitalist restoration, e, porcan they, if their polioy of athance with the
Utnted Stares versus the Sovier Undon snd arher aspects of thewr foreign
and defmestic policy are to remain justifiable The main poine, however, is
that remarks in the &0 crizical of Chang and Yen's positions are in no
way meant to signify agreement with Lhe ehiist faetion which has purged
them.

& Yao Wen yuah, “On the Social Basis of rthe Lin Piao Ami-Pany
Clique,” FLP, Pekitig 1975, p. 7-8.
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wiomist Fine should becomé
“1i the revisiomist hng shotlld

- i ‘.I\ .l s v - - b . -
il e ar industrial] unit, this oot

5t

P iTaE n a : .
i in which case the awnership would

a [mining

S yHITE
would change ils natur ;

in form but capitalist in reality, .
- a new bourgeoisie and pr-yhr:;l‘nm
hased on whether revisionism 0.ocs
iven mine, or factery, or
roduction hecome reflec-

be socialist only
We are to believe that
EImETgE O donot rrnfrgf ;
does not predominate inoa ;.____.
i Classes and modes of | : : haw
i [ mental categories, not material relations .1_. g
e such r.'il:'f_umsLa]'u:‘.ca, how can one call a coun
all? H:ﬁhe-r it reduces itself Lo @ giant CJI!_.‘-EI-]Q_L‘.r-
which ‘are now Cﬁp'liiﬂlf-.[, now hl:.“.‘ﬂ ist,
“line” the management carfics out,
s theory go one Lreltm'_ r;han J.'+ng
nied the existence of the 5-4..-:‘1.111?.;
48 A coherent economic

whatevel

people Unde
try socialist at all?
hoard of “units”
depending on w'nirh1 ,
The proponents IG‘f tht
Hsiao-ping, who in 1974 de

camp. They deny socialism itself

fa}f‘ﬁta{:'l:;;t does this theory have 1n coOminon F-.«-i.ti-]. 3-_1 a r::s:!ilnn

der to answer this, and to lay a basis for a con e
i n of Soviet political economy, one must g0 ‘rE.“.‘}-u
B rounding these basic questions anid
First, some basic definitions.

vestigati _ .
the subjective notions sul
{asten upon their essence.

4. Chih Heng, "Conscientiously Study the Thepry of the Dictatorship of
v haTEL g SAOMSE

2eviow Mo, 7, 1975, p. 8
thi Proletariat,” Peking Reviow MNo. 7 T




of social wealth, although an aspect of ¢
consequence rather than a cause of those
Ierences o income, in .
social status do not in themselves derermi
Within a given class there are diff

1. Lcr‘u'::, RN
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Dﬁﬁﬂitions

What are Classes?

"Classey, " in writes, “ 4T ; i 1ffer
from e-;Lt.'il-f)[l]’;:Tnhn'p 1"}:;‘[-;&:?;{(;[];;{]':-;?: ﬁ:u'”'ijh "Jt F’_“”i?lf i

: py m a historically deter-
rmined system of social production, by their ralatian (in most {‘EIF:PS
of preduction. by thei
1d consequently, by the
eaith of which they dispose und
Classey are groups of people une of

: ithor of anothier owing ta the differeny
places they occupy in a definite system of s :

fixed and formulated in law) to Lbe m EdTEE
rolean the social arganization and labor, a
démenstons of ifie share of secial u
the mode of dcquiring it.
which can apprapriate the :
izl ccongmy, '
.Lt"l'ill [P y N AT = .

i detines classes dccordmg (o material,

eritenia, He says nothing about their L
wdeology or “line.’

ohiective
: cing based on
ne.” A class is not a group of people who think
or even act alike, but a material P:'n.‘-luu'Jia;m'll-i".,' which ¢an
existenly in relation (o other material, economic entitics -{
bourgenisic can exist only in relation to a |_nuJa_-taria:-, I['u:u
l|lhr=n.* c:uljncrt be an exploiting without an exploited class, Fyge-

16T, a class is not primarily a guantitative catesor iy
4 capitalist is no merely .;nm(ihmi‘_.' with ;1“1{(:-1-‘:;‘1;1511'-‘: b
worker somebody wi : = N

b |
th z little. The difference in dimensions
ass differences i a
differences, Dif
the ways ol edrning it and even in
ne what are o|asses.
erent layers or “stratg’

"A Great Beginning” Progress Publ Moscinw LR
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v hardhy resemble others at all, bt u'h'.x.lh
: . i 3 i + tH1s
rts of the same class, Let us go IR0 b

e of which ma
.}u]nF{hdti.ﬂsn are pd

- ; 4
quest a little more L-e“.-|-.|j
1 pamit resiion a
1rl'JpCli

What are Strata?

They are groups (oI “layers”) of people 1D as;)t I-_ir‘.-“_:]f::u
have r;*.rulir- comrmaor social (as -.“JF)'iJu:.r:l I:‘--%flkd;h'f-: n;-..-m. F.s
ete. Jicha Facteristics which set them apart LT."-..-m n. et ;:;Ik .:
liplj'édl‘.'tll'.l do not form a separale rlass | _T] the l_.tl;ll.!'-\.. .,_I ,i.(;r,.
3 + other classes. For exampie, the TISEI( i1 ¥
. lfr:']'ll'luki;a the United States i a stratuam, the apper
::;rintﬂj- Lh-l:' WOTKITNE class: But not a1l strata iu:--li .I)i.l'::',,.r.l_l
one l'lsarth.'ular class. Perhaps the byest ur:nmpll- 1; LI|L '-D‘mi:.]
= not is the intelligentsia, thie uppes Efctllllll of the
i society, the Goclors, JAWYEEs, e
Fhey do not form @ class Liet .'.L_l.w-l the ?!.“_-_
iliar place in the system n{lw‘.u:‘.'.u 4 oines
bers of differsnt classes whio may

teachers, scien
workers

fisfs, aTtises, eic.
NoL occupy & pect
tion. Instead they are mem - . e
have different relationships to the means of pri .i LE B
: : LICH - ALt caL &
chare COMITON charactensLics education, technit .
: § loped capitalisy society
Lc The intelligentsia in highly developed c,apn..lm sOCietY
S i dith CrWITTE TIE alization
Jre usually not capitalists: with the growing m niop -
I 3 r ~ i 1L 4 2 b : T £ ool
i ancial aristo thev beco
= o ey - Tipancial aTIstOETALY, LUS 1
afsocial wealth by a Tin) e

lansed, 4 F becoming ©
3 =3 nore polanded, d 1EW A = 1 e
e an | . Is. the heads of rich law firmnsh

T own or control nospita _ e
vl although with a di

the greal majority wage laborers, .
ferent lifestvle and social status than the
ank and file white collar proletarians. . ey
The intelligentsia as a group fave Ho 11'11'3:_{1_.[1... L5

: = a i r VRT ! - 5 I-_‘r '}

unique economic eXIstence. Becauss :hl"_- are led ¥
i they seperally act in its INterests. I his is True

domimant class 1 lly SRt i
both in rap:-La]:.qr and socialist socicty In the for: ;

: [
bulk of the intelligentsia serve a5 the 1d e
{atives of oo L_'Li]Z-:II'."'_lllb!\ class, although .:h .xlt'r :]I .].”E_Il[.
become legs and less able to feed -'.‘..u-m_ dlrgll rl [1_1::.&];' g
section become disaffected and 'I'lt":i{'.lh ‘::{I..i‘-..l...i:ll_}{- u.[ ]1.:. 5
smilarly, under corialism, the bulk of the y
¢ : ] representalives of the new

industrial or

enlogical represen

Er:ui-:ta::']:u. : :
relleciuals serve as the ideologit:
dominant class, the proletariat.
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_ This point s worth emphasizing because it is afteq
F_Hmmvd Or distorted by the restorationists. They place
arge share of the resnanchiliae e e T B
2 ge. 1 of r..hh responsibility for capitalist restoration on
'€ nteiigentsia or even the more advanced stratz of the
workine clag e | e T :
WYRing class undar socialism. Thev claim ithat because
these people have certain char

=

bl actenistics which set them
apart from the mass of workers and peasants, they chanoe
or Er} ;“ change, their social position from one of harmony
With the rest of the waorkis ' Stifém.
i g pe_npl.r to one of antagonism.
i » Aceo a to these theorists, lies the basis of the
new bourgeoisie,

_ Stalin in his speech to the Eightee
Communist Party of the Soviel
theory with contempt. After det
new intellipentsia is born and
working class, he sa ¥s,

nth Congress of the
Union (1939) treaes this
ailing how under socialism a
raised in the bosom of the

It is therefore all the more astonishing

kbt and strange that after all
these Iundamental changes in the .

1 status of the intelligentsia
}Jlf r..r]blr.' should be found within our Party whao atiempt to -m];i‘u the
old ¢ r. which was diree st Nk T
i heory, “Il-i.]SWﬂB directed against che bourgeais mtelligen
518, 0 our new, Soviet intell sta. These peopl i
gentsta. These prople, it appears,

asserr th; orkers ; JiE
ASHETE that w:,:um._rs and peasants who unrii recently were working
i Stakbanovite fashion : b

who were then sent 1o the ”.-le-_f.a(.l.-r”-rw.s 2 collective farms, and
For 9HE uluversities to beeducared, therefore
ceased to be real peopie and became second-rate people. So 5«‘
are to _r_'-_snclur]F- that education is a pernicions and tl--.r.-l;-r[ a
-thtlfig tLavghter. | We want all our workers and nr-ian“u::;w Jl;I_
t'uiruﬁ_'dl and educated, and we shall achieve this in .:hilnlu- IB:t f:
the opinion of these queer comrades, this purpose ha ."hnr:i.a. s .1{-'
danger; for after the workers and preasants become rw.r:rurpj u:f
educated they may face the fIIﬂ'."IIEF.’;' of hemg cla s_-.'z,"a'elu' c;' s':;r-r -'.|:
rate people. [Loud laughter.] The P y is not e tha

assibility is not exeluded he
these queer comrades g = et Rat
T e T may in time sink to the position tolli
backwardness. ; of extolling

s %, lgnorance, benightedness and ebséurantism It
ottld be quite in the nature of things. Theoretical vagaries have
s dpd 4 L
never led, and never can lead, to any gand £

The intelligentsia refl

ect the social system in whicl
x 5 ; L which they
are borm and dm'f-]n[_r. N :

ot completely, of course, Just as un-
Z. Stalin ; i af o

G _|;.LI:-JII.::]‘1|I_.. _JJT_:*;lmrl- of the Central Commities to the Ephiventh
: gressaf the CPRSU, Communis fnternatiomal vol xiy, 19%0 eial
.\\umh--r_pp. G478 ¢ VO v 1A q]J'I'_'tJ:fl
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~eanitalism d seetion of the intellizentsia LJ!L‘:’:]-L with the
e L;(:.uiaie and join forces with the proletarat, so under
I:;.l;.;?iam 4 seetion of the E]1Tt‘|]t_|§f{_‘]'ll.ﬁr1:;-{ :!.'!_iﬂ‘l the |ll-il|.lli;:i_';‘y'f.‘-:.5
Ic-f capitalism and inter |I_:|1Z-.'.-m.1] -..m|_n.-:'|a|1..r.m_ not LI.'--.L' ‘:--C.'l:]iﬂil.‘:z
huse, Either former hourgeois intellectuals or else younger
: fected with bourgeois ideology, I1'!F5C people do
but they do not constitule an econ-
. a decisive place

elements in
indeed seek privileges, :
ormic class because L hey do not occupy : e
5 a “historically determined system: of social pmducta:.m: as
_ They have no fundamental power apart from
class which by virtue of its holding the state
: oducton, the fac

Lenin says
the poweT of the ¢ _
power has taken control of the means uf p1
tories, land, mines, €Le.

But the restoratinnists attribute to this corrupt _
this stratum of a stratum, the mvstical
| the means of pmductluu from

section of

the intelligentsia,
power of being able o stea . S
huridreds of millions of people gradually, 5m:1:~tll}-_ shyly. by
resolutions, We are supposed to believe

verbal decrees and . PP e
a country in which the people nave

that in the Sovier Union, ;
built and defended socialism for fifty years, a simall group u-l
managers and other officials have on their own (‘nslal-.-_rn.l
them. How have they accomplished this no mean feat? }‘,E-i“.‘l
under capitalism, with s rradition of oppression wi I[.Icﬁ.li.l

to law, the workers wonld not tolerate for long the tutelage
of the foremen, plant managers, €ic., |f they were not F.ljg::
ported by the viclent state apparatus of 4 separate class, !;..L
capiralists. Whence then comes ll:Lt.‘ strange l_mwmj_u%' e
managers and so forth under socialism, thar s, in & :-!.u.m.nn
i+ which the working class is a bundred times migre
organized, COOSCIONS and experienced 10 .th:' class 5tr|:;_|l.i,;_.e,w.
and in which there is no legally propertied bourgeolsic to
back the managers and their like, the Brain workers—whence
comes the stra nge power of these pl_-uplfl 1o EI‘.Isl;Ili'L' .[_hP
workers with virtually no struggle? But this s precisely what
the restorationists say has happened. Thf_“'_r version _uf T'{:al_lt\-
shows their epinion of the working class in the Soviet Union

and elsewhere
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What are Material I ncentives?

What i Capitalism?

mode” of production.
1 ioni i o lism is-a social system or “mode” of pro
Fhese are treated by the restorationists with haughty con. Capitalism Is a s0¢ !

. : S e >y
temipt as “revisionist” and much worse, They give rise, we E “The histarical conditions OTIi.“f‘l"l"‘"ll'\']1‘;_:([;:‘\??;:(*&2{”1;_
are told, 1o capitalist restoration. unlike maoral incentives, 1 Bi;im_‘ given with the l]‘-l'-r'f'f' “I*":;‘T’:lt;ufl‘h:n;:m S |l_;:|[-' AT
which are QK L e 3 spring intm life, only PEICTE G e R

I'he theory that material incentives lead Lo revisionism : r[;—ml:-;l:;:e}[;::li[ci nug','_w-_:i.‘i[—.'m o meﬁ-.-s111-,'_:St‘.zﬂ’r""‘I;;“L‘;ﬁ_::lt{._Ilmﬂ-”-“,,;
and capitalism has more in common with Catholicism and i ?abgum' selling his labour ie_r.?,-\-.a..,[.:*]«:T}"L‘rlﬁ:_r-w-c-: e T ”‘
the various doctrines of the mortification of the flesh than . ¢amprises a world's history. E?Tj,r:t;r-: irocess of social production. ™
with communism. The logical conclusion of this theory is t first appearance a new epoch mthe | . . PO
that the closer soviety gets to the material abundance of 8 *apitalism is not simply a system in which there-are b
communism, the more revisionist and bourgeois it will be. ! g

This corresponds 1o Christian esch

Stalin discusses very
material incentives (that
fully corresponds

alology — but to Marxism?
concretely how the franiing of
is bonuses for inore production)
to the socialist 1

aw of distribution (fram
each dccording to his ability,

to gach according o his work)
and is absolutely necessay ¥ to the development of 2 skilled,
motivated and dedicated working elass.? [nlike our aristocra
tic ideologises, Stalin sees nothing wrong with the workers and
Peasants enjoying the fruits of their labor, Unlike St
Augustine he does ot see physical well.b
purity of thought, Nor d
workers and peasants
theories, rhe gener

eing as inimical to
o the people, Twenty million of the
“corrupted” by Sialin's “revisionist"
ation of the Stakhanovites “corrupted” by
material incentives, laid down their lives to bury Hitler in
the Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union. More recently
the Cuban people, similarly “corrupted” by material incen

tives. shed their blood to help free Angola. And the ascetic
theorists of restoration sit in their studies writing brilliant

Polemics on their IBM typewTiters against the “revisionice”
practice of material incent ives, 4

3 Sualin Joseph, “New Conditions — New Tasks in Econamic Corseryce
Lo (Sperch Delivered ap 2 Conferenee of Business Illxeq-uLiwg.. June 25
1931)," Collected Works, FLPY Mascow, 1985, vol. 13, pp, 54ff

# Lenin speaks in “a Grear Beginning® (afr. cil. ) of how voluntary,
unpaid labor represents the new shoots of communiam But he says
notiang a i

bout there heing anything evil WIrongor “revisionist” abont pawd
wOrker is given

tabor, that ls, labar in exe

hange for which the
UEentives "

material

Wt] | S £ ; L ~nnts, @8 S0IMe
L jJ Lh.{_ p et l:".{- |'s-£ h(‘.ll'. O:I. Lh‘. ]]r.l‘-‘: : : : : i
id][[]‘ ‘\ ] l‘i'f" OLS: lab’:i 5')”‘“—L1L‘3 I-il‘f'- Ll ’13- ATk IJILLI
h . i 'il [ el Ny I |J\' (= Xj i{lj .3'1':{')1'1. L :I;i.""i -l.“a S54Yys,
al : f 5, LILdl 15, : X i -
W L1118 skd ]‘ ﬂﬂair 3 I[ iR I
I.JE W llld I:II:_" ill}hu :l Lo ASSUITC [ha.r. UII[.I-:I.I.RI nthJ 4“.“\1‘ [ln'nll-
l]l!tll". eS0TIl Con i 5 W e dl!(lllJ'. 13 l‘h-t][_d E l
I = I.].‘:.- L5 p‘f-'-l -
It I0ns: 5 : :
dPLLs &LS O ¥ 2R |. l Ware Et{jrkl:"['h 311 flllJ aQLner.
i Jl.'|]| Eg' 1 [E]l" ne tl(.“l arc (284 ; I .
';}. Ih ontrary, 1 -1 “p“ '.':‘\ﬁf.d class at a I - =
. i " L 1 ]] frmes has '::I- o

vy

srtorm unpaid labar. : _ I
i Hiin i5 ne historical system of produc
e L;,J i .Hch that unpaid labor 15 ap-
g the mode by wh i : :
: FoLg thxe mc s : pin
from another is t = by the non-producer.® Unde '
ropriated from the producer U‘f I e
o lism it is wape labor that is; the hL:erl_l.,r i ek
:.-:ap]m 1507 If E 1 ; he laborer himself, as u
5 a o gty (not theda e
labor power as a ‘_Unﬂm\;ll? 5 labior or labor-titne, as under
i pTOUUCT 0L 1d . : }-
ar ] Voo nor Lhe fpro : ; FoI e
der b]d-wi, Jage labor presupposes a situation wl ;
fm‘f“lliﬂ’-ﬁ"nl- sl “free” of their own means of
16051 i ' BTE are T A )
ajarity of produc : % ikt S e
1{1 I'. y IF:\rl means of subsistence; they ¢ ,nJ L|_1]SP
roduction an e _ | P o :
e u‘;r-'l s without getting a job working for se St
|.]15-IH =i VES W ; oo 1 i | 1(51;:“1' I;_)C{‘Cln".f.fﬁ e I-""-”\II'IETIHZ.'II.U do
Only when their labor | e
bl editon, p: 170
L Cfu gl L laceenanaral Publ sediton, g 7 i
. Marx, Batl, Cofelal, vils : e e
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other products (food, clothing, shelter, etc.) become com-

modities also, Capitalism cannot arise as the dominan,
mode of production in society as long as only a few (mainls
luxury) items are produced for sale, Ag long as most produc.
tion 15 carried on by individuals (mainly farmers) for thei
use-and that of their families, the production of articles for
sale (jewelry, Fine lace. spices, certain tools, ships, et
exists only in a Hmited w ay. on the periphery of society. It ix
only when the masses of people cannot produce for them-
selves (because they have heen deprived of their land) and
have to buy their food, clothing, etc., that commaodity
production ran bécome the prevailing mode of production,
that is, become capitalist production,

The process by which the Farmers are separated from
their land is primitive accumulation. the violent seizure of
land by the capitalists and the driving of the peasantry from
itinto the cities, where they become Factory workers ¥

Capitalism arose historically only on the basis of these
cancrete conditions, It arisesas a social power of one parr of
society, the approprators ot the land and the manufac (LTS
in the towns, over the dispossessed. Capital is not 4 sum of
money ar a thing but a social relation “a special, historically
definite. socia] production relation, 10 Capital exists as
“dead labor, that, vampire-like, only lives by sucking living
tabor," Marx puts i thusly:

How does 3 sum of commodities

af errrh.-mgt'. values, become
capitaly

In that, as an [nd&pem_la:ur social power, {.e

pas A power of 2
pari of society, it maintaing itself and increases by exchange: for

direct, living labor power. The existence of a class which plssesses
nothing burt ies capacily for labior iz a RECEssArY prerequisite of
capital.

It is unly the domination of accumulated, past, materialized

labor aver direct ving labor, which turing actumulated lahor in-
tocapitg] 1!

¥. fiee the entire last section of valume 1 of Capital for s definitive ac.

count ol the process nf primitive #eenmulation,

Y Quoted by Leontiev A Palitical Economy: 4 Short Cour v, 1034
Profetarian Pabl (reprint], 92

I1. Marx, Karl. Wage Laber and Caprtal, SW op. vi

o PP.E6b-h, ermph,
1 original
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¢ with the character of the productive forces."'* Besides

fo . . _
this, the law of extended reproducton, valid for all in-
' society, capitalism, socialismn and the higher form of

dustria _ ! :
cOmIMUnisi, also obrains. This law states that production ol
l!‘i-t? means of production (machinery, raw materials, fac

tor i The | .
production of the means of consumption. The law of value,

fundamental to capitalism, continues to exist to a degree,
although it no longer has the importance that it does under

ses railroads. etc.) must proceed relatively faster than the

capitalism.
Finallv there are the laws unique to socialism, which, like

the others, are objective and independent of anyone’s will.

With tha birth and development of socialist relations of prodic:
i, mew economic laws make their appearance and begin to
operate: the basic economic law of socialism, the Jaw of planned
{propertional) development of the national economy; the law ot
steady increase in the productivity of labor, the law of distribution
aceording to work, the law of socialist accumulation, ete ™

The basic law of socialism, on which all others depend, is
stated by Stalin as “the securing of the maximum satsfac:
tion of the constantly rising material and cultural
requirements of the whole of society through the continuouis
expansion and perfection of socialist production on the basis
uf higher Et'['hilil]ll'l‘?‘ﬁ_“?ﬂ

Stalin, in conformity with Marxism, makes a distmcrion
between the laws of socialism, which are objective, and the
way society uses them. For example he says,

The law of balanced development of the national economy
arose in oppesition to the law of competition and anarchy of
produetion under capitalism. It arose from the socialiration of the
means of production, after the law of competition and anarchy of
production had lost its validity, It became operative becausc a
socialist economy can be conducted only on the basis of the
economic law of balanced development of the national economy.

L8 thed, p. 10. .
1. Textbaak of Polttwcal Economy, Institure of Feonomics, USSR, ‘I’-?'II'-.
p. 526, This is an extremely interesting beok, and nin1r1?1l:-:.-:le.'n:Lf:l.y
wriavailabie It is the book Stalin discusses being written in his Ecomtais
Problems of Socialism i the USSR

20, Stalin, Eeonomic Problems, op. e, p. 35,
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That means that the [aw #F balaneed rivw_-loy:r*:—wut of the Tation )
fronomy makes ji fossthile for our planning bodies o plai SOeia]
production correcely But posibiliey MUSE not be confused With
@ctuality. They are two differem things, Tn order 1 turn g,
possibility into dcttality, jeis HECESSALY to study this ¢ Conomie (g,
'O master it, to jearn 1o apply it with ful| understanding, 45,4 in
compile sich Plans as fully reflecr the TeqQuUiremEns of this [an It
cannot be said that the Lequitements of thic economie [aw
tully reflecied by our yeq; Iy and five-veqr ly plans

dre

J-_xpandjng on this, e Texthonk of Political ji'f:mu;-n_wl-
concludes thap

Vielation of thie requirement of these Eronomic laws oy Hses 5
number ¢f difficulties and conlradietions ang can lead 1o ¢h,
dislocation of the counery’s SConomic Jife Following Stalin
continues, saying, "Denial of the objective character of thy
Ftonomie lawe of soctalism wauld mean the destruction of the
politica) teonomy of sorialism a8 & sclence, therehy r:"f-{_hrivir.-g
socialise ety of The ability 1o antivipate the course of events in
the economic [ife of the COUNIrY and g guide the National
EConomy. Such z denial is g cie;saﬂurr' from I'-'Iﬁru.x'n: to the seand
pomt of subjecrive Fdealisim, 1y inevitably Jeads Lo political ad.
venturism and g arbitrariness in the praciice of ECOTIOMTI
management. 2

It also leads ¢ theoretica] adventurism when it becomes
the basis for saying that sox 1alism is an ideological category
of Hae Y The thanrias of capiralis; restoration t_'nmj_rk:tflj.
abandon (he sandpoint of Margism when they confise the
objective existence ol socialism with the subje tive policies of
this or that Eroup of leaders, 2 state that these policies can
alter, abolish destroy o radically change socialism. Thay
they do not even SCEm aware of thej; Predicament, ang
Blisstully Proceed with their “subjective idealig " theoreticy]
vagaries, testifies ro their low theoreticg) level, Bur 2o
ance ol the law is np EXCUSE.

21, Ihid B 11,

iy

ey Toaxtbaok rJ_,."ﬁ»!’!i‘raﬂr’j:r-fmﬁ,-.rn, ofi. e, p. 527,

lrl_‘

he Development of the
= govict Fconomy

oo wenetition ol
cossdTy t0 pet hngg"f.:] L‘%nwn-m :l"L1L: e
It 1= ool nLLL}bill:ﬂn ;Léalin aIJJ'Il again, 1111|Tr “_'r The seader
what has been w3'1't=r1.(-’ ymernt of Soviet soci a“:s:”b: e
history of hiae dL.T{L'niquing into. this .GE,E’E: l,'-fw-.r-i Course,
who 15 h‘“'rﬁsw ,{Ifz"rru-"y x;"f' the CPE‘L‘II,;. r-inE the 1920°
should read Il'll_'. f]w_t"d.ﬂff' COMETESSED [:-u-“;'ir;- to say here
Stalin's speec hes';tte f-ifhf-e'rief'ﬁphy] I'E‘L-n.w-]"';f:;r..'nh. 1928-57,
nd 1930's, e:-u. i.._!..i‘_ FirﬁF s 1"-'.1.'F: Year e
at the period of 1L £ ad of the mJ_LL‘ b
that 1 included the peri r]l complete socialization o
1 ally < 3

e i fir - 2 jch saw
- -ulture, led to the virtu ing up this pﬂlud. wh e
agm_ur: economy. Summing up ljsm, by another ¢

AT et e d alism,

LT DOV

yality, capit
one quality, cap

' eays in 1959,
the replacement of socialism, Molotoy says!
v sociali

i R il |_-_.;|'iil. 1 Ly
irely different g has been a suceess is app: i
Plan i# ssniesied by the :“-.;-um:] z_:-.
{ i v ) i 7
L i SR ast -ﬁoiting lasses hcl"_"— Bl

to thie BE-

e | Five Year

at LheJecond TR

S ne. The chief astaricat! s

it been accomplished: a1l BX] ivifg TSt .

ri. hied and thie causes 5 . ety into ex-

gl - E = "":-':l'liif - ] e

i s F‘ by man and to the divi - with for all nme. '1.”

ploitation of mag, 11' have been done away ~1T‘ e o kit

fligie s ap) L‘RIJ;}“C- uly of the abolition of the p
E imarily the res 3

4 g ATy
ghis is prim :

3 L
roduction
of the means of product

t0 every
Year Plan has

i - of the
| the political economy 0 o
: I ol T
) ke historical envy

Feai Ll star
e gible to unders ;
Itas ‘mpu:b'h keep in mind

LR L the *rsbal dl 19" 3
1 nd’.tl\. d Lk
] ] aut u
¥ nionmn v 1441 : I ( . .
l:“{‘:[;. nw hl[,h S 1:][].21.1 d ¥ |! 'F”:. s i -
o ¥ A 6l : 2Ty eveln EI yTic TUst |
, F oh - ofETess o5 t e PRl orirreieri sl AT
, . . B 1ot #
b, Iy {4 smeech i ,‘Ll] Co HTEsS o1 ki
3 - el L
3 '11:‘]':]'; L

£ 1 ] i? b2,
T BLL | i
1S I|.1'I.F|.llrl£0ﬂ| Lo SR v




31

the extreme, barbaric backwardness of old Russia. its brucal
poverty. An already bad situacion was made much worse by
the tremendous destruction of World Way One and the civil
war (supperted by imperialist intervention) following the
October Revolution. Ti wook Stalin and the other Bolshevike
within the leadership of the Communist Party several years
merely towin the Party as & whole aver to the possibility chat
socialism tould be buile ac 4l in such an untavorable
sitation. Only atierwards came the strugele over how,

Sucialism cannet be built in the same way as capitalism,
The latter developed historically on the basis of light -
dustry (textiles primarily, then tobaceo. spices, ore,) as the
leading factor. Heavy industry gradually developed (ship-
building, machinery, railroads; cte ) to serve light industry
But this took hundreds of years. It also took the form of the
enslavement and butchery of tens of millions of hurnan
beings m the holds of slave ships and the mines and fields of
the Americas. It took the form of & polarization of two forces
in sociery, the small capitalist class and the vas masses of
toilers, who were ensiaved and worked to death in the
process ol producing vast fortures, The polarization ook the
form of growing lass divisions within individual COWNLries
On an international seale, a handful of vapitalist countries
grew rich at the expense of the majority of countries. e
colonies and dependent nations Capicalist accumulation
took place at the expense of the impoverishment and
destruction of untold millions of peopls,

Socialist acocumulation could nol proceed in this way,
This simple truth is overlvoked jrientionally or Lningen-
tionally by the many eritics of the Saviet Union and of Stalin

in particular. The Soviet state was surrounded by a hastile
capitalist world outside, and inside by a snll-strong rich
peasant class (the kRulaks) and a large number of persons
trankly hostile gr at 1he best very skeptical oward the new
systern (the old intelligentsia, the NEPmen: and fortli). It
could not have lasted ten minutes if it had nor had and
maintained the supporr of the rest of the pepulation, the
working class and bulk of the peasantry; and 1 could oot
have miaintained 1this support if it had not ser aboat ta im
prove there lives. Lenm's New Economie Policy was an open
admission of this fact, and Stalins policies of material ag
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well as moral incentives® were a continuation of Lenin's line,
But Stalin, being a Marxist, not a dcmagugtw, knew that
living standards could not be raised by some S!‘lﬂl’l’.-lf‘]".l'll': tm
phasis on production of consumer g‘gudj, 1_u‘1' the simple
reason that there were no machines with which to produce
these goods, or a sufficient number of urban '.ﬁ'_f‘n’kcr.'f.ﬂiur
that matter, to operate the non-existent machines. L}que.'
Stalin put forth the only correct policy, {_"I_I!'Ibt !¢,|.LJL.'I] in the Fnls.
Five Year Plan (1928), the policy of using virtually all the
meager resources of the vast but impoverished I:‘.Iml.nu'f, o
build heavy industry, largely at the expense of light (con
sumer) industry and agriculture. T]_n- n:?arler TS, 11'.1
evaluating Stalin's policy, always I!if'f:'.,P i mind pcrhalr_js |!||-
most important single historical feature of the .‘JL‘IV'!FI.
economy from the beginning, the continual .shnrt.::_gc.‘ of
capital Otherwise it is impassible to see any Ifurl_lwr. w,h.ﬂf',
as capitalism creates a surplus of ::a;ntai and labar pm-,u 3y
impoverishing the vast majority of I?Pﬁ_‘!PIi’f undc.r_ '.l-y sWay,
socialistn must constanty raise the living slallulmdh ol _H:u’
people at the same time as it 15 m:rumulalrmg _far.mr:ui'.
machines, meansof transport, etc., not at their expense, but
in harmony with them. ;
From wirtually nothing the Soviet people had to Iu%nd. an
indestructible economy and political structure, and within a
relatively short time, to withstand the é'as.f‘.ist uu.?[ﬂuglulﬂ{e}-
knew to be inevitable, Heavy industry with which to build
machinery and defense materials had 10 be 1‘;T'imar3_f. con-
sumer industries secondary. This was fully in C‘Dl’iiUIi'.illL‘:(
with the law of extended reproducton, which Marx outlines
as true not only for capitalism but for socialism and [131?
higher stage of communism as well. To make shoes you firs
have to build shoe-making machines. But even before that
you have to build machines to make these machines. .
Sovier industry was mainly built to expand extensively
rather than imeﬁsivel‘,‘ that 15, new l.'.&pi{.,'ll was, genu:u.llj
speaking (although by no means always), invested to buil :
more factories of the same type, rather than to dm’t_:lgp the
productivity of labor based on qualitatively new technigue.

2. Cf. Stalin, "New Conditions, etc,,” of. cal.
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Ihe reliance on extensive (more of the same labor and
means of production) rather than intensive inew technology)
was il.lllllht'l reflection of the historical conditions in wh;'dr-h
rl.uuc;ah:f.m was being built, Capital was very limited, help
from -f_h{-: advanced capitalist countries was even more
Limited, and within the country there was a very small sup
ply of skilled labor to build and operate sophisticated
machinery, even if the capital ro build or import it had been
r'l"-:'{li]iill]ﬁ. At the beginming of the period of real indus-
trialization (1927) the industrial proletariat was very
small and its skilled sector even smaller. Eleven million
peasanis with virtually no technical or any other kind of
txlaim'ug became industrial workers during the period of the
First Five Year Plan. Under these conditions heavy industry
could be built only by relying on large {:xpemiiilurm of
human labor in the construction of big, basic, non-
specialized factories set up to produce tractors one day and
tanks the next day or the day after. At the beginning of this
period millions of workers worked for room and board
alone, since there was not enough capital to pay money
wages!? - '
Further, capital expenditure on heavy industry had to be
rigidly centralized in order to conserve as much as possible,
Priorities within the capital goods sector had to be made
Thus less was spent on transportation than on the construc-
ton of factories. This is why even today the Soviet Union is
very peor in paved roads and trucks. There was never
enough capital to build what was necessary for the cxpand-
g economy, To get around the transportation “bot-
t.lc‘.m:fk" Stalin built universal production centers, huge in-
dustnial complexes in which different kinds of production
were centralized in one place near sources of minerals or
mher' Recessary raw materials. Factories were not created as
specialized units preducing a particular produce; r‘a:'hr-*;
they were made to build many different products, A given
facr_rln'y might produce heavy, large-scale machinery, as well
as high quality steel, sewing machines, ;ig‘ri:_'uituralli equip-

R.Cf Strong, Anna Louise, The &
Chapter Two, for an eloquent de
Five Year Plan,

aiim Eva, Mammstream Publ MY 1956,
cription of the armesphere of che First

Lo
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ment, precision tools, elevators, and bicycles,

It 15 a law of technology that the more types of jobs a tool
can do, the less specialized and productive it will be, Stalin’s
universal production centers were the best solution to the
needs of industrializaden under the existing conditions. But
they could not and did not lead to the development of a
highly technical, capital intensive industry.

Capitalism develops anarchically, from crisis to crisis
through massive unemployment and the impoverishment of
latge scctors of society. Seclalism cannot and did not
develop in this way, Given the extreme tautness of the Soviet
economy, it could only move forward on the basis of the
socialist law of balanced development, that 15, by a plan
which used capital and lahor in the most economical man
ner possible, Stalin understood this too. The whale country
was organized according to a central plan made up by the
State Planning Commission (Gosplan), The Plan was for
mulated from rhe carrelation of countless reports, facts and
projections from literally every production establishment,
big or small, in the entire country, Planning, in conformity
with the law of balanced development, acted as the new
regulator of production, restricting within narrow limits the
activity of the old law of value, which regulates production
under capitalism. The exchange of principal products
(means of production) did not take place within a market
framework, They were exchanged according to the plan
based directly on the actual amount of labpr that went into
their production, not indirectly, based on supply and
demand. Prices ceased being open to the fluctuation of the
market, and were fixed centrally in accordance with an
overall appraisal by Gosplan of the general needs of the
economy plus an appraisal of the amount of labor time
necessary for 1) the production of raw materials in the
product; 2) the amount of the means of production used up;
and 3) the amount of new labor expended in production.
Luxury itlems were often priced high above their actual cost
to discourage purchase, necessary items far below in order to
improve the living standards of the people.

The market under these conditions could not be very
flexible and meet the growing needs of a population with
maore lliUI:I.f."_\." Lo EE,'IIE'J'“I every :\-'f'ﬂ'r. Th(‘.rc wask not L'Til.lu.gh
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capital to produce greater and greater quantities of more
diversified produets. The economy and market were
designed to reproduce themselves on an inc reasing scale
without much product “mix,” This led to a perennial short-
age of quality consumer goods. a situation which has con.
tinued to the present time, as weshall see.

These inevitable shortcomings of the Stalin eCconomy were
aggravated immeasurably by the vast destruction of people
and other productive forces caused by the Hitler invasion, [t
is estimated that 690 billion rubles worth of socialise proper-
ty was destroyed.* The fact that the country could withstand
such unimaginable destruction and rise ;ll.! stronger than
ever i a period of three or four years after the war is
testimony to the greatness of the Soviet people, their love of
their country and sacialism, and the gemus.uf the man whao
was able; in the face of virtwally insurmountahble ohstacles,
to formulate and then implement & correct economic policy
during the most difficult chirty-year period any country ever
faced. The shortcomings of the economy Stalin and his
pecple built are finite and in time will disappear. Iis
sucngth.lr., harbingers of the bright spring humanity is
Progressng toward . arve nmmortal,

The Elite

The same historical conditions which determined the
limitations of the growth of Soviet society have also permit-
ted the growth and temporary consolidation of a privileged
strarum, an elite, at the very apex of the Party and state, At
the present time its leaders are the Brezhnev and Kosygin
grouping. Their existence and bourgeois lifestyle are beyond
doubt. In his book The Russians Hedrick Smith repeats a
popular Soviet joke about Brezhney (which a recent visitor
in the Soviet Union confirmed to me is indeed widely told).

While I was in Moscow, his mother was still living, and, accord-

Ing tw the anecdote, Brezhney wanted ta impress her with how
well he had done. He decided to invite her up from their home in

4 Textboak of Political Economy, ep. o, p. 690,
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Dneprodzerzhinsk, in the Ukraine and showed her through his
ample in-town apartment but she was nonplussed, even a little ill-
at-ease. S0 he called the Kremlin, drdered his Zil [the largest
Sovier imousine] and they sped out to his dacha near Usovo, one
used previously by Stalin and Khrushchov. He wok her all
around, showed her each room, showed her the handsome grounds
but still she said nothing. So he called for his personal helicopter
and flew her straight ro his hunting lodge at Zavidovo. There, he
escorted her to the banguet room, grandly displaying the big
fireplace, his guns, the whole bit, and, unable to restrain himself
any langer, asked her pleadingly, “Tell me, Mama, what do you
think?"

“Well," she hesitated, "it's good, Leonid. But what if the Reds
come back?™

What is at issue in the debate on the existence of a “new
bourgeoisic’ is not whether there is a privileged stratum, but
whether it constituces a class in the sense in which Lenin
defines it.® If the reader stops to think about the matter, and
examines the facts, he will see that there is literally no
justification, either in theory or fact, for the conception of a
new bourgeoisie arising out of socialism. Historically
capitalism arose out of feudalism in the form of a
palarization of society as an unconscious solution to the
problem of increasing the productivity of labor. The early
merchant or manufacturer became a capitalist because he
could produce more products more cheaply than his com
petitors, and undersell them, if he hired laborers, expanded
his shop beyond the limits set by the guild structure. cre.
Becoming a capitalist was a practical solution to practical
problems, not an ideological choice. But under socialism
where is the impulse, the world-historical force which impels
sociely toward capitalism? There is none. Once capitalism s
gone, who would want to bring it back? Even the facile
argument of the restorationists, who claim that the
revisionists want to restore capitalism in their own interests,
will not stand up under examination, One can understand
the desire of the Russian emigre, living in poverty in a

b Srmith, Hedrick, The Russiars, Quadrangle Press, NY Times Books.
1976, p. 84,

6. Comparc Lenin's analysis of classes ("A Great Beginning ™ ofr cif. )
with that of Djilas {og. ¢ ).
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Pansian garvet, hrooding over the thought of his millions in
jewelry and other property “stulen” by the Bols

heviks, By
land taken over by “filchy peasanis,” his now worthless
miullions of rubles of stocks and pold shares, which he has
stulfed in a cheap cardboard suitcase hidden in the dirty mat-
tress of his miserable little Rive Droit hovel rotting almaost
belore his tyes —one can anderstand hisodesice. -his over
whelming hunger, to restore capitalism and tsarism. the
‘old, civilized order,” because Uhar would miean FESLITITIL [H)
tiim “his” property and status. Bt why would a Brezhney o
cven a Khrushehov want to restore capitalism? T hey haye
arisen under socialism, and the privileges they have gained
were gammed under, and in a certdin sense because of
sucialism.’ The elite fke socialism because it means that
they van have their privileges and a working class whipse
standard of living 15 constantly rising, whe are not likely to
gooan strike, riol, er overthrow the government — as long,
that s, as the leadeship guarancees their well l.ll'-'[]lL-{'.
Breshney and Company have no desire to restore capitalism;
instead they want, and have been able, toskim the cream off
socialism, to have their cake and eat it 1o0.

Allictle reflection will convinée anyone not tatally hlinded
by preconceptions that the very notien that these men would
want, much less be able, to restare « apitalism, makes no sense
whatsoever

There 13 only one internally consistent and rational theary
that could reasonabiy claim that Brechnev and Co. would
want to restore capitalism, This s the theary that apitalisim
is & better solution to the economic problems hesetting the
soviet system than socialism: that @ free market FIVes more
incentive to produce quality geods economically, that
private ownership is more productive than public owner:
ship, and so oo and so on; This of course is the argument of
the bourgeoisie, who see their systern as the best and the
brightest. Tt has been picked up to one degree or other by
soime extreme right wing economists: within the socialist
countries; who are dazzled by ‘the glitter of Western

7. Eor further analysis of how and why Sovier revis nsm o Arose and ook
the Forn it has, see “Staternent pn che 25th Congress of the CPSU
Peoples Trebume. vol. 3o 11, 1 printed as Appendix |,
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technology and range of r-nmmudlitir’:s and El?-e'.'l||.'liﬁiu1':f‘f|.Il-'.l.ﬁ"'
the problems of socialist construction, but »:."ho dc>: not }':.d.{_]
the brains or backbones to understand wh}*l Ih.F West 1;I<I.I1[
¢his really means the upper strata of thtf L'i.iiﬂl'r.l]l.‘.:li wm'ld.1 ha?
done certain things “better” than SEH ialism, and .?ttflautt}
this temporary ad‘.’u:li,uge to lhtli* inherent SU]JI_'T'![).I.LT",-'. |l1
capitalism to socialism. But even those who hold t:lm view : n
not claim that Brezhnev and the other leaders of rf‘fa .‘-.un'.l.mt
Union hold it as well. On the contrary, they complain, as da
the imperialises, that the Soviet Igadcn} are Log conser \;atTwI.r
too hidebound, in their "Stalinist™ (Lt _.t.-umah:n WR\-‘LC—!.
thinking. So even if the '::.‘E'L-vt'm;;_ of the b{igrlgr_aialh
ideologists, the theorsts of restoration, dared pul [u:l{ 1 the
idea that they think capitalism has been z_‘esim:‘,f_l in th:;
Soviet Union because it is better than m1s_-ie|l|§m, they could
not make anyone believe that Brezhnev and Co. have had a
hand in this restoration. Brezhnev and Co. have clp}msf-.(_i,
successfully, any major change in the Soviet economic
system of p]!anﬂinp;, pricing, ownership, etc. .

" In order to demonstrate this more comzre:tr:lg,f. h-;lus ]e.lwf'
to the side for the moment the question of T?rezhnf-v 5 S'I._Z!.h]{‘?[_‘-
tive desires. and continue with the :I_i_ﬁ:‘uﬁﬁmn of the .‘:n'-vm!‘
economy, lt is indisputable that the ,hm.i and most j.~xrt\£r1|'_r.|
of the privileged “reformers” of ltim. Soviet economy, 2 1?
Khrushchov, did begin attacking aspects of _the b‘td.lm
ecanomy in-a very bourgeois, [irrnagngic way. What did he
and his successors Brezhnev and Kosygin do?
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The Reforms of the
Khrushchov-Brezhnev Period

Khrushchov

Khrushchov rose to power in the course of a very shar

and l;f}lilplf_‘.‘.‘( struggle within the presidium and -L‘PIIL!"i-:
l‘U:I'['.I!T]I|L:_='!:' of the CPSU after the death of Stalin in Mﬁrci(l
195'3: T'he struggle involved differences on all the mu'r}r'
puhlui:ai anq economic gquestions of domestic and .Hn'n-.i']sﬂm
El‘Jh“f' Towm the struggle and consolidate their hold on the
'l arty and stale apparatus, the Khrushchov grouping had w-
isolate their opposition, the Bolshevik g';'-r_muping-led by
Malotov ‘aml closely associated with Stalin and his p-:}i icies
In a period of about six years (1955-61), Khrushchov .:md
Co. were able to do so owing to circumstances which
nationally and internationally were exceprionally t'ai*orabic
t10 t_hcm. They appealed to two fundamental needs of the
Soviet peaple, for peace and prosperity in the form of more
cansumer goods. Khrushchov, with the help of international
mmperialism, which correctly saw himn as the more 1¥1;1I1:§ublu

I"ri-‘_LﬂDIOIt‘ as the more formidable, opponent, was able uln
paint his opposition, the “Stalinists,” as both warlike and
desirous of depriving the people of the consumer guod; t‘hc 3
both needed and deserved, Khrushchov port rayed h'tn't;'rrlf -11
if]'.!llil:‘ to provide both peace and “goulash cnmmru-n ism .rn Il:l-

.‘nlwmt people, while the Molotov grouping, according [;
ll:i'n.nu_ras adwp[uriﬂ in its foreign policy and ascetic ft-rrl-

PAaRaIE continued predominance of the growth of heavy
industry) domestically. And because the economy di?i

39

steadily improve until the beginning of the sixucs, and
because Khrushehov did have certain foreign policy suc-
cesses (as well as Sputnik, which rested on the technological
base built during the Stalin period), he was able to out
maneuver his rivals, the Marxist-Leninists within the
presidium. !

On the economic front Khrushchov attacked Stalin's
policy of giving precedence to the growth of heavy industry.
Ife painted Stalin as a callous, uncaring despot who wanted
his people to eat steel instead of goulash and other goodies.
That this pose was pure hypocrisy can be shown by the
following passage, written in January, 1955

[n connection with the measures recently taken for increasing
the output of consurner goods some comrades are guilty of con-
fusion on the question of the rate of development of heavy and
light industry in our country. Relying on mcorrect conceplions
and a vulgarized interpretation of the basic economic law of
socialism, these pseudo-theoreticians try to prove that at some
stage of socialist const ruction the development of heavy industry
eases 10 be a main task and that light industry can and should
precede all other branc hes of industry, This is a deeply mistaken

| Alexander Werth, long-tme British correspondent in the Soviet Union,
cecoulits.an interesting conyersation bhe had in 1960 with some Russian
friends whom he had not seen fpr some years, Coming from a typical

working class [amily, they expressed attitudes which were no doubt failly
typical of that period.

“anna lvanovaa talked aboul how wonderful life hard become in the
Soviet Unton, and said she was pari ularly happy to have her TV set.
Whereupon this was duly demoastrarsd, while RKolyz showed me & very
5 piciures he had taker while vacaton-

tmeddern £amera and the ourmeron
founr Elbrus. Peer

ing in the Caucasus last summer and climbing
Tvanovich showed off his Soviet clestnc razer, W wre gelling on pretiy
wiell * sad Anna [vanovna and rematked on what a wonderful -man

Khrushehov was, “And he was pretty gaod m Arnories, (00, WIpINE the
nosss of some of the cheekicr Americans! T tell you,“she gald, 'Things are
much, much bewer than they used to beunder the old man.’

“ar this point Vanya intervened and remarked that, after all,
had done his stuff dunng the war. mWithiout him, we might never haye
won:' ‘Quite true, quite Lrue " said Anna branovna; ‘bt he wisn't the
nice, human sore of chap Nikita Sergeiovich 15 Fle can he o {unnyl And
papa Stalin did become 3 bit strange rowards the end * U (Russia undet
K hrishehov, Crest Books. 1861, pp. 745}

Stalin
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view, alien to the spirit of Marxism- Leninism ?

The author of these “Stalinist” {and correct!) wards?
Nikita Sergeievitch Khrushchov. Obviously he understood,
at least theoretically, what was economically right and what
was wrong. His later espousal of precisely the “vulgarized in-
terpretation” he criticized in the passage above was made to
a great extent for purely factional purposes. The reforms
which he introduced two years after it was written, with
disastrous resules; measures to decentralize the planning ap-
paratus, give more leeway to local management, and so forth,
to a great extent were attempls to weaken the Molotov
grouping, who were strongly entrenched in the central
ministries which were (temporarily, as it turned out)
abolished .2

But only to an extent. Factionalism was not the maest im
portant motive. The most important motive for the reforms
was the desire to increase the production of consumer goods
by expanding the number of consumer goods enterprises
and raising their preductivity by giving the managers more
mitiative, a greater share of the profits which they would
reinvest in newer and more productive machinery, material
incentives for the workers, ete. The reader will recall that it
was precisely during this Pl‘.{f';{_'lli that all the grandiose claims
of overtaking the United States by 1980, reaching the higher
stage of communism in twenty yedrs on the basis of absolute
abundance of commodities, etc., were made by Khrushehov
and his comrades in the interests of their pwn narrow fac-
tion, The reforms were pathetic actempts to achieve, or ap-
pear to achieve, these goals, and thus to mmeortalize
Rhrushchov and Co. themselves.

What did the reforms introduced in 1957 actually do? The
twenty-two central economic mindstries which had until then
supervised production were abolished and 107 regional
councils were created in their place. The state plan no
longer specified exactly the quantity, quality, bonus rates
and every aother detail of production for every factory. A

£. Quoted in Texthook of Poltiral Economy, op, cil., p. 534
3. Even one restorationist (Nicolaus, ofi. et p. 81} admits this, in
perhaps the only intelligent statement in his entire book.
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quora for production of the total amount tl}i each nmu-[_'i-.tl
and product was sent by the 5t ate 1"';’_111.1111155.; Cornmission
(Gosplan) to each regional council, which in turn had the
powert to decide which factory would produce what amount.,
But although this represented a c{*._rtain qitte_’-m:ahzarpn.
Gosplan remained the final authority on what_was being
produced, and how much. Moreover, the prices of all
materials and products were still strictly centralized. A total
amount of resources would likewise be allocated to th
regional councils; they would decide on the proportion
going to cach factory. :
Between 1959 and 1964, when he was unceremonicusly
fired as leader of the country, Khrushchulv introduced (wo
major administratve reforms a.mri sc-.'ux.'a] lut_]el Ones. .ln mn-.
tent they were nothing but shufflings of a drmlnlstlrm‘]l»e hoxes
under the ideological guise of "democratization of the
economic structure; the state still had firm control. As a
matter of fact, the motion as time went on was teward
greater and greater recentralization of authority because the
Party and the central planning ‘apparm s .llf‘tdil?d to keep
centrifugal forces in check, m their own factional IHL-t‘l'E'SIS a8
well as in the interests of the economy In general. For exam
ple, when “regionalism” developed, when l.m:al r::glun.a]
councils spent funds allocated tor state projects on lecal
projects, or when they disrupted state .rlhstnbuunn ol relf.fau{-
ces by trading only with local enterprises, "{hf‘-}.r WeTE i_j“.“,?"
dlapped down. All the “anti Stalimst, dt:mrrcmiwhi
sounding phrasemongering 1n the world did not and cou
not mean a Joosening of the basic control uf the center and
the unleashing of “free enterprise.” Socialism operates ac-
cording to objective laws which canmot be abuolished or
changed. One of themn is the law of hlalam;ed {iﬁ'\’f‘iﬂ_]'}mt"fil,
which necessitates an overall economic plan. Planning can
either reflect or fail to reflect the law, but there must 1h<:
planning. Khrushchov planned badly, but he p!annnd. Un-
der his reforms the state still retained centralized control
over all key aspects of production. Tt controlled resources,
prices and distribution. It controlled wlhanl ;I:mdnr.ts each
region (if not, at the beginning, e:‘ic}m individual [a.:_-lml'é}
would produce, and the price at which they would be sold.
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And through the trade unions it controlled wages, working
conditions, the workers' welfare, ete.

But because of Khrushchov's inepeness in planning, his
policies came into contradiction with the law of balanced
development of the economy. The early sixties, which bore
the fruit of his earlier, much-heralded democratization and
consumerization of the economy, were years of economic
stagnation. While there was no c:h’prl.'s:iinn 0T BVET TECession,
all types of economic growth declined tremendously. This
was very serious for an economy which for forty years had
grown continuously and at a faster rate than any capitalist
economy ever had or could have. The stagnation came
unexpectedly and was a direct result of the Khrushchov
revisionists' wrong policies. Agriculture stood still, badly
hurt by (among other things) the sale of the Machine and
Tractor Stations to the collective farms, a measure opposed
by Stalin and carried out by Khrushchov in order to raise a
lot of capital quickly for investment in light industry. The
bad agricultural situation furced, on June 1, 1962, a 30%
merease in the price of meat and a 259 rise in the price of
butter. This was followed by a wave of strikes, demon
strations and riots throughout the country which served to
remind Khrushchov and Co. of whose consent their power
was based on, Expansion of industrial production declined
from 8% per year to 6% from 1961-5; the annual growth of
overall investment (including private and collective farms)
fell from 139, to 6% in the same period; the average rate of
INCrease in consumption fell from 6.8% o 3.9% . In 1962,
the Seven Year Plan begun in 1959 was scrapped.

Khrushchov's fatal error was that he did not understand,
or chose two forger, that the economy he inherited from the
Stalin period possessed certain limitations based on two
things: first, on its operating according to objective laws
unique to socialism; and second, on its chronic shortage of
capital (“tautness') resulting from the historical conditions
in which it developed, The demands he made on the
economy for the purpose of saturating the people with con-
sumer goods and thus consolidating his position required a
scale of development a hundred times greater than that of
the economy at that particular time. Instead of concen-
trating on a few basic and crucial industries and using them

4]

as a foundation for gradual but sure expansion of t'nrlsuxnim:
industry, Khrushchov and his group {I-:m;imdc_d the
simultaneous development of many new industries ra ng-lrzlg
from paper products to new rchetnlur:als, from spor l_mg guol s
to the latest styles. Being a philistine .whc: v_.fmjsmpped the
‘consumer paradises” of the Western imperialist -;;a';f*ﬁ: _hc
forgot that their economies are built on the backs ot bilions
of virtual slaves in the colonial wurlc_i L‘.”d on a !arge im-
poverished stratum within the iIl'lpEl’IE‘.!lFl:I countries 1_11:31:‘11'—I
selves. His demagogic attempt Lo f:.-_uabhsh fqml!b_m:_m]:L
the equal growth of heavy anr’i‘ light industry, mst:t:;;luflll :
relatively greater expansion of the _fmmm‘. met wit :1‘1 hur
hecause it contradicted the law of extended reproduction.
Khrushchov did not wreck the ¢conomy. ah.hnuglh he hurt
it he wrecked himself. Owing to his failures, Part.u:;la;}' i
agricalture, he was kicked out of T'l.“:' leadership of r_ E.‘ ];x‘u}
and state by his own cronies in 1964, blamed fcr E".'fl_-I}'Ei mﬁ
that had gone wrong, and today is looked upon asa ool anc
spendthrift by the Soviet people and everyone else,

Kosygin’s 1965 Reform

The famouns Reform of December, 1865, iIiLIGdut":fd by
Premier Kosygin, is the bogeyman of all Lht‘IThf‘ﬂrISFS uf_
capitalist restoration. They Itriumphanﬂy point Em IISn ﬂh
“iron-clad proof” that capitalism was restored in the Soviet

Tnion by the decree of twe men. ,

i ‘vu-"t."h:u.1J are the facts? The Reform plan laid down 1-31_.4
Kosygin introduced the fnﬂn:m.-’ing measures: 1) Sales, prnkhtj
and profitability (the rate of return on investments), ra:flg

than the total output, were to become the main pertor-
mance indicators within the state plan.l The number of targets
that enterprises were supposed to achieve were red ur.f;d from
40 to eight or nine. 2} Managers WEIE given much mo;{*
freedom to determine what products were produce L
production schedules, what the size of L.hl:_:s' labor 14;{).'H.-
would be, and so on; facieries could spen.-_il:v.{* to pro ur_.c
whatever was the most profitable of a certain type of goods
within definite guidelines set by .f}0§pian. 55] !nt.crcsﬂ '-'-'"1*'-
charged as well as rent to extractive industries; new nvest-
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ment was to be financed by bank credits, rather than budget
allocations which did not have to be paid back. Individual
enterprises were given more responsibility for reinvesting
funds for expansion of production from their profits. Enter-
prise managers were given more leeway in how much they
would pay themselves and their employees in bonuses (wages
above the base pay given for overfulfillment of work quoras),
;althuugh the hbasic wage rates {u.zm}x-ru:;.itiun for a certain
amount of a certain quality of work) were still centrally fixed
in the traditional way.

The restorationists are thrown into an absolute tizzy over
these reforms. The werms "“profit,” “interest,” “bank
credits” and so on have the same effect on them as a cross
has on a vampire. But let the reader consider two facts.

First. Socialism adopts many economic terms from
capitalism. Socialist literature from Lenin to Stalin to Mao
Tse-tung uses the words “capital,” "wages,” and 50 on to ap
ply to the socialist economy. Now how can “capital” exist
under a system which has abaelished capital? Obviously it
cannot be the same capital. How can wages exist under
socialism if socialism is, as Marx points out, the abolition of
Ihl." “'B.Si,‘.‘g S}?.‘i[ﬂ'“],‘" Db\'l(}ll:ﬁl}r 'E‘l .1.‘\ d - ThEwW ]'(il'llt I'Ir wug:—,‘.’:‘.,
Similarly with profit, rent, interest, etc. Under socialism old
terms describe new realities, realives which exist in a
situation in which there are no class auLagonisms, o eX-
ploitation, and hence no basis for the old forms of capital,
wages, surplus value, profit, and so forth,

LHI‘Jg‘u.‘]gE ﬁlwii\"’; G'EEHTIB‘CS ImoTe sir_le}' t}l.;"!,'n -*jl'_l(_'ila] 5}'5l,ern-5,
Thercfore one cannot go merely by the sound of the 1965
reforms, but must examine their content,

Second. A key component of the restorationists’ under
standing of the world 1s their conviction that Brezhnev and
Kosygin, like Jehovah, could make something come into
being by decree. In fact, it took God six days to create the
world, but according to them it only took Kosygin one
speech to create capitalistn “of a new type.” Reality presents
us with a somewhat different situation. The reader should
take a look at Brezhnev's address to the Twenty-fifth Parcy
Congress of the CPSU, February, 1976, and see if he can

find a single reference to the notorious 1965 Reform or any
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of the measures contained in it.* Why 1STI.JL lI!'Lf“I'!: } alr:lri;
Because the Reform failed and has now been mnsxgn{u\;, =
Khrushchov before, to the kingdom of shadnfvs.. A_m. s0 “U,.
any other reforms, decrees, measures, HEB%LS??T;‘,'F(‘.
anvthing else which comes into contradiction with the ohje
ive laws of socialism. _ _
“whlli‘::icaﬂ Kremlinologists. wh.-:n_st EE:E.‘HJTBHUIIS alll’i.lﬁa.!’al:n.:
rest on their ability accurately to describe what thc15-5m‘mti :
is in the Soviet Union,* have remarked rf‘.pt’:alfi.’l_: y fnr-;um
failure of the 1965 Reform, and the reasons for the fanure.
Below are only several of very many examples.

The government functions at present (i'n 197 3}1_”1 ;; illgl;]n?';::::
l:r'.:!ized_ fashion, a rm'ﬁsslﬂ of Khrushchov's short: lived £Xp

irh limi sal control . . o Ve, ;
wn:'i-j:i:rﬁlrl-:he |eadership has continued the prurlmrlgr :::119:;;
predecessors Lo tinker with the system of mmfagﬂfmm', l-chnj_v
they adopted a so-called economic rrrl'cnn_ wh_u-'nl'n as n.].:?::f_ in#
Fs.ici[ labelled in some Western pul‘ﬂlc?nmjh ai,ﬁ;; Uf[m_
Ir.apair.z-lism-- because one of the success crtenia Was 1p o e
tunately, since the centrally set pricing system rllr_umn_;ag: ,,..‘-1;
behind actual costs, managers began to prot uce W e
profitable for their enterprise and s]:gl::;.-d rass':_;: lin:;:lc\; 1'; mf-.d

- roportions pn a scale comparabic to Lne :

:h::: l::iihc ot value were the prime =1c:t.elrmmant5&rf.v a resudt,
£rer sore centralized cantrols have been reinlroduced,

Further,

4. Brezlinev, Leonid; Repori of the GPSU Cers:_rrd {"""’_'“m"'re"j "dep Lii:‘
!?:n-marh'ass Taske of the Party it Home and Ferelpn Policy, Novost PTess
v, Mose 76.
Agency; Moscow, 197t ‘ ' .=
5. The follawing references are from the Sowet Econanmic {"r_mf;w. *-: .fc'_r
.:?.’Iw Seventies, ju.ﬁu! Economic Committes, Congress nf_:._he: I.l"llli_tll. Stm-.:,_
LJS- Gcﬁ-r-nm:ut Proincing Office, W;s.-«hinglfon:! ‘,-_‘J?i_ !H:? :.f:r:::i“::.mu._
i ) various ;.. Henceforth it shall b 5
1 { papers by various authors. ; : -
;Ilr.‘ll.'lm?:; Ens:i ihe name of the particular authors cited will be put after
wards. . ,
6. JEC '73, Cook Paul |., pp. 8-9, This passage has been rcPtTn'm_;al::;
o e T Soviee Union, entitled .
in the latest JEC smudy on the U il
]E?—:;:;my tn a New Perspective, dated Oct. 14, 1976 Unfortunately, this

i i i c een completed, Howeyer, none
came into my hands after this book had b P

= v
of []I-E 1ate lai wl‘-hl!' T e ![i[a{hcm any [][ thf CDllL‘U“Hm read e al
thow: b obwn neuik e L15Ee al da til +1 ha OTEe UL lult&EE‘
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. the role of the economic reform has been soft-peddled to
the vanishing point. Both the plan directives and the speeches at
the Supreme Soviet meeting in November 1971 appeared to back
away from the intent of the 1965 reformn—te give enierprise
managers more freedom and workers more incentive. Meanwhile,
the emphasis was placed on more derailed analysis of enterprise
operations (i.e., more rather than fewer direct success criteria)
and on intensifying the role of the Party in the direct management
of the ministerial organizaton.”

Why was the 1965 Reform introduced, and why did it
fail?

Why Was the Reform Introduced?

To raise the productivity of labor. As was mentioned
earlier, Soviet industry, for cbjective reasons, was on the
whole built extensively rather than intensively. Capital and
labor power were set to work 1o expand and strengthen the
existing productive forces, and not so much toc make
breakthroughs in labor preductivity by introducing
qu'thm[weh Miew IE'é‘hnuilm\ based on electronics, com-
puterization, etc. But by the early sixties this form of exten-
sive cXpansion was running intoe scrious problems, one in par-
tcular. This was the decreasing growth rate of the labor force.
Because of the enormous loss of human life, particularly
young men, in World War Two, the population growth had
slowed and the country was threatened with a serious man-
power shortage. It was no longer going to be possible to ex-
tend industry on the existing technical base merely by add-
ing large amounts of new labor power. The declining
growth of the labor force aggravated the problems caused by
Khrushchov's bungling of the economy,

Under these circumstances the only solution that
Brezhnev and his associates could see was to raise the
productivity of labor by lerting enterprise managers keep
more of the return on their sales to the state and investing it
in improving their machinery. They also permitted the
managers to spend more of this additional capital en

7. fbed., Noren, James H,, Whitehouse. F. Douglass. p, 221
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material incentives for the production workers, to encourage
them to cut waste, find hidden reserves of productivity in
the existing machinery, and so forth. In addition they prod-
ded these enterprises into greacer efficiency by charging
them interest on state-advanced capital loans kept beyond a
certain period, thus penalizing them for inefficient use of
resources. All these means fell under the category of
“economic” as opposed to “adomimstrative’’ levers, The
p"li]usus.lhy behind their use was that productivity could be
mcreased if the state made it profitable for the managers
and the workers to increase it.

What Was the Reform's Real Content?

It was not some abstract, ideological restoration of
capitahsm, It was an attempt to solve a very real problem,
declining growth of the ¢conomy, in a “reformist” way. It
would be oversimplifying matters, no doubt, to say thac
Brezhnev and Co. dealt with political problems in an
‘economic ' or organizational way: but it is still very close to
the truth,

Brezhnev and Kosygin, like Khrushchov, inherited a huge
and very powerful economy from the Stalin period. But as
shown carlier it was an economy weak in important areas,
although through no real fault of its own: shortage of capital
and relatively low labor productivity. Now, we know that in
thie early 1930's the Soviet e onemy was also beset with the
same problem stemming from similar reasons: a history of
economic backwardness, a workforce new to industry; the
hestility of international imperialism, etc, What happened
then? The Stakhanovite movement. A movement of workers
and peasants, ordinary people, who because of their vast en-
thusiasm for sacialism set out to “shatter the norm?” holding
for whatever form of production they were involved n, It
would be wrang te say that Stalin and the rest of the
Bolshevik leadership of the Party and state initiated the
Stakhanovite movement; Stakhanov and his comrades did.,
from below, from the depths of the mines, from the farms,
the mills, the factories, from virtually everywhere, Stalin did
not indtiate the movement, but the movement could oot
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have begun from below without his leadership. Listen to one
eye-witness account:

Every year the Soviet Union produced its crop of heroes, usually
the makers of records in production. In 1935 the names most
heard were two, Stakhanov, & coal miner, devised a beteer
production method —his name was used for a movement, Marie
Demchenko, a sugar-beet grower on a collective Farm. studied
beets in the lahoratory cottage and in the spring of 1935
challenged all the beet-growers: “Let us flood the land with Sugar;
my brigade pledges twenty tons of beets per acre,”

Hundreds of farms accepted the challenge., Theousands of
visitors inspected Marie's brigade at work: millions of readers
followed the derermined drive, as they nine times hoed (he ficld
and eight times cleared it of moths by fires at night. The whole
country sighed when no rain came in Angust, and cheered when
Marie got the fire department to pour 20,000 buckets of water an
her land. She got twenty-one tons per acré amid the nation's
plaudits. In a year or two, her record was surpassed but her fame
remained green

The end of her story is significant. Marie's gang were invited to
Mascow to the November celebrasions. 'They stood in the leaders’
tribune. Marie told Stalin gushingly, how she had dreamed of
caming to see the leaders. Stalin teplied: “But now you also sre
leaders.” Marie considered this, “Well, yes,”" she agreed. Stalin
asked what reward she wanred. Marie wanted a scholarship to
study beets, She got it. Such were the ideals and rewards of leader
shipin 1955 ¢
Lenin remarks that the proletarian revolution is made by
ordinary people, not superhumans. But ordinary peaple can
perform superhuman deeds when they see  themselves
moving history and civilization forward, and when their
leaders really lead, The Stakhanovite movement proved
this, Sealin (and this is one of the reasons he is so hated by all
reactionaries) was such a leader to the Soviet people. Even
today, more than twenty years after Khrushchos officially
expunged him from Soviet history, the Soviet people, most
of them, anyway, still regard him with affection. Hedrick
Smith is at a loss when confronted by this fact. He devotes a
whole chapter of his book on the Soviet Union to the Soviet

&, Strong, ep. ot p. 51,
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people’s incomprehensible (for Hedrick Smith) attachment
to Stalin. He cites "Yuri, the young metallurgical worker in
his twenties: ‘You want to know what the workers think? De
you know the saying, “The Russians need a strong hack™? Iy
means that Russians need a leader who is strong to stand
behind his broad back. That saying was more important
under Stalin than now. But it is still important. That is how
the workers feel, They want a strong leader, like Stalin, and
they don't think Brezhney is that type” e

The problem is not Brezhnev's personality (Sralin was not
at all charvismage as an individual), but the fact that
Brezhnev and his eronies are not moving with history, Thus
they are unable 1o create the conditions for a second
Stakhanovite movement (or a third: the defear of Hitler was
the second), for a movement to unleash rhe potential lying
dormant within the socialist productive forces, which alone
can solve the economic problenus tacing the country. Instead
of seeking to unleash the creativity of their great people they
stifle it. They cause demoralization and alienation because
of their own reformist and uncreative leadership, their
privileges, their pettiness and medioerity. Yuri the metal-
worker did not learn about Sealin in school or from the
Communist Party, because Stalin has been virewally wiped
from the pages of afficial Sovier history, although lately this
has begun to change somewhat. He could only have learned
from his parents. grandparents and their contemporaries
This bears witness to one of the greatest weaknesses of the
current leadership: their complete dishonesty based on fear
of their own people. And being cowardly and dishonest and
afraid of their past, how can they unleash the creativity of
the people, how can they inspire the people to create new
Stakhanoys and new Marie Demchenkos? They cannot.
Thus, faced with abjective problems, they try to solve them
not politically, by mobilizing the only conscious productive
force, the workers and peasants themselves, but by shuffling
the existing economic structure and “tinkering” with it
hoping that it will work beter.

Brezhnev, Kosygin and Co., introduced the 1965 Reform

9. Smith afi cit.  p. 246,
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to solve a growing problem of declimng productivity growth.
They failed because these were bourgeois solutions to
socialist problems. Tt is not because they inherited these ob-
jective and unavoidable problems that Khrushchoy,
Brezhnev and the rest deserve to be condemned; it is
hecause, inheriting them, they set out to solve them m a
reformist, ano-Marxisr, half-hearred manner. And they
failed to accomplish their purpese, to raise the efficiency of
industry by utilizing “economic levers,” 1.e., profit and loss,
loans at interest, etc. In 1970, 79% of the enterprise directors
imterviewed in 2 survey in the Sovier Union said that there
was no Improvement in material-technical e\-uppi}- {1,e., the
development of more technique) due to the reforms. '

Why Did They Fazl?

They failed because they came into contradiction, instead
of working in harmony with, an ebjective law of socialism,
the law of balanced develepment of the economy. This law
necessitates strict central planning, especially in a situation
in which there is a chronic shortage of capital. Giving too
much “initiative” to individual enterprises weakens central
planning and thus works against the law of balanced
development. But the outcome of this contradiction is not
what the restorationists claim, the destruction of the law;
rather it is a dislocation in the economy which destroys the
incorrect policy. Take the question of the 1065 Retorm's at-
tempt to deceneralize investment,

One of the principal features of the December 1965 Reform
program was the expansion of decentralized investment through
enterprises  production development fund, on the very logical
grounds thata director could better judge certain requirements of
his own enterprise than some distant central authority. Decen
tralized investment was scheiduled (o grow to about one-fifth of
total industrial investrnent. But, just as the share of decentralized
mvestinent was belatedly approaching this level, Premier Kosygin
came outl with trenchant eriticism of its use for non-productive
contruction and for allegedly low-priority projects. The plan for

0. JEC 73, ap. et Schroeder, Gervrade, po38.
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1974 correspondingly envisaged a4 sharp. absolute cutback in
decentralized investment, which tuns counter to the essence of the
oniginal reform program.*!

Or take the guestion of another one of the reform
measures that send the restorationists into conniptions. the
supposed return to “commodity exchange” in the means of
production.

The changes, as spelled ont by Kosygin in 1965, were to be: ex-
tension of direct and stable producer-consumer ties throughout
the economy, gradual extension of "“wholesale trade in the means
of production” {i.¢., sale of producer goods and raw materials {o
producers without bureaucratic control of the movement of goads
by use of special allocation of certificates); and adoption by the
new supply organs of a system of incentives similar 1o thar in in-
dustry,

.. . As for the transition to wholesale trade in producer goods,
it was reported in lare 1969 that there were 460 small wholesale
stores in operation with a total wwrnover of B00 milhon
rubles— less than one percent of tatal whaolesale trade in producer
goods. A successful but limited experiment in the wholesale
marketing of petroleum products in several regions has also been
reported. The slow progress on this front of the reform is no sur
prise, for its complete implementation would be tantamount o
abolition of the central physical rationing of producer goods and
with it, the raisen d'etre of most of the cumbersome supply ap
paratus, Even without burcaucratic resistance, however, the per-
sistenice, forced state of tautness in the economy makes
derationing of producer poods ditficult to accomplish. !t

And finally, the question of the Khrushchov-Brezhney re
orientation of the economy from emphasis on capital goods
(heavy indusiry) to emphasis on consumer goods, a re-
orientation which supposedly proves their ca Pitaﬁst TIATUTE.
in 1966 the ratio between A" (capital goods) and "B” (con
surner goods) was 74.4% 1 25.6%,, greater than under Stalin
in 1950, when it was 69 : 31.'* “The Brezhnev-Kosygin ad-
ministration felt that a few more years of 'Heavy Industry

L1, fhaet, Bush, Reith, p, 45,

12 Ihad. , Schroeder, p, 40,

15, Wilcaynski, ] Seciafie Feonorue Developement and Reforms,
Pracper Publ., 1972, po48
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First’ policy would lead to a ratio of 100 : 1 and that 'B is
warthy, I dare say, of more prosperity than Al' Thus begin
ning in 1957 the ratio began to reverse itself until by 1870 1t
had reached 75.4% : 26,69 — a very minor change in-
deed. ™™

In the Ninth Five Year Plan Brezhnev and Kosygin at
tempted further to increase producrtion of “B" goods at the
expense of “A" poods; but failed, In the newest plan, the

enth, the amount of new capital mvestment 15 greater,
relative to new consumer goods investment, than in any five
year plan in Sovict history.'® Brezhnev isn’t even doing as
well as Stalin in relatively increasing consumer goods
production! 8o much for rthe “reorientation” of the
economy, The point is, the Iaw of greater relative growth of
the p:udu_[ er goods sector as ppposed to the consumer goods
sector is an objective law not only of socialist but of all in
dustrial saciety. There is a lot of confusion on this point, For
example, many people equate heavy industry with socialism
and light industry with capitalism. From this comes the
erroncous theory that Cuba never went through a socialist
transformation because she did not place “enough” em-
phasis on building heavy industry. This eompletely misses
the point. Socialism is a system of relations among people.
not between people and machines. Any economy, to be
relatively self-sufficient, must develop a capital- gnnds sectar
which can reproduce not only itself, but the consumer sector
as well, on an expanding scale. In socialist countries this
necessity assumes a political aspect because if they do not
become independent EhU, arc bound ro become app{,'n.dgu
of the | I HETL alist states, i,e,, serni-coliniesor nio-colonies. '
Therefare it s ||:-11m\=1:||h= for any imdustrialized country to
change the emphasiz of its industry from capital-goods to
consumer:goods
To sum up thus far. The 1965 Reform was meant to raise

B4, JEC T3 op it Block, Herbert, p. 199
13

Salaries are geared (o go up 16-18%,
265 e THEE T ere: (See-Appendin IT)

as-pppased 1o 20 an 19715

16, For an excellent distussion of Cuba's soluten to the prablem o
butlding: an - mduscrial base; see Freed. |., "Long Lave the Cuban
Revolution,” PROLETARIAT, voi. 2, no, 1, Summer 1976, p. Hf

b3

productivicy by giving local enterprise leadership more
]-Et-_".l.-'.i}' in their use of Tesources, more InCENtive to conserve
capital, rationalize their operations, etc, It failed because it
came into contradiction with the law of balanced develop-
ment of the economy. More basically, it failed because it was
an attempe to solve an essentially political problem by ad
ministrative shufflings. But even if it had been, as the Lefts
claim, an atgempt to restore capitalism, it could not and did
not do so, Objective laws of political economy cannot be
changed, radically changed, abolished or negated by
decrees.  rtesalutions, maneavers, schemes, ~economic
levers,” barpaining, or the changing of a political “line” in a
factory, farm or mine, Socialism, once it has become en-
trenched in a society, is not up for debate.

The Sttuation in Agriculture

According to one classic (vintage 1967) statement of the
thearists of restoration, capitalism has returned o the Soviel
countryside.

In agriculture, during the past ten years and more, the Soviet
revisionist ruling clique has left no stone unturned to foster a tusral
privileged stratum, vehemently implemented the ¢ 'qmalm prin:
ciple of profirs” and done away with the system of socialist
cconomic planning. It has gone ta all lengths to foster the growth
of private economy and encourage the free marketing of
agricultural pm:ﬁ(*a As a consequence, capitalist forces have
become rampant in the Soviet countryside and the socialist
refations of production have been completely destroyed. The
socialist economy based on punlm ownership no longer exists in
the Soviet coumtryside today, but has been fully wpl.uﬁk by
private ownership by a pnulc_g*cd stratum and a new kulak
economy. The broad masses of the peasants have once again
fallen into the abyss of soffering, subject as they are 1w ex

pleitation and oppression,

This statement expressed a contradiction at the very basis
of the theory of capitalist restoration. The big bourgeoisic

17, Mo the Sotzed Hetssiomists C.’:.rq. it AN-Round Restordaiwmn rJI."
Copitelymein the USSR, FLP, Peking, 1967 1 17
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(Khrushchow, Kos#mn Brezhnev, et, al.) have restored cap-
llaiﬁm by ||1'1c’ushmg smaller bourgeois (the kulaks and
other “new bourgeois”) in the countryside through decen-
tralization, handing over the collective farms 1o the
managers, allowing them more leeway in production in the
interests of profit, and so on, In essence this “theory” says
that state monepoly capitalism (the highest and last form of
capitalism} develops by encouraging "free enterprise” on the
pettiest level. Picture how this would work in the United
States. Instead of acting the way monopolists have always
acted, crushing their smaller competitors, the um:mpuﬁs'ts
“of a new Lype’ would foster small, free capitalism. If
General Motors, for example, took all its capital and used it
to establish small, independent auto factories throughout
the United States which produced non-GM cars for the
profit not of GM stockholders but the individual owners of
the small factories themselves, it would be doing roughly
what the restorationists claim Brezhnev and Co, have been
doing in the Soviet Union, that is, giving away their owner
ship of the land, agriculiural r.c!u'rpmmﬁ and 50 on to the
new kulaks, who then compete with them, Besides commen-
ung on the originality of this view of Ldpltd]lhm of a new type
(which it certainly isl), is there anything charitable one can
say about such a theory “of a new types”

Private Plots

The whole business is carried to its logical absurdity in the
theory of restoration's treatment of the gquestion of the
private plots of the collective farmers. The theory holds that
whereas ordinary capitalism developed [h[uubh the ex-
propriation of the independent peasantry, the seizure of its
land in the process primitive accumulation, Soviet
capitalism of a new type developed in the exact opposite
way, by helping the peasants produce more profits indepen-
dently and by expanding their private land holdings. Let us
examine this,

Private plots for collective farmers have always been a
feature of Soviet and other socialist socicties. The “Standard
Charter of an Agricultural Artel” (1935) and “The Model
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Collectuive Farm Charter” (1969) both define the permissible
size¢ of the peasants private plots which they may use for
1.!”.]1 W }:J!_ll! r[ [ht" AT l)f d{[l!ﬂ(l]H {"di_,]l t_d_'[[ﬂ [ﬂa\.-
possess privately, etc.™®

The 1956 Sovier Constitution (stll mn effect today) stares
that small private trade by peasants of the vegetables, milk
and other products produced on their plots is permitted
alongside trade between the collective farms as-a whole and
the state.' Muoreover, it has always been a feature of the
Soviet econamy that the collective farm, after selling its
guota of products to the state at-a fixed price, is permitted
(even encouraged} to sell the surplus either to the state
again, but ar a higher price, or on the open market at
whatever price the market will bear.® This permission was
and is meant to encourage growth in producrivity.

[t is strange, then, that the aforementioned Chinese pam-
phlet says that when RKhrushchovy came to power “he
abolished the system by which the agriculrural produces
owned h\, the fdrlul rs were re tlultid to besold 1o che state, a
system which had been adopted in Stalin’s time to restrict
spontaneous tendencies toward capitalism .

This statement is simply a lie; the privare produce of the
(_‘Ullel:[i\-'f farmers wWas NEever !'i"'q'l.iaft’.'ff i 13(‘ S«I’]]f:l Lia l]'““" state;
nor is it today in China. But two pages later the pamphlet
justifies this lie by invoking Lenin, who it claims says that
“capitalism will emerge wherever there is small enterprise
and free exchange, "#2

If we are to believe this citation, Lenin thought that
capitalism must have emerged in Egypt, 3000 BC, Greece,
800 BC, Rome, 200 BC, France, 800 AD, etc., since 1n all
these socicties "small enterprise and free exchange” existed,
and often to a fairly high degree.

Is this what Lenin means? Hardly.

It will be worthwhile to give the entire passage from which

18 Both texts are available im Stuart Ei. G, The Collective Farm tn
Soviet Agriculture, Lexington Books, 187!

19, l.'_.J.nT'ust.l_lallr.qlnf the LISSE, Arcles 7 and Y

20, See. forexample, Textbook of Political Economy, op. cit., pp- 6784
21, Heow the Sowit Rewisionists, ete, op. eit., p. 23,
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the restorationists have lifted the above-quoted sentence,
both te show what Lenin really meant and to show the
dishonesty of the restorationists, their willingness to take
things cut of context and thus distort their meaning beyond
I'l‘{'CJngiEi:'"lﬁ Lenin is dizcussing (in his "Report on the Tax
in Kind")*® the ruinous state of the economy (the tme is
1921), dnd the fact that nascent socialism exists side by side
with more powerful, older, more backward and very
tenacious forms of economy. He says,

In no circumstanees must we forget what we have accasion to
see very often, namely, the socialist attitude of workers al state
facories, who collect fuel, raw materials and foed, ar bty to
ATTANZE @ proper distribution of manufactured goods among the
peasants and to deliver themn with their own trapsport facilities.
That is socialism, But alongside 15 small enterprise, which very of
ten exists independently of iv. Why ean it do so? Because latge
scale industry is not back on its teet, and socialist factorics arc get-
ting perhaps only one-tenth of what they should be getting, In
consequence, small enterprise remains independent of the
socialist factories. The incredible havoc, the shortage of fuel, raw
materialy and transport facilities allow small enterprise 1o exist
separately from socialism. | ask you: Whar is state capitalism in
these circumstances? It 1s the amalgamation of small-scale
production. Capital amalgamates small enterprises and grows out
of them. It is ne use closing our cyes to this fact, Of course, & free
market means a growth of capitalism; there's no getting away
from the fact, And anyone who tries to do so will be deluding him-
self. Caprtalism will emerge wherever there & smatl enterprise and
free exchange. But are we to be afraid of it, if we have control of
the Factories, transport and foreign trade? Let me repeatl whiat 1
said then. I believe it to be incontrovertible that we need have no
fear of this capitalism. Concessions are that kind of capitalism.
{emphasis added. |

Lenin is speaking of a situation in which there is no
homogenous socialist economy, no link between town and
country, where there 1s free trade in land, rent, etc. Under
these circumstances, small enterprise and free exchange
inevitably give rise to capitalism. But even under these crr
cumstances, the proletariat has nothing to fear from this

25, Lemin, V. 1., “Reporton the Tax in Kind,” CW, op. wit. . vol. 32, p.
206

sort of capitalism as long as it has c{mlrol of the factories,
transport and foreign trade, What, then, of a situation in
which there is & vast, hi g]“-.. r:iPW—*'lnprd socialist agriculture
holding sway over the pmdur.mn and distribution of the
staple crops (wheat, other grains, meat, corn etc.)? Does
here small independent buying and selling inevitably lead to
capitalism? If we answer yes, we must say that the 19356
';..Hml Constitution encourages capitalism mn Article 5% in
:HIDWIHH for private |_=:upnF-uw.]=.'|p of small plots and the
products coming from them. We must say that capitalism
has' been emerging in the Soviet Union ever since the
Bevolurion, since there has always been free trade in
agricultural products on both the individual and collective
farm levels, although within limitations. More than that we
must complecely .ﬂmmlmz the standpeoint of dialectical
materialism, which teaches that it is not enough to look at
something in isolation, we must also see its history and the
environment in which it existss Tne the ancient world
Prolemy’s theory that the Farth was the center of the um
VEFSE Was At [.'I‘.[}l-l?d_. and all calculations were done on the basis
of it, When the Cupe:r[u'[t'.u!l !.F‘ui“ﬂr'}' that the Sun was the cen
ter of the salar system was adopted on the basis of seientific
proof, Ptolemy's theory remained in existence, but in a
iwarted state, To say that the existence of private plots next
to the collective farms in the Soviet Union today "inevitably”
gives rise Lo capitalism is the same as saying that the con
tinued existence of the Ptolemaic theory of the universe next
to the C Oper mican theory inevitably” E‘]\'CS rise ta the belief
that the Ea th = tl ¢ center of the universe, even though the
Correct, q_1;‘||:=:|14|: arl l]u—hr‘, 15 the one wsed, 1‘13‘} in and c'a\'
DUL, i1 SCience, 1|ulh.\ls1,, explm’ac:on and the dL\'LluplnL‘Ht
of man's knowledge,
Today in the Soviet Union it 1s illegal to ¢onmbine private
]J].(.J‘b to buy and sell the land, orto e mploy hired labar on
the plots. The very basis of capitalism has been done away
with both objectively, by the development of the economy,

5

and subjectively, in law.?
There s no que stion that the private g plots p'zt\, avery 17 -

24 Sovice Constitution, Are. 4

9E - Sep (Charter i SUan, of, cit, o224,
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portant economic role in the Soviet Union. "The private sec-
tor has specialized in potatoes, of which it contributes about
65% of total outpur; other vegetables, 409%, of total output;
meat and milk, 359 of total output, and eggs, 509 of total
outpur.”®® But in the last 20) years the percentage of total
family income coming from the plots and other subsidiary
industry has declined from 427 in 1958 to 30.9% in 196027
Rather a different picture than the one painted by the
restorationises of “rampant” proliferadon of the private econ-
ormy.

Agriculture has not been able to develop in the Soviet
Union to as high a level as would be desirable. Besides
geographical limitations (the best arable land in the whole
country is at the same latitude as North Dakoeta) there are
objective and subjective reasons for this. The Stalin
economy had to build heavy industry at the expense of
agriculture, The latter's mechanization has never reached
the level at which it could begin to approach the produc-
tivity of US agmiculture, for example. That is the objective
side. On the subjective side, Khrushchov badly mismanaged
and set back the development of Soviet agriculture, and the
country has been paying for it ever since, First he sold the
Machine and Tractor Stations to the collective farms, which
decimated the latters' cash reserves and burdened them with
quickly obsolete heavy machinery. Later he invested huge
amounts of labor and capital in the Virgin Soil campaign;
which turned into a fiasco.®

For these and other reasons related to the morale and en-
thusiasm of che workforce, the gap between town and coun-
try has not been narrowed in the past twenty years, as it will
have to be if communism is to be obtained, If anything it has
widened somewhal because of the harmful, anti-Marxist

26. JEC 75, op. ait., Diamond. DUB. and Krueger, C.B., p. 325,
27, Thud,

28, Giuseppe Boffa (former Moscow correspondent {or the lealian Com
munist Parey daily L' fudde) deseribes from a pro-Khrashchoy standpoint
Maloter's position on agricalture. “He ppposed the plowing up of the
virgin lands.on the grounds that jo was an pxpensive gamble, sure ro fail”
This went a]rmg' with his opposition to decentralization measures, "fearing
that they would weaken the authority of the seare " (The Klrushebon Era
publ. by Marrani and Munsell, NY, 1859, p. 108)
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policies of the Soviet leadership, which beil down to a
refusal to take positive action to raise the cultural level of the
farms and bring them more into line with urban standards.
They are paying the price for this failure, More and more
young workers, the very ones needed to build agriculture,
are leaving the farms and going to the cities where they can
et a better deal.

But capitalism resiored?

In agriculture, as in other areas of the economy, the Taws
of socialism, once established, operate ohjectively, indepen-
dent of the will of men. The private economy coexisting with
the collective and state sectors has remamed E‘rnpr_u'tanl‘, bt
only guantitatively. In no way can 1t have a decisive etfect on
the relations of production.®® All the claims made by the
restorationists about the return to the family farm, the new
kulak class, are warped hallucinations. In Ffact, recent
developments in the Soviet Union, stemming from the
critical state of agriculture, prove anew the objectivity of
socialist laws, including the inevitability, as socialism advan-
ces, of the narrowing of the gap between town and country,
a motion hitherto blocked by the policies of the Party
leadership.

These developments involve the industrialization of the
farms by making them into "production associations.” Un-
der the industrialization program, the collective farms will
eventually be done away with and replaced by "associations”
of farms “in which the production of partieular agricultural
commodities will be concentrated. The intention 15 that
association members would pool their resources in order 1o
finance the sgientific and technological advances which an

2% The vaciliating policics of the Sovict Leadership on the question of the
private plots show two things: first, that while not liking the comtinued
vitality of the plaot system from an ideclogical and practical standpoint
{the more the peasantswark on their plos, the less they work collectvely
on the common land, to the detriment of the lacter), they do not teel
ultimately threatened by them: scoond, that the existence af substantial
private trade in vegetables, epps, milk, ete., actually helps the central ap
paratus by taking pressure off of it ta produce these things iself. Withal
the long-term trend 15 for the plots ta play less of an economic role. in
keeping with the (at times slow and sig-ragey) movement oward com-
munistn. (See footnote 27 above. )
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individual farm could not afford.” The Sovier docurent
introducing the reform actually speaks in terms of
agricultural “factories,” the linking of industry and
agriculture, farming “complexes,” “combines,” etc, Within
these large complexes small teams of about six men and/or
women will be responsiblé for sections of land, and will work
them year around. This is the “link” system which the
restorationists point to in order to “prove” the return to the
capitalist family farm. It is nothing of the kind. It is an at

templ ta raise productivity.

As Vicror Zorza says,

The man who'is sent to weed one field today, and o plow an-
other field romorrow, 15 paid n set rate, and has no ETEatl concern
about the result of his work.

But in the link, the earnings of the men depend on how well
I]HE'}' have looked after cheir Vown® fields th roughout the year, and
on the yields they have obtained. The Sovier press has repeatedly
given instances of links which have grown yields twice as large
;m-::i sometimes four times as large, as those on neighboring

ields,

The industrializarion of farming will develop parallel with
the spread of the link system, according to the resolution. Tt
will include greater specialization of individual farm com-
plexes for the purpose of greater productivity, the further
mcchanization of agriculture, and other advances which,
unlike the 1965 Reform, conform to the objective laws of
socialism, specifically the gradual obliteration of aAny essen-
tial distinction between town and country. To the
restorationists, who complain about the link system being a
return to individual farming, one can reply: If 1 work in a
tactory and every day go to one department and work on one
machine, instead of moving around from department to
department, working one job one day, another job the next,
does that mean that 1 “own"” that machine or that I am
returning to individual handicraft?

One hopes that measures such as the industrialization of
farming succeed, and that Soviet agriculture moves ahead.

30, Zorza, Viector, "The Soviet Experiment in Agriculware” Chrisrian
Scienee Monitor, 2:‘?_Eum— L1976, p-27
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But it should be clear that even correct economic measures
will not solve fundamental problems of the economy unless
they are accompanied by a real and thorough political
cleansing of the entire Party through an honest evaluation of
the economic and political problems of the country over the
past twenty vears, But as long as the leadership sell their
birthright for a mess of pottage — dachas, fancy clothes, big
cars, and other privileges, and justify them theoretically by
revising and reducing Marxism to empty banalities, it is
clear that they will be incapabie of initiating such a clean-
sing —because the first thing 1o go would be them, and they
kl'lll‘t" i[.

The Black Market

There iz no question a large black market exists today in
the USSR; a lot has been written about it in the Soviet as
well as Western press. Connected with it is a great deal of
speculation in the private economy, and a transter of public
property into private hands for the purpose of personal use
and profit. But it is not enough merely to point these things
out and thereby “prove” either that capitalism has been
restored, as the Lefts do, or that man i inherently corrupt,
as their mentors the bourgeoisie themselves do. We must
examine both the objective situation which leads to a ten-
dency toward speculation and corruption, and the subjec-
tive factors which strengthen these tendencies and allow
them to develop instead of be defeated.

A widespread black market, mainly in consumer goods,
makes sense once one understands the conditions in which it
has arisen. The most important of these are: 1) constantly
rising real wages, and with them purchasing power, among
the Soviet working people, and 2) a chronic. historically
determined shortage of consumer goods. Since 1950 per-
sonal savings multiplied 32 times, but there is not enough to
}.:u}' with this accumulated maoney. There is a tremendous
demand for consumer goods and a very scarce supply of
desirable goods, the perfect soil for blackmarketing. There
s VETY different hitu;t!inrl, it should he poimﬁd out, from
the typical state of affairs under capitalism “of the old type,"
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which is characterized by a glut of commodities and a scarce
demand due to poverty of the working people; both em-
ployed and unemployed.

Everyone, it seems, who has been to the Soviet Union from
Europe or America has a stary to tell about being offered
large sums of money for his or her Jeans, Italian shoes,
Beatles records, etc. The restorationists, monkish creatures
that they are, "prove” by these examples that Soviet sociery
15 corrupt and “bourgeois” for giving rise to such illicit
desires, As if there were something inherently immoral
about jeans or rock music. But in the Soviet Union the love
of rock or soul music is no more evidence of a baurgeois
outlook than it is here, as Hedrick Smith found out to his
own shock:

I recall 4 tall young Russian, so fanatic a rock fan that he took
the incredible tsk of sneaking past the armed Soviet guards into
the American Tmbassy one night to see a movie of the Beatles'
famous Concert for Bangladesh and got away with it. He argued
with his father, a Party man, about Stalin . . . , It was a stunming
reversal of the usual roles that Westerners assume are played by he
father and son in Russia when Stalin is discussed. ' i

“I think the country needed a Stalin at that time, " the young
man, a Kemsomol activist, declared.

“What?" challenged the father. “At the cost of twenty million
lives?™

The son backed offa bit, but held to his basic argument. “Well,
obviously the terror was excessive and unfortunate. But maybe
Stalin had to use such force to pull the country together, It was
necessary for that time, "

Not a bad defense given the fact that the truth about
Stalin, collectivization and s¢ on has been systematically
suppressed for twenty years. And from a fanatical rock fan

It 1s specific conditions of Soviet socialism —a shortage of
cansumer goods due to historical reasons, and large sums of
“extra” cash in the hands of the workers and pv:a.siml.s, their
socialist wages —which have given rise to an extensive black
market. But does this mean that a proliferation of corrup-
tion is inevitable or desirable? No, Here is where the
question of policy and leadership becomes decisive. Under

2. Smich, of. it po 195
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Stalin the same conditions existed to a considerable degree,
yet there was not the same flowering of thievery of state
property, speculation, and the rest. One can see why if one
looks at the moral tone and direction of his leadership and
compares it with that of the Khrushchov-Brezhnev regimes.
The latter operate n a wide-spread atmosphere of privi-
lege. Throughout the country there are special stores
which only the elitc who possess special “certificate” rubles
can shap in. Naturally a state of affairs such as this gives rise
to cynicism and a desire on the part of lesser leaders and
even ordinary people to get a little piece of the action them
selves. Why should they miss out on the goodies? On the
other hand they resent the pettiness of the elite, and many
people refuse to engage in this privileged behavior, The ac-
countant of a state farm rells Hedrick Smith:

“The ntelligentsia may dream of democracy but the huge mass
of people dream of Stalin —his strong power. They are not reac-
tonary but they are being mistreated by their petty bosses, who
cheat and exploit them, suppress them. They want a strong boss
to “put shoes on"” the petty bosses. They know thar under Stalin
(economic) conditions were not as good, but the state farm dir-
ectors and other officials were not robbing them under Stalin,
were not mocking them. There was a check on  local
autharities, ™3

There is clearly a greatr deal of corruption, stealing and
other bourgeais excrescences in the Soviet Union. There is
doubtless some measure of “capitalism,” even, outside the
regular economy. For example, a worker, upon finishing his
regular job, might earn some extra money by working for an
underground speculator who has acquired by foul means
some second-hand sewing machinery from a friend high up
in a textile combine, and opened up a bas¢ément boutique
producing miniskirts and maxidresses. But such industry,
like the legal private economy, is peripheral to the economy
as a whole and in no way can have a decisive effect on Soviet
life. In the vast majority of cases, moreover, it is too petty or
individual to be capitalistic in a real sense. If and when it
gets too big or extensive and beging to interfere with the

A%, Thad., p. 296
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running of the economy, as it did in Georgia recently, it is
suppressed by the central authority, ™

This is important and shows the predicament the Soviet
leadership is in, On the one hand they look the other wavy
and even welcome the black market, because it releases a lot
of consumer pressure which the central economy cannot
satisfy. (In this sense it is like the private economy in farm
produce. which relieves the planning apparatus of the need
to satisty all consumer demands for produce.) But on the
other hand, Brezhnev and Co. must fight against corruption
which, if it goes too far, has a bad effect on the economy,
Fublic property stolen by private individuals ceases to be
productive, and capital is too short to begin with. Laziness
anid n'tisunauag{.-mcm, an atmosphere of corruption and
cynicism, also leads to a lowering of productivity in enter-
prises, the very thing which must be raised if the economy is
to grow and the people remain contented enough to put up
with their leaders.

In the final analysis, Brezhnev and Company’s sur-
vival —and they know this better than anyone else — rests on
their ability to maintain rising living standards for the
people based on greater productivity of labor, (“Labor
productivity is what counts most in the final analysis, the
essential for the victory of the new social order, " said Lenin. )
Distortions and perversions in the Soviet economy caused by
corruption and inept management hinder the growth of
production not only directly but by causing eynicism and
apathy among the workforce, who simply don’t work as
hard.*® Hence corruption after a cerrain point must be

54. Five factory directors were sentenced to death for embezzling millions
of dollars in a phony vegetable-canning deal. Similarly. a French Jolir
talist wrote in 1875, ""This year's 14ch déath sentence was recently handed
down against a factory director convicted of large-scale graft.” (Fontaine,
Andre, Monchestar Cuardian Weekly, 11 Seprember 1075, po 14)

55, In Poland, for examiple, a recentstudy “revealed that the utilization of
the working time in Palish enterprises ranges from 70 to 80 per cent, e,
the daily working time, instead of being eight hours, in practice amaunts
to-only 5.5:6.49 hours owing to ‘conversations with workmatés, loafing, late
commencement and carly finishing of the work day, reading in work time,
cucessively long breaks for maming tea, ere. " {Wilcaymski, of, e, p.
L41}. Further, Fonraine (op. cet. ) remarks, “A visitoF (o any Soviet firm
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fought by the very people who have encouraged it by their
own elitist behavior, demoralizing hypocrisy and mediocrity,
and dishonesty, So far Brezhnev has been able to balance
these two irreconcilables —deno uncing corruption in furm,
all the while living his privileged life. But how long he can
continue is strictly determined by how long he is able to keep
the peoples’ living standards going up.

The reader should understand that the leadership is
serious about gerting rid of corruption which affeets the
economy. Most of the death sentences passed in the USSR
are for “economic crimes,” speculation, graft, stealing, etc
That is, practically the only people sentenced to death are
the 'cf.'a[‘}i[alllst:s,“ the l;lrgﬁ--s::alfr thieves. When has a
capitalist ever been sentenced to death 1 a capitalist coun-
try? Another differenice between the Soviet and capitalist
systems.

can't help being struck by the relaxed, perhaps overly casual, atmesphere
People arc obviously obsessed neither by time nor praduction pressures
In this eommection, | can't resist quoting the comeback an Intourist hostess
gave a French industrialist whe noted at the end of his two-week stay that
obvicusly 'people don't overexert themzelves in Soviet factories.’

“The latourist girl ceplied: "And what (T that were sacialism's advan
tage?’ Her remark provides food for thought, ro say the leas:

e ST e ———
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The Productivity Problem

Brezhnev, as 1 noted earlier, makes no mention ar all of
the 1965 Reform in his address to the Twenty-fifth Congress
of the CPSLI, (see page 42, above) because it 'has been scrap-
ped. Instead he states, quite correctly, e

Comrades, in order to cary out successfully the diverse
economic and social tasks facing the country, there is no other way
than that of promoting the rapid grewth of labor productinty in
achieving a steep rise uf efficiency in all areas of social produciion,
Em{.rhasis on efficiency —and this must be repeated again and
agaln—is the kuy component of our entire economic strategy.

In the 1980's the fulfillment of this task will become csj;ccialk"
pressing. This is chiefly due to an aggravation of the problem n';"
labior resources. We: shall have o rely not on enliseing additiona)
labar power but solely on increasing labor preductivity. A sharp
reduction of the proportion of manual labor and cumi-;rehemivt:
mechanization and automation of preduction are becoming an
mdaispensable condition of economic progress. !

This passage stands in contrast to the generally self-
congratulatory, pollyannish, stereotyped tone of most of the
rest of the address. The problem of labor productivity is mo
mmportant 10 be slurred over; it is the key to all other
problems in the economy, Soviet productivity is 54% thar of
the United Srates: in agriculture it is only 20-25 ‘3{,;“ A high
percentage (80% in farming) of labor is still done by hand.

1. Brezhnev, af. o p. 52

2 BT S ap.cit., Whitehouse, F.B . and Havelka, ] F. PR S411F
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Also, there has been a steady dechine m the growth of
productivity during the Khrushchov Brezhnev per iod.

In the period of the Seven-Year Plan (1959-6, although
the plan was scrapped and replaced with the Seventh and
Eighth Five Year Plans), the actual growth of productivity
was 42%, 16% lower than planned, In 1966-70, the Eighth
Five Year Plan, the increase was 32.4%, short of the goal of
%%-85%,. The need to raise the productivity of labor exists
within both the capitalist and socialist systems, but for dif
ferent reasons. Under capitalism the capitalist must produce
more commodities with less labor than his competitors in
arder to sell them at a lower price, thus increasing his gross
sales and profits. Under socialism it 15 a question of
producing more useful products with less labeor, paking the
burden on the individual svorker by relying more on
machinery, and producing more social wealth to be enjoyed
by the whole people in accordance with the basic law of
socialism, which can operate only (as Stalin points out) on
the basis of higher technigques.

Under capitalism there are two principal ways ol raising
prmlm‘Liﬂt}ﬂ Speed-up, the intensification of the labor
process with the given machinery; and the introduction of
new, more productive machinery and octher labor-saving
devices, Often the two are used together. Although capital
makes liberal use of speed-up, as we know all too well, it is
only in its use of the second method, the revolutionizing of
technolopy, that it becomes a world historical force able to
change fundamentally the whole basis of society in virtually
no time at all

Socialism cannot use, execept incidentally, the [irst
method of raising productivity, the coercion of the worker
into speeding up production, forced over time, and soforth
And this is not only and not merely for reasons of morality,
as will be shown in the next section, on the status of the
Soviet worker,

Theretore, the revolutionizing of technology becomes cven
more important under socialism than it is under capitalism. As
Marx says, “Once given the general basis of the capitalistic
system, then, in the course of accumulation, 2 point is
reached at which the dévelopment of the productivity of secial

|
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labour becomes the most powerful lever of accumulation, ™

A society can introduce new techmigue in two ways:
develop it or import it, The Soviet Union is doing the latter
as much as possible but there is a definite limit to its foreign
reserves. In the final analysis the first method is the key: the
Soviets must revolutionize their own industry by themselves.
But that takes capital too. And besides capital it takes a
great deal of scienufic education, experimentation,
creauvity and effort on the pare of the productive forces
themselves, the workers, wha are very often the ones who
onginate improvements 0r at least the ideas for im-
provements which can advance technology. It takes an in-
creasingly motivated and polytechnically trained work force,

The Soviet economy in its present state 15 less and less ahle
to solve the problem of revolutionizing its technical base. Tt
15 becoming shorter and shorter of not only new labor
power, but new capital, to invest.

The Sovier economy must, as it has always done, raise the
real wages of the work force every year. This is the sole con-
dition of the continued existence of the leadership: they
must deliver on at least a large portion of their promises to
their workers in conformity with the basic law of socialism.
But during the last fifteen years there has been a gradual
slowdown in economic growth reflecting a decline in the rate
of new capital invested in production, growth of the labor
torce, and increase of productivity.

What is the result of this trend? 1t is that out of the total
product created by the entire economy, a smaller and
smaller portion of it can be reinvested in expanding produc-
tion. A simple equation will illustrate this,

Take P as the total social product. Under socialism, P is
divided into two parcs: Wages (W) which represent all direct
and indirect benefits the workers receive i\'salaries, rent suh-
sidies, daycare facilities, free vacations with pay, pensions,
free schools, medical care, and so on) as means of con

& Marx Capital, ofen S B21,

4. ""The Russinng mmported 9.4 billion dollars’ worth of H'.:t!l[n from seven
Westeta nations in 1975, running up their worse trade deficir in at least £0
vears— 5.4 billion.” {108, News ond World Reporl, 27 September 1974,
P 45} Most of these were capital pooils
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sumption; and Capital (C) which represents that ;;:{:!u-tbnf r]iw-
social product which instead l}.t hemﬁ; COTSITTE .‘_-’Lt £
people directly or indirectly is reinvested not only to rep a{cie
the worn-out means of -,:mdm'umn huL_ to expand,
qualitatively as well as guantitatively, industry and
agriculture. W
’ig'li'{Irmﬁ. P (total product) = W (all wages) + C l:_L"deﬂJl:l"
Now, it stands to reason that if W grows fumer:han} , this
will affect the growth of €. € will not grow as iast. In mlher
words, all things remaining equal, wages can anly g}:lw-r-.'.-, 131
the expense of capital if wages grow at a faster rate |.I .am :.;L
toral product of labor. And in fact this has been the
situation in the Soviet economy for fifteen years. CI}LIT. of tnt:.al
production, a smaller and smaller part can be reinvested i
industry because a larger and larger pL{niurfl_muﬂT hL usrtl] as
wage increases. The growth ui_ capital “input” declines
relatively along with the raising of wages. &
The solution is to increase the pm‘:pdu::tmty of the capita
input, which is another way of saying, |he: Fmduﬂult‘!'r-t}t_:
lahor, Given the original equation, P = W+ C Frhc*.'n 1t_
(production) can be made to increase faster than W (Iwctg,t'-»),
then more C {capital) can be invested in modernizing ;nri
expanding industry. But pr.odu::uon can expand E@ﬁltcrst_ a:
wages only if the workers, in the same amount o Limn .q.nq
wh?h the same amount of labor, produce more products,
that 15, more wealth. And this is pr{:ciseh'w_hal is not hap-
pening to a sufficient degree in the Soviet U mc:tn_.." e
Thus there is a very scrious problem, a critic al problem
for the socialist economy, because it does not have Il.:h!‘
yelease valves that capitalism has: cutbacks in ].?roduti:rlln,
layoffs, speedup, heightened exploitation nlf its c{xlunlza:!
reserves. The following table, showing rlﬁrllmmg growth
rates, gives the statistical evidence for the existence of the
problem:®
o2, P 17, for a discossion of
as oppased to Cnecessary” Labior
there are only W ana C

5 Bee Stalin, Evenomic Problems, ete
why there is no such thingas 5':1.:',1[.‘5" opf
under soctalism. For this reason, in my rw;u.-;lm.s.q, e £
o third rermn representing surpius, as there is under capitalism.

6. JEC"15, op. g, Moren and Whitchouse, p. 221 L8 N:,njj I*;-*_;w..'r {H}Hrhf
Report, quoting the new CLA report on the Soviet sconomy };:i _'.-“-..[].
footnote B sags, “Oine serious Soviet problem, a5 viewed by the CIA, 38 "the
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1951 -89 6l-5 66-70 T1-5 (plan)
Input production 8,04 srowth i 7%
(6% 1 fact)®
Tnputs;
Employment groweth 3 (9% growth 39 2.4 .5
Capial inputs LLB % growth 112 8.7 &4
Emmploymment & cap 1. 1% groweh ] 5.3 4.3

*The plan called for 82 buconky 6% growth was achioved

The figures in all categorics are declining steadily. Capital
mvestment is declining (from an11.5% rise to an 8.4% rise),
the growth of the labor force is dechining (4.0% 10 1.3%), and
total “input” (investment capital and wages) growth is
declining vear by year (3.9% to 6.0%).

So, while there are no negative figures, no absolute
declines in growth characteristic of capitalist recessions and
depressions, the economy is growing more slowly every year.

It is inevitable that, other things remaining equal, the
situation will lead to a very serious economic and political
dislocation caused by a trend toward zero economic growth.

Brezhnev and the rest of the Soviet leadership are very
much aware of this danger. They are also aware that their
status as leaders will mean nothing unless they can improve
the situation, This is the reason for the new, Tenth Five
Year Plan’s emphasis on increasing productivity and
“quality” rather than making massive increases in capital
nvestment, It is also the reason for che reverse of the trend
(in the Ninth Plan) toward greater expansion of consumer
goods at the expense of capital goods; and for a slower rate
of growth of real wages (18% over five years) than in
previous plans; wages will continue to rise, but at a slower
annual rate. This, Brezhnev no deubt hopes, will help to
redress the imbalance shown in the previous equation,
where wages have been rising at a faster rate than the total
social product, thus leaving less of the product left over to
become investment capital for the expansion of the

low rate of growth projected for capital investment: The average annual
rate of 8lad ig only about half chat recorded in the three previous five.
yeir plan periods.' " Fhe slowing trend, therefore. is continuing.
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5o, ;11'50, the continued attempts to increase the impu:.t of
advanced technology from Western Europe, the Ui];l[_ri'd
States and Japan, and the emphasis on detente. which
would lead, ideally, to less money being spent on the
military and more on expanding the economy and the con-
sumer sectar. So, finally, the increase (contrary to what the
restorationists say) in material incentives to the actual
producers as opposed to the managers, ifuhn -‘]-t?i‘()t‘f! WEre get
ting more than their share of the bonus funds.”

7. JEE T3 op. eit.; Schroeder, p. 34,




PART THREE

POLITICAL ECONOMY
(1)

There is no power on Earth that can turn back the wheel of
history.
V. M. Molotov, Address to Moscow
Conference, December, 1954
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Introduction

It remains for us, in our investigation of the Soviet
cconomy, to examine four assertinons made by the theorsts
of capitalist restoration to support their contention that
monopoly capitalism “of a new type” has been brought back
to the LISSR, and that because of this the country 13 an
aggressive imperialist power, the number one enemy of the
E_‘.lt'l..lljlt" of the world, etc. They are!

1) Labor power is a commodity;

2) There exists massive unemployment;

3) Finance capital is exported to other cou ntries;

4) The economy is based on militarism and preparation
tor war.
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Is Labor Power a Commodity?

Acrnf-:lmg to the theory of capitalist restoration, * the
enterprises of socialist ownership have been tl:llr"ll."d i rI{-
capitalist undertakings owned by a bourgenis :'i;"f:n.:i‘
Siritum: and broad sections of 'I.-'\."J.JTL.:.IZJ.J' p{*opf{“ iri .fnsi:ﬁim-

T T - ) : :
;iw:i"'lltu““.{ into wage slaves who have to sell their labot

The question of whether or not the worker sells his labor
-|_|r_n.~'c.r as a commadity in the Soviet Union can .hE‘. stdtfr' 'JJI'}]
:;uilihr}i mw]l_lm‘s ‘he get paid according ro his production,

e pald according to the market price of labor
power—a market price that necessarily and ar all times
presupposes a reserve army of unemployed. (Wi:'nnu; AL‘ &
reserve army of unemployed there cannot be com H‘i‘-i' I'“-'
Jf:]l.w. and therefore no possibility of sething a {}T'EL'L'pl—- : :J” +m-
a labor power that is not yet expended. ) e
Sl ) as "the cost .[m_ maintaining the

eT asa worker and of developing him into a worker,™
ar::_i‘ 15 determined by the value of the nece %
|I-.I}J_I|.LIEI.”:.' required by the average labourer. ™
Under r_-:ipilalism wages as a whole tend toward the
ir}umnjmm_ The cost of production of simple labor pow .
werefore, amounts to the coest of iy

ssaries of life

the existence and

l. f-l'rr-'.-. |"-"'.|e.’ Sowel Rewkioindis, ate. ab. eit B 4.
2. Marg, “Wape Labor and Capital," op, o o, 262

! v Ledly CI1§ =
& Mirs; Capral, op. o, p. 519

77

reproduction of the worker.”® In calculating the average
wage one must take into account the entire working
population over a long period of time, the unemployed as
well as the employed, the workers in colonial as well as the
imperialist countries. Then it will be seen that the average
wage tends toward the minimum and that the minimom
tends downward. Over a period this motion leads to what
Marx calls “absolute impoverishment,” a dechine in living
stanidards. This is the inevitable effect of capitalist develop-
ment. Ta a classic statement he describes it “Accumulation
of wealth at one pole is, therefore, at the same time the ac-
cumulation of misery, agony of toil, slavery. ignorance,
brutality, mental degradation at the opposite pole, i.e., on
the side of the class that produces its own product in the
form of capital.™

Is this what is happening in the Soviet Union?

Nao.

The average growth in teal disposable income in the
1950's was 8.9%, per year; it was 5.7% in 1961-65 and 6.7%
since 1965, Per capita consumption has grown at the rate of
5% since 1965. Consumer prices since 1955 have averaged
77 % of those in 1850.F Further:

Under Brezhnev's leadership, the average level of Tiving in the
USSR has risen yearly by amounts that most Westerners would
consider exceptional. Diets have improved — more meat and other
guality food and fewer starches are on the nation's tables. Con-
sumer durables are found in more homes and are available in
stores. Russian dress has improved, and the contrast with foreign
clothing is less discernible, Still, the consurner’s situation is a mix-
ture of pluses and minuscs. On the negative side, incomes have
continued ro rise faster than the supply of goods and services,
perhaps forcing individuals to postpone purchases. Despite
marked improvements in the level of living in the mid-1960's, the
gap between the USSR and the West—or even the Bloc coun:

4. Marx, “Wage Labor and Gapital,"op. ¢it., p. 265.

&, Mary, Capetal, op. cit., p. B

fi. Epgnomic Performance and the Military Burden #n the Sewel Linfon,
Joint Economit Committee, Congress of the Uniteil States, Us Govern-
ment Printing Cffice, 1970 articles entitled “Labor anid Wages,” by
Mirray Feshback and Stcphen Rapawy. pp TUE,, and "Constirmes
Welfare," by David W, Bronson and Barbara 5, Severin, pp. 93ff,
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tries — remaing large, *

Clearly not an idealization of the situation. Bur facts are
‘fzu_'ts. Living standards are rising every year. From 1960-67
income increased 68% while personal savings increased
148% due to the lack of commadities to buy, The Soviet
worker cannot buy everything he wants, not for lack of
money, but for lack of the commodities. Let the skeptical
reader look at the simple figures, In seven years personal
savings increased more than twice as fast as income. Does
this fit into a picture of growing starvation and wage slavery?

In addition, the gap between the higher and lower paid
workers is decreasing ® Income growth has been greater on
the farms than in the cities,® a refutation of the claim that
there has re-emerged exploitation of the countryside by the
LOWTL.

Are these rises in real income over a long period of time,
unchecked by crises, inflation, depression, etc., consistent
with the basic capitalist law of maximum profit based om
wage labor? Political economy teaches that under capitalism
prnfi!a and wages may rise simultaneously in 2 period of
rapid economic expansion and growth of labor productivity,
but that otherwise —most of the time —one can rise only at
the expense of the other, If profits EO up, wages go down,

7. JEC'F3. ap. e, Bronson, W, and Severin, Barhara, p: 377

7 S Bow ) : YTAT

B ibid., p .’h.‘.._ Sex d_llru Problems of Communtim: “"Western newsien
gomg to the Soviet Union always seom to discover Lo their shock that in-
come and privileges are distributed unevenly, but in reporting that ‘news,’
the ave- tokally mis 1T 1 thi

: .\--tli'l-l'_ TlJLdu}‘IlJI:‘.\t‘H the _E-,'El:.ncws af the last decade in this realin: 2
tunl‘.u:rill:lrm of the shai preduction thae began after Stalin's death in the
dégree mf.'1nf:<'|1.--.=_1|:'r of incomes in the Soviet Union. (After 2 most careful
survey of the data, Peter Wiles asserts that

. ‘the staristical record since
Atalinasa very gond one indeed. 1 doubt if any other country can-show a

more Tapid and sweeping progress towards equality.’) The ratio af the
average carnings of the top 10 percent of Soviet workers and employees
teollective farmers excluded) to the average earnings of the bottom -I-!I
percent declined from 4.4 in 1956 to 5.7 in 1964 and t0 3.2 in 1930 =
raticl of 2.8 was planned for 1975, (Wiles calculates an after-t ;
6.7 for the I-'nit‘.r:ri States in 1968 and roughly 9.0 for the Eastern
European cqumru_-r; 1" Problemy of Communesm, “The Breshney Fra
The Man and the System,” February, 1976, p- 12

b B e il i af. et pp3R0-L

ax ratio of
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and vice versa.’® During the last fifteen years, again, there
has been a declining growth in labor productivity, while
wages have mnsistcﬂtly gone up, in MOst cases fﬂ?itt‘r' than
productivity. Such a state of affairs is incompatible with
capitalist production. In the chapter on the grnt_:ral law of
capitalist accumulation in Volume 1 of (;a-pzm'f. Marx
demonstrates that under capitalism wages cannot rise above
the point where they reduce quantity ot unpaid labor (sur-
plus value) necessary for the realization of normal profit. If
thev do so the emplover will either pull his capital out of the
parJLit;uler enterprise and invest it elsewhere, or elsc force a
wage cut directly or indirectly through laying off workers,
raising prices (when possible), ete, "The rise of wages
therefore is confined within limits that not only leave mtact
the foundations of the capitalist system, but also secure its
reproduction on a progressive scale. ™! ¥
In the USSR there are no such limits to the raising of
wages. This is because socialism operates according to a dif-
ferent set of laws than capitalism. Socialism possesses neither
the economic ner administrative means of lowering wages
and by doing so increasing accumulation of the unpaud part
of the workers' product which is turned into new capital,
i.e.. is reinvested. By administrative means I speak
metaphorically. Under capitalism these means reduce them-
selves to coercion against the working class: strike-breaking,
injunctions, wage-price coritrols, deportations, etc. But muc.h
more fundamental than these is the purely economic
pressure that capitalism exerts on the working cla:sl; Lo ]{E'P:_ril
its wage demands “reasonable.” The main hasis of this
pressure is unemployment and the threat ot unemployment.
The Soviet Union, having no unemployment, lacks this most
basic condition for keeping wages from rising, lacks this
most fundamental prerequisite for capitalist production.,
Let us deal with this question of unemployment.

10, 5ee Chapter 25 on the general law of capitalist accumulanon in Wiars,
Cafrtal, of i,
11 Itad, p. 680,
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Is There Unemployment
in the Soviet Union?

In 1966 the C.1.A., |

; Hit = C.1.A., hardly an apologist for Sovi :
I e : 471 APCIOST 10T H0VIET soc1al-
o II""-llJJJhJIt_'{_l a document on the employment si i
within the USSR It Begins ploy fl sltuarion

Conirary to the 1 rOES] i
o mc_: Lhc_. I]]T‘.ph'.".:Elﬂn given by recent articles in the
stern press, widespread unemploymen L
= : VINen I 1%
presenc m the Soviet Union l Sk

[he current hue and
urrent hue and cry over unemploym

¥, AOeHE I i the LSS
il ‘-l,_‘f,.:,‘, H,JI['.;.[IW _F?},q”l”w of pockers of unemployment
of existing i||:~|iL=l-:|r.l1 --J v h,l- :“:u.t-b, R
L bear |1':.||I'|-.i-|' r}'--:;.h.-v-'-lhi 5 .T“df(l‘-"- RAENR I 0 & rr e
: :t that has become increasingly free and more complex

bL-::;;;l; i::';lrll. :.{[-,li-,_m.:r-ll;[](-.:r:iid .c’.ar.ir:'r the lahor shartage has
ety 11.l_i ]_I ..;1_1.][1 _T:if Iu.u .mllf_'znpio;.‘me:ll does exist
i f ln:n; § U_I _Lu_'.lJlu}dltf of production in cer
e < an say Mthlc)u[.im]' of refutation that
coapl ml w:]tﬂi-:l; :‘ru__iflx idual in the eotire country who
i ;m]m“_“;l Rt u_kl..«.mm.i due 1o lack of jobs. There is

sty reserve army of the unemployed, either tem-
POTATY Or permanen ' i

Under these ¢ i
: : : se conditions, 15 capitali
production possible? 15 capiialist

But if a surpl = . .
surplus labourning population is 2 necessary product of ac
¥ P t of ;

LA, 'Unemaloys

; | ‘.I.I Unermedovment in the Sower [nion Fact or Ficti [hnwvisi
i - Lk 21 ] A4t o1 L rchion: Qi
it Intelhigence, Office of Rescarch and Report, LGh | : =40

2 JEC 7% vp et o 658 o
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ol the development of wealth oz capitalist bass,
£
selv. the lever ol capitaastic

eamulation ot
this surplus-population becomes, cONVE

nay @ condition |empnasis added] of the existence

accnulation,
. mode of production:®

of the capitan

The whoele form of the movement of maodern Indusiry EI."'I‘L‘II!:lh,
|'..

{herefore, upon the constami rransformation of a patt of the
laboring population into unemnployed or half employed hands.”

Wiy is this?

Recause ‘wage labor,” say Marx and Engels in the Com-
ritictiess Maniesto. “rests exclusively [emphasis added| on the
cornpetition hatween the laborers.™® The price of labor
v of its value (the necessities ol
life the worker needs to rmaintain himself asa worker) bue oi
the supply and demand which operate in the “market
place,” the labor market. If there is a permaneni shortage ol
supply, if it 1s 2 permancnt seller’s market, then the sclier,
the working class) will

power s a ref lection noL on

‘he worker (or, collectively speaking,
be able to ask such a high price far his labor power that the
capitalists will not be Ble to afford it. 1t is only competition
among the workers caused by a shortage of jobs that drives
the price of labor pewer down Lo “acceptable” levels for
capitalist luoduc:inn. Without competition, without more
workers than jobs, there can be no capitalismn.

Unemployment 1s the fundamental condition of capitalist
production, Not possessilig it, the Soviet leadership 18
powerless against the working class, In the absence of the
fundamental economic lever, no use of force (even if It were
attermpred which it has not been in the USSR) can succeed.
o doubt this sticks in the craws of the restorationists, who
delight in pamnting toe Sovier working class as a broken,
Lumiliated mass of slaves; but it 1s true nonetheless,

The Soviet leadership from the top down, unable to force
the workers to produce morc oI accept lower wages, can only
appeal to their love of country and socialism, give them
moral and material incentives, plead with themn to work
harder, and hope for the best. There is nothing more they
can duo.

agq

5. Marx: Cagatal. op e, e 638
4. Fied., p, B3%
5. Marx and Eanpels, Manefesta, op: cit-, podh :']"{-king = E |
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Does the Soviet Union
Export Finance Capital?

Tﬂ o 2
A ..a'r;:.,-wf;}” the question whether the USSR is an exploitin
i?gd 15t power, it 1s best fivst to divide it into two parts: .
. g : ; - £
) Soviet relations with the People's Democracies, and

]i} .!]El e !at]‘.” W L
15 J.T.Jl. [h! Colony [I:f" L VE]U f l]
. ID‘ al, 0r un roe P .I

The People’s Democracies

Some theorists of the

: restoratic it the ion i
i L put the question in the

. Withif‘: the framework of Comecon [the ¢

L £ T I

n;zl;:?;i:ssgfamr; v--Jm:J!-f includes the USSR, the Peaple's

el uter Mongolia and Cuba], and speculating with
tagogical slogans as the “comymunity of interests ™ :

souncil for Mutaal
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o T Y {13 “"Jdl" n [+ .‘p HI1SES I 2V
1 (\G It lt C r r 7 [0 k. 1
E”Ol ’al]l T'FJ a lf:ll.s' Lerm E]qllgl AIn i'_li- ECOTIOMIC 10 l‘g‘[‘at;[ﬁ 1 hl"[

ween them, i ar
Mainl o .bThri Program, approved by the 24th session of the
m,’.t.n;i- ; 15,1 ased on the Brezhnevian theors of ““limited
; 1 (S . ; -Ory LERRRTE Ao
s bg‘n{y. naccordance with it, 44 mul PArte agreements
ave been concluded in the fields of capital in ety o
technical and scientific "callal oy fi S i i
: : C oration” for a 15-20 e i
B o T a 15-20 year period
Hfi. Jii bipartite dgreements, The program is pf-:':nrz{-::rd h
i z;!‘ |Il“- qf making the economies of other couniries ap r-n}-a
= .H ,1 1 Soviet metropolis, complementing the ‘iovam.;p]lu
. ANg “grated i O fFi ]
_ L ntegrated in the Soviet cconomy, In tl ot
are gradually moving in t} di i f Lifting Pl
Al ng 1€ direction of Lifting national economie
laries : iti plia
and consequently also political nnpee i
V I £a: ones, in compliance
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with the hegemonistic interests of Soviet social-imperialism, '

If this sounds like the Dulles-Kennan-Churchill theory of
the East European “satellites,” enslaved behind the Stalinist
“iron curtain,”’ do not be surprised,

What are the facts of the matter?

First, whar is Comecon, or as it is known by its other
pame, the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
(CMEA)? Tt is a socialist economic trading and preducing
bloc made up of the USSR, the People’s Republic of
Mongolia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, Poland. and recently
Cuba. North Korea and Viet Nam are observers. Albania is
still technically a2 member but has not participated since
1961. The People's Republic of China was an observer but
does not participate. It was formed in January, 1949, as a
reflection of the ohjective unity of the socialist camp and the
necessity of emhbodying that unity in an economic
organization capable of defending socialism against the 11§
imperialist-inspired Marshall Plan.

Facts about Comecon disprove the ideclogical arguments

about its being a social-imperialist master-slave Lype
relation, For example,

In the quarter century sinee its existence, the national income of
its member countries increased eight fold and their industrial
production twelve times as compared to a three-fold increase in
the national incomes and a fourfold increase in the industrial out-
put of developed capitalist countries.

Comecon’s mmember countries cover 18.5% of the territory of
the planet and 9.5% of its population; their share in world in-
dustry has tisen from 189 in 1950 to 33%, last year.®

The part of the socialist camp represented by Comecon
has grown almost twice as fast economically as the rest of the
world economy. The reader might recall a remark made by
R. Palme Dutt more than forty years ago in which he con-
trasts the two halves of Europe. In the West horsepower in
the form of machinery predominates in production; in the

|. Kapetani and Toci, “Revisionist Feonomic Integration and Its Con
tradictions,” Albana Today, No. 3 May-June 1974,
9 Ohrisian Science Mondgtor, 28 June 1974
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East it is'che living |
§ i3 the hv : i
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dustry and agriculture, with the notable exception of

Poland, 859 of whose land is still privately owned.

In all the Comecon couniries there has been a steady rise
‘5 the standard of living of the working people. The GDR
has the highest. In all the People’s Democ racies the standard
of living is higher than in the USSR. (Strange colonies n-
deed!)

To explain the basie for the present seonoInic situation,
and the extraordinanly complex and coniradictpry nature
of the relations between the People’s Demacracies and the
Soviet Union, T must give a brief history of Comecorn.

The formative period of the transformation of Eastern
Furope can be broken roughly into two periods: 1) 1944-9,
the end of the wat, the liberation of the enre rvg‘i on from
fascism, the beginning of econgmic reconstruction and the
cstablishment of the special form of the dictatorship of the
proletariat known as the people’s democracy; and 2) 1949-
56, the first years of socialist trade among the People's
Democracies and the Soviet Union.’

Period One, 1944-9. acluded tweo stages. The first, 19:44-
5. characterized by extreme cconomic instability created by
the war, culminated in the establishment of anti-fascist
united front governinents which set about establishing
viable economies with the help of the Soviet Union. In the
Eastern part of Germany, which became the GDR, some of
the means of production were dismantled and sent to the
Soviet Union as war reparations. But simce Eastern Germany

was in the process of becoming sociahist, the Soviets did not

exact anywhere near the amount of reparations they might
have hy rights (g1ven the immeasurable destruction they had
uffered at the hands of Nazi Germany). Stalin’s policy was
with and aid to the German revolution.

one of reconciliation
ery little economic inter-

During this period there was v
course of any kind among the Eastern RFuropean countries.
Trade implies surpluses, and there weren't any at this time:

The second stage of the first period, 1945-9, was charac-
7. 1 am indébred for many aspects of {his analysis to a fine pamphlet
published by the United Mations Department of Economic and Social Af-
fairs in 1966 coritked, Economic Integration and [ndustrial Speciglizaiion
Amgng. the Member Goumd ries of the Couneil for Mudugl Econgmic
Assistance, Mew York.
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terized Dby increasing trade of the at first meager surpluses of
the '\-'H-I'E.U‘LIS countries, all of whom were by |1;_:\;.,- in the mf--dat
n':f_ political and economic transition from capitalism {'(-)ft'

with large feudal sectors of the ecanomy) to sorialiaﬁn': J:'a:i:
country prm’fﬂ‘det‘i independently in its 'erl:-m_nmir-rralm'i'm--
mation, and trade among them was Spontaneoys "i'EJE
period as a whole ended with the formation of Cornecon 2

the beginning of 1949, | s

I’c*lrlod T'wo, 1949-566, marked a stepped-up tempo of
tiu.st[rllal:z:mun of all the People’s Dcmm'rr;vica' ‘LJI e o
Ht’:-c]‘.'.thL development, How did Comecon fit inin Inhiaim i

F.lnlzlecglu was a creation of the leaders of the Fulm £
section of Irh::: socialist camp, led by Stalin. These !_'r-wnpa-n;
F?Q:EI;E[ I_r}-:;nltf::nr'_'oi .H:j lgaria, (}nllr._-.-.'ald of Czechoslovakia,
el j _f'j!]'ld]"l. ].-?{'-!FIULZFEHFT Republic, Rakosi of

gary; Anna Pauker of Romania, Hoxha of Alban
were real revolutionaries. Their main CONCEIT was 5;1"emrm??‘
ing the flascent socialist bloc from the re-:;_ln.[_un"j{j |tf‘ffl:mf".

of imperialism, expressed as the Marshall Plan, a mi-xl n's:“?
Ll:rmt (the re-building of 2 capitalist, htl';wiiv ;11':':1::);1
lh:bf;:.}.?:::ﬁﬂ ;.;Idlz‘l.j]?ibﬂ.y [;[f't{: holding our of goodies lm
ey a a.tf: ,‘.3.5tf_'_1n_ I'..u:'npuelln economies if they

Jur ait away from Seviet influence), The Marshall Plan's
fmn;ﬁnsr‘ajﬁ%s .hlrst to rescue Furopean capitalism, shaken tg

un arhmm_l.n; the war, and second to turn it into an :
pc.ll'zdagc' of United States of North America in|F)r-|iaiz;m ‘:}I}L

;::L:_:'derf i Western l-_'afr.npv, literally financing the

~urtection of the bourgeoisic and undercutting the lan
aimt nfluential communist parties of France, Italy 'IHT

:;I:c{;'intiuough a mixture of muscle and pav;affs. i&u::n;t

: -astern Europe, )

: Thr.- l’urnl'Jzitmn of Comecon in early 1949 was instrumen-
nd];n bluu:klmg the Marshallization of Eastern Europe *imt .
b;,si:ndhzhiIr:dﬂ[,}?li-”n:]wdlale' purpose lay something more
i e £ Imal analysis more important. Comecon

* ah attemipt to evolve, or lay the conditions for

. By 1952 neardy all Marshall Plan aid to W
g, l'ur.uu:r. the formation of Comec: 11}
Iht.t.\{l-.\‘ft’l'lf‘t.' of a socialist campand th
woviet Union, over this regian

estern Enrope was military

: : e

lorced the LS imperialists ta admit
¢ hegemony of socia lism, led by the
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evalving, a socialist division of labor within the socialist
camp, an integration of the economies of the socialist coun-
tries inte a higher form of economy transcending the
bourgeois category of nation-states. Because things begin to
get very tricky here, let us clarify some rerms.

Division eof labor in production has existed in every
human social formation, from the mosi p!'imit.ih‘ﬁ o the
most advanced.’ With the downfall of primitive com
munism and the splitting of society into exploiting and ex-
ploited  classes, the concept of division of labor also
“divided” so that it took on two different meanings. One
division of labor exists under all forms of social production
and reflects the cooperation of different kinds of producers
in rreating a social product. The other reflects the division
of seciety into a non-working, exploiting sector, and the ex-
ploited, laboring majority.

Division of labor in the social act of production always
existed and always will exist. The more society develops, the
more complex it becomes. Capitalist society has a much
more sophisticated and productive division of labor than
feudal or slave society

The other division of labor, into working and non-
working classes, did not and will not always exist. Socialism
abolishes exploitation and with it thes division of labor, As i
advances further, ridding itself of the birthmarks of
capitalism, it also does away with the antagonism between
town and country, and mental and manopal labor, The
higher stage of communism will maintain the division of

labor or sjfu';;rk;fr'zu.n'un in I.‘um’.‘-.ut‘lirrt] and even develop it
further, but not at the expense of the producers, who will
be spared back-breaking and boring labor by the continued
development of machinery and will be trained in many dif-
ferent kinds of science and art, becoming at last full human
beings, able to realize the limitless potential of their species.

The advance of society from lower to higher forms is
marked by the advance of the social division of labor from
simpler to more complex forms based on the advance of
techniques of production. Because ¢his advance of the

19. See Engels, Oviom of the Famaly, etc., op. et fora lull discussion of
the history of the division of labor.




division of labor takes place in intimate connection with the
advance and sharpening of the other division of labor, be-
tween exploiter and exploited, it appears on the surface that
the two are the same, Any division of labor seems by nature
exploitative. This is particularly true if we look at the inter
national division of labor as it developed under imperialism.
Here we see a handful of rich, industrialized ymperialist
countries on one side, and the vast majority of poor, mainky
agrarian, colonial countries on the other. This division of
labor is obviously based on slavery and oppression. But
despite appearances, division of labor in production (even
internationally) 15 naot inherently  exploitative; only
capitalism makes it so. Once freed of the class antaganismis
of capalign, the, funthier devetopiean of the socialist
division of labor can serve to free society still more by in-
créasing its productivity and supplying the working people
with a greater and greater abundance of wealth based on
national and international econumic specialization.

In short, capitalist (more specifically, imperialist) division
of labor creates a growing polarization of society into a
parasitic capitalist class and the masses of producers. On an
international level it creates a growing polarization into a
handful of rich, exploiting nations and the majority of
colonial, exploited nations.

The socialist division of labor is fundamentally different.
Within a country it reflects the abolition of class an-
ragonisms and serves to increase labor productivity for the
benefit of the producers themselves on the basis of more and
more advanced technology. On an international level it
serves (o unite the socialist countries, do away with inequalities
among them, and mold them into a higher and more
productive unity than would be possible in any country
taken singly.

It is regrettable to have to spend so much tume on this
basic point, but there has been so much distortion of the
meaning of international division of laber, socialist division
of labor, and so on, and so much leftish phrasemongering
that it is necessary to be clear about what is being spoken of.
The point is, there is nothing wrong with an international
division of labor among socialist countries if it is carried out
on the socialist basis of equality. The idea of complete in-
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dependence afeach socialist economy.: known as '.fularkv, is
not only impossible in practice but reactionary in theory
It is based on bourgeois nationalism.

There can be no real equality among nations when some
are ecenomically dependent on others, Stalin and his
colleagues in Eastern Earope undersrood _l.hs.ta very well and
set out, beginning in 1945 to do away with the lpzfckw:—_m,ll-
ness of the new People's Democracies. By developing each
country into a functoning, industrialized, and relatively
sell-sufficient economy, they laid the basis for uniting their
nations on a higher level of socialist inurg-ratiem.. Stalin, the
genius on the national question, was right agaim, ulihpugh
even his most fervent admirers seldom give him l:l't‘{.h[ fun
this achievement, the practical application of Leninisim o
he nascent People’s Democracies. He umlenmndl IL'I1a| o
unite you first have o disunite, To create the conditions t{{i
4 socialist division of labor you first have to build seli
cufficient (always relatively speaking) r:connmiesi in all the
countries to provide the only basis, equality, confidence and
lack of coercion, for beginning to join the economies
together on a higher level of integration and ;.}rrrdum'iviEy

But history played a trick. gealin died before the policy of
division of labor among socialist countries !'l‘.aE'!I'L‘dI a very
high level, either theoretcally or practically. Thus !_115 [Lame
became associated with the doctrine of the relative indepen-
dence of the different socialist eeonomies. Khrushchoy and
his successors became associated with the doctrine of the -
rernational socialist division of labor, and becanse t]u‘}-‘ldid
in fact distort it in pracuce (they were and are essentially
nationalists), the doctrine itself came 1o be seen by many
people as wrong. This is exactly the same Lhinﬂg that hap-
pened with the internal economic policies of th’_‘l Soviet
Union, Stalin would have had to do many of the things ?Im
successors did in terms of developing the economy more in-
tensively rather than extensively. He would have done 1t r%.af
ferently, but he would have dane it. But because he L‘I.t'tl
before he could do 8o, his name came 1o be ase.umatled with
heavy, EXLENSIVE industrialization, _hlnu.'m:hchu\'s and
Brezhnev's with light industry, Stalin with pl‘t’)zjutf‘.l’ gr:nwh,_
they with consumer goods. (And the r¢ ader will rquerfnbll:l
how Khrushchoy fostered this phony diision for factional
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purpases, convincing many people that Stalin did not want
them to have more, whereas he — Khrushchov —did.)

The policy of Stalin, Dimitrov, Pauker, Rakosi, ete., in
the farmation of Comecon was to create genuine equality
and collaboration among the socialist ecuntries in order to
strengthen and advance the socialist camp. The rules of the
Council, set forth in 1549, are completely democratic. Each
country, regardless of size, has one vote. All decisions con-
cerning  the different countries must be decided
unanimoeusly; none can be forced to go along with anything
it does nor like. If it wants, a country may decide that 1t 18
not interested in a given problem under discussion, and thus
nat be bound by the decision. The essence of the matter 15
that Camecon is not a “supranational” body, thar is, it does
not have power over any of the governments of its con-
stituent members, In this it is unlike the European
Economic Community (EEC), or Common Market, which
does have supranational power and is based on inequality of
the various members. Veoting in the Common Market1s done
on the basis of majority, not unanimity, and thus countries
may be forced to uphold a decision which they are opposed
to. Voting is unequal, the larger countries having more
representaton than smaller ones, !

Further, Comecon's relations with the colonial world are
different in nature from the Common Market's. The Com-
mon Market restricts imports and imposes a heavy duty on
those it permits in, while exporting goods to the colonies
duty-free, like the imperialists they are. Comecon does none
of these things, There is no discrimination against non-
Comecon goods.

The development of Comecon from the end of the second
period (1956) has been marked by the attempt, successful in
varying degrees, to unite the economics of the different
countries on higher levels. The maost advanced form this has
taken has been the coordination of economic plans. The
Council has created different bodies made up of represent-
atives of the member countries to study how better to ex-
ploit sources of raw materials, advance technology etc.

11. See Maorozov, V., International Economic Organtrations of the
Socialict State, Novosti Pubhshing House, Moscow, 1975,
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National economic complexes are being established more and

more with the help of bilateral or multilateral agreements on

he cooperation pursuant 1o 4 coordination of

specialization and t . : coordin:
]]j]e national plans of the countries concerned, This contributes to
the al plas

a gradual integration of their economies. In this first stage,

however, it would be prematurc to Ly [0 Lﬂu.!g; ate in all ml_r.L;f m_.'r:f;f
the whole economies of all the CMEA countries. In the m a]onE, [f,,
cases. economic integration takes place between e qmi' E-dtt
neiglihm'ing countiies by joining the ri{[:’lu}{gt:m dl'-"[!-;..tlothcr
working of their natural resources, located in one or the Otf

country, '
For example,

Créchoslovakia and Poland cooperate in the 1“.evelupmef1t :ZliI
Bolish coal mines, Czechoslovakia -;‘-uejﬂ-crs ruqlxxiam@t tm\ tn;cﬂ
which is being repaid by shipments 0t mal‘ for l}'l.t‘: !u}c-::_duf_uluxu s
power. This credit amounts (o 25 million robles. 1 hie ¢l ]p:l:'l'!i.Tll ]
coal will be continued for sever al decades after the ptlllm_llpa:‘ r::;-,r:;l:1
interest have been repaid. This agreement enables Poland :tl. '1-1,.-,
mines which, for lack of capital, wumdl not be ’nrquint 1;5115
operation as rapidly, and to devote the (."..t;:uta:i rcunrn:u:a.c :umﬁ
way Lo other developing purposes. On thf_- other ha:.-lu... it ena -m—-
Crechoslovakia, in using Polish coal for the production ql:u pn:-l-f i
1o shift the utilization of its own high-qur;a.litj.- coal to the |1rlt; ue
tion of coke, both for domestic consumption and forexport.

Similar agreements exist among these and other Lc-lmrfrm
countries for the development of lgnite in Poland [“".h the
GDR), copper in Bulgaria (with Czechoslovakia), alumnum
(between the Soviet Union and Hungary, hetween Hmnga}r‘;r
and Czechoslovakia, and between Czechoslovakia and the
Soviet Union), and so on. ' ; e i

All agreements ate made on the basis of socialist, 1:;
capitﬂi%t relations of production, When Czechoslovakia
helps Poland build a coal mine i Poland, the mine heu_:rr;r,
the property of Poland, When the Soviet Lnion hf*llps
Bulgaria build a copper mine, it belongs to Buigur;:. 1} lt;

] ] 4 » OW ¢+ tha
means of production m each country are owned by the
COUNETY,

12, UN pamphiet, Ecerieimie Integration, gto., of ar e # P o
15, Had. , p, 19

14 Thid,

1
R

=y

g SN

=




92

On 3 I.uidt.j':' scale there have been significant multilateral
4 st important are the Mir (Peace) power
511(]_ ,snd_.rh.n Druzhba (Friendship) oil pipeline. The latter
J_T__["u'!l kilometers long, goes from the USSR 'lhl:fs'u‘:.;';l‘i
i.f'?.cciimsjluvak':zs_ Poland, Hungary and the GDR :-L-:;;':uiu,"n:
them "-’wl'lll'-. fuel. The former rationalizes rthe H-:J'\'-'il'i of .:*ll T_h\,
countries, permits cheaper electricity, the changing over of
CRETEy Fj'u_m one country to another in the case .c,-sl -:-1:'ru;~1'gr—r'|
cies, etc It stretches 1500 km. from east to west and ‘;?—ﬂt’l
., from north to south. The grid has led tosavings or -l'U
mi‘lll‘—un rubles by the countries concerned. en-
‘llu- present leaders of the Soviet Union are nationalists
They see t_he world, and act accordingly, through mr_-
zzgrlz?zat?;;sn; T;}; mflieﬁlir -i::I:ri'i‘.vilEgF'S. Khrushchov's “de
s OB progro S gnalled to the res of the world the
porary victory of nationalistn over internationalism in
the 'L..Dth. Union, In the People’s Democracies, with the ex
eeption of the German Democratic Republic, Khrushchov's
maneuvers, justified by revisionist theories and I%;-ing
demagogy. enabled the different nationalist groupings to
carry out their own de-Stalinization paugr-.'uns_ Almast
ever:rwh:*rc nationalism replaced internationalism as rhc;
lcadlf'.lg.ideulugy at the apex of political life. .
Within Comecon, the victory of opportunism created an
e*(ltrcmel',r complex and contradictory situation, which :.t-i]l
exists. .Un the ane hand Comecen remained an é.:ll]builiﬂll"n'
on an 111’1-_.-rnal.iona| level of the objective laws of sm'ieLliﬁ-n‘lh
The hleaﬂers of the Comecon countries could not, and -:anmﬁ
abolish or change these laws in their r{‘.lacioan with each
u!hf.-r any more than Khrushchov or Brezhnev could {'im:: e
t‘t.u- internal sicuation in the Soviet Union. Cnmérnn nm‘an&i;
did not fall apart but has advanced as a Hmdamentaﬂl [ i“'\r
l-‘;-!-r?;:tmrl:ﬂ]si and socialist economic entity rixf':;pihr"r the
Tjarmnnliﬁr orientations of most of the f']-t!]ll:‘,'-ﬂ".:l-ki-‘]'..‘} wirhir;
it. One outstanding example is the |'frl.3tinn§i‘1ip between the
GDRl and Poland. Anyone familiar with the history -uf Ihc‘-
relationship berween the Germans and the Poles knows that

F r 5 . il
LG, Mornzov, of, o, P4
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[EW ECOTOTIEE cooperation. They
iernents, including 117 cases of
about 100 joint research pro

This is but one example of the

flat contradiction be-

An even more striking case of the
camp and the nation-

rween the objective umty of the socialist
alism of many of its leaders is the position of Roma rHa
In 1962 Nikita Khrushchov proposed Lo yest Comecon
with supranational powers. The proposal “failed owing to
the stubbom oppesition of Romania and other less
developed  countries. This means that intra-CMEA
specialization and trade copperation have heen hased on the
principle of unanimity, each member country being free not
to participate in any particul i
Now, is it "good” or “had”
level of economiic INTEZra tion
wch a problem, which severel

ar scheme.
for Romania to reject 2 higher

s There is no simplistic answer

o 51 y 1ests oul understanding of
he contradictory way in which social phenomena develop

Insofar as Khrushchov made his proposal from a narrow
nationalist standpoint, Romania was certainly right to reject
it. Insofar as he was reflecting in his proposal the objective
ssity for higher levels of cooperation. Romania was
- Iy extraordinary situation, the blame for which
lers themselves, who by their
PPosing nationalisms in the

nece
wrong. A Tu
falls primarily on the Soviet leac

owi nationalism gave ris¢c to O

16, Christian Sctenge Monitor, 24 June 1974
17, Wilcaynski, o, cit., P A
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other socialist countries, or at least permitted them to rise to
the surface. Thus they have succeeded in blocking them
selves. On the one hand they need and want to rajse praduc-
tivity in the socialise camp as a whole by integrating the dif-
ferenl economies. But their own policies have served 1o
create opposition to this move toward integration. Lenin
and Stalin’s correct policy toward the national question, and
the only successful one, can be stated as, “You get more (lies
with heney than with vinegar.” Khrushchov and Brezhney
have been sprinkling vinegar all over Europe for twenty
years. ‘They shouldn't be surprised that they keep getting
bitten.

The flat contradiction between the objective motion of
Comecon and the sy bjective differences among its members
has been temporarily reconciled through a compromise.

-« - A study of CMEA history shows clearly a verbal fejection of
an original emphasis on national autarky. [The guarantee by
Stalin and his colleagues that ne country would be economically
subordinated o the Soviet Union.| The international output
specialization decisions made (whecher realized or not) are clearly
based on the desire 1o reap the benefits of cither aptimum plant
sizes or a given area's comparatve advantage, Buc OMEA history
also shows a basic Idenlogical commitment, strengthened by
nationalism, to the 1l and balanced economic development of
each individual nation {using the law of planned proportianal
development). This sets definite limits on how far specialization is
carried, if it is attempted at all (using the law of value). Nothing
can better illusirate this point than the violent and quick reaction
by all participants to the Valev proposal of 1964, In an article in
i Mascow University journal, he had proposed, as a first step
toward joint bloccwide economie planning, the creation of an in
tegrated economy under CMEA direction in the Danube:Black
Sca area, covering 42% of Romanian, 4% of Bulgarian, and
5% of Soviel territory and ignoring national boundaries. [The
proposal was dropped because of the vutraged reactions on the
part of the People’s Democracies, and was never heard from
again, | Just as the making of one joini planin the absence of fac
lor movements has been rejected, the movement of labor and
capital across national boundaries is negligible [sic]. National
plans, separatcly made, but “attaned” o each other is as far ag
one s willing 1o go,
Characteristically, present policy is deseribed as “middle roag”

itded specializatien (which
between autarky and complete one-sided .~p{‘.-:1.a|1..dno:‘|dl1.l
e R ks . : i and input
iid make for drastic structural changes in m.:,_-lui a ',ﬁ“c
i ab gtural ity DA e
r'! but that “middle road™ 15 in fact not 50 much in Ene m
usel, b at “middle ¢
and terribly close to autarky.!

hat a st lot of
One cannot h{-]]'u bur wonder at what a strange le ;
i : ¥ g 1 =] " - . i I
“capitalists of a new wype” these Sovier leaders are, putting
capitalists O a4 T VT : iy B
: 1% 1 erialist’ schemes |
forch their “preat chauvimst and mmperials ; :
i 121 =FEe > i g l o, i
form of university magazine articles, and then pro dpb,
d I n el : s Crifcize !
arkine away from them the moment they are L_nl. czed ¥
TR 1 Rising, wvoung, brutal imperialists
5 i v |" wlaves, 51 B 8 £, - -
S Bia le: whio are being painted by
indecd! Yet it is these people who a L et
the real fascists — from Reagan to Teng Hsiao [n] z | :
e > E = by o . f k& 5 ; : : il e
New Left lapdogs  as the main enemy of the peop es i
tod o yposed Lo go To war against.
world today, whom we are supposed Lo go to war ags :
e i LAl ¥ lusi based on
We are justified in drawing certain coneclusions base
lacis: : s, . e
15 All the CMEA countries are .*'-LJlf‘J'rlhﬁ[l with ‘i‘-lif.‘]l
. i i vy industry;. they are all as
balanced economies hased on heavy i e s
economically self-sufficient as any country can be
o 1A
iresent-day world, . I e
‘ 9} There is no material basis, then, for brLlalu_JgH e
et o by Stalin 4 - Marxist leader:
rules” of Comecon set up by Stalin and the Marxist lea
of the Peaple’s Demupcracies m lél«+3-_ . e
%) There 15 no evidence that in fact these ru f.‘]S ave L
I all ] TOATE i = 8 i £ COMNCUso F_g [
broken: all evidence points to the opposit e A
that sven small Romania can successfully stand up &
th; 1 ; y
iet U he ad reasons;
Saviet Union, whether for good or bac

2l i ' for, FPraeger
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4) Therefore, the current charge

of the theorists of re-
storation the world aver,

echoes of the international bour-

geoisie’s howling in the past about the Stalinist jackboot
crushing the peoples of Eastern Europe, reduces itself to
baseless slanders;

9) The socialist camp is an abjective entity which 1s (as will
be seen in the discussion of the military situation) inviolable:
the charge put forward especially by Teng Hsiao-ping in
1974 that there is no more socialist camp represents nothing
but the wishfyl thinking of world reaction. That there
sharp contradictions among cthe socialist countriey is
disputable, but these, like the contradic
der socialism in general, which c
very acote and even violent, can
the sharpening of the class struggle against external im.
penalism and the enemies of socialism within socialism

Summing up, one is justified in saying thar (l
the Comecon countries in the last thirty
economic and social motion, ch
of being polarized

EConomic law

are
in
tions remaining un-
an and do often become
be solved peacefully with

e motion of
years, their forward
eir drawing together instead
into rich and poor, corresponds to the
s of socialism, not capitalism,

The Soviet
Union can no more e

xploit the People’s Democracies than it
can exploit its own workers,

We cannot analyse in depth the economies of the People's
Democracies, but they do suffer in la rge part from the same
objective and subjeetive shortcomings, in varying degrees,
s the Soviet Union. On the objective side, Eastern Europe has
suffered fram the same histary of backwardness and OpPression
as old Russia itself, and it would be unfair o compare the
People’s Democracies’ present economic status with that of
Western Europe, the latter having a longer history of indus-
trialization, the benefit of the Marshall Plan and the histor-
ical “privilege” of expleiting the colonial warld, which East
ern Europe has not. The only fair comparison is between the
FEGP]E"R Demacracies of 1946 and 1976, and between the
People’s Democracies at present and the Soviet Union at pre
sent. In this light they come off extremely well, although the
subjective weaknesses of ma ny of the leaders, their revisionism

and nationalism, have exaggerated old problems and created
nEw ones,
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For example, the recent attempt o.f the Pt]lix;ﬂh Hn::?:::&
to raise food prices. and its immediate Tf.‘.TIl‘f‘..-:I. W] ;, L
ith resi ce from the workers. In an article entitles
e I(Si?taﬂ'& Last Dictated,” a British journalist points out,
Pllnl'iﬂf' ‘;La:r:’ olf {.}:Ie-w events will be studied carefully and with
tuus?d:;t-able concern in the communist '.\'lnrl{fll, as W:L;’F:il:
the West, Poland's wmrktrrs hau-l :imc::rii;::n]; mi:::::, = h','c §
: ictatorship
?anin?llljllﬁj"tftratth:z1:‘-14([-’:::-mlin i:Ia_mi its supporters in the
scher B e ies like to see."?
Dﬂ!;f i:;inilli:icw']h(?::;::::i in Poland whinh_ E\Ftcles]iitacgd
mpt at raising prices can be und‘r‘rsmud if it is kept m
::i::lt:;?tpég% of P;iih land is stil! prwartd',lr U“;.HE:L;:::;;
is still capitalism (of the old type) in agricu t;:n‘. e
i jalist industry. The state in the past a_t. su ‘
w!tl_-“s?c‘-i- by paying the farmers more for {E,IHIH than it
?hﬂﬁi:gi;ilt he ‘h"'Gka.'JTS for h_rr.ad. thus kee pITnlg En::s;;f:::a_
lv low. But they cannot afford todoso a.nyd.acg -jl‘anqt e
éﬂnism between Fmain]y petty, 011.:1;12:}?1:{' i“:;gcm I.hw i
e
:l 1:? g'(;\gT:E p’nion the same 5iPua::mn ezﬂst?d in j:?i {. 1:1'1; g:
answ 45 collectivization of agriculture th rr.ndun i
tI_“!‘WE:t ‘; » kulaks, the capitalist farmers, as 2 class. If socia
;E{i:arlil;ut deséro}rcd c‘.apit_u[ism_ cap_ita.hsm “-;z:ijhh;:E
fis d socialism. Poland is faced with the sa -
d‘;;? Iﬂl\in_u. the leadership i3 severely weakened -Lhm?{g, 1[ }1::
= et
v i 1. They try to m kers
E::;izco;: t};}t;:inwu cowardly, reactionary policics, and the
y refuse. :
“0{_1;11'5 failure of the PrlJEishd liad:rsiﬁrp_l :ir?ff:;::_}fvivm ;?_
i ; icy has placed them a ve
TE”‘_":}N:?HI: :i htL;lr:;}a l’:ﬁ;tfﬁw teller one cannot guess ati_‘the
Eﬁ:ﬂne of this particular crisis, but one t?{ng is :::D;Il' T]:f-
All be no final resolution to the pm slem iour o
:}cinlizatinn of agriculture on the basis of collectiviza

and mechanization.

30, Manchester Guardian Weekly, 4 July 1876, p. 7.
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Another problem the People’s Democracies face is a short-
age of _L't‘?:,-'l raw materials, especially oil. Listening to the
restoratonists one would think that the “imperialist” Soviet
U‘r’ncrn‘ robs its “colonies, " the People's Democracies u.l' ml;u
materials and sells back to them . ac inflated prmest %inir.hcd
g?qu_ But of course the exacr opposite i the case, The Sﬁm“ict
T..-|‘1u;|u sells them raw materials, usually below the world
price. In return it buys back finished goods;*' From the
point of view of abstractions it is much more correct Lo s.a};-
that I:h{_‘ People’s Democracies are the imperialist power and
the Sovier Union the colony, since they invest L".—_T.]:l;tal in it iJ:
at:-cchung{- for raw materials, and have a higher standard of
living, - l

'r‘-':th1_n_:.h+_t Comecon bloc the growing problem of labor
Productivity and capital shortage i manifesting itself in the
ll'udm_uc:,' of the Soviet Union to raise its y;;ia-uq of raw
rnlaufr:als to Eastern Europe, particulasly oil, w‘h;:su r;nn
wu_]uu_ Comecan has been artificially low. The Soviet stﬁmil
point is thar they must raise ['Jri:_'f:s. to finance uapi-t.al ‘rnil

struction, They are in a predicament. On the ome hand L}-le
;:c.!uld sell. their oil to Western Europe and Japan f:-n' i LIl"lT
ngﬂhcr prices rhanll.he_-y charge the Comecon countrics, and
to a -_h,T-grec are trying to create the conditions for doing so
But this means that the People's Democracies would have [t;
buy more oil from the Arab countries {which are controlled
Em“un.nm.”-"' by the United States), and run the risk n’
ccoming increasingly dependent on imperialism for a basic
source nf:-ncrg}'. Thus there are very definite limits to how
r_::euch the Soviet Union ean divert ire oil from wichin
Lomecon to the world marker, although there are definite
um’am:i_ge:. fimancially to doing so. She must cuﬁrinur— :'ﬂ
supply Eastern Europe, although at increased prices to make
up the loss from not selling Lu:]apan. Western Furo ot t‘tt’-
I_ht‘s»f: price hikes obviously do not help ti‘m IEalsLéu;
European countries, which have the same problems as the

7.8 ) ] : '
Cme;. ;;;Ermn}]im. l-I.iuur‘z and Bahry, "Saviet Policy in Kast Europe, -
p eny, Uctaber, 1975, p. 127, “Since ¢ = 1950's, the worl
i _ o b2, po 12T, "Since the late 1950, the world
mark e A T T : Lonp o,
n;;iL:HEt-]_IJTILFb oL indusitrial goods have been higher than those for AW
TIAS: as 3 resule, theterms of trade favared the East European states

affording the da o g ety & .
USS!{,“ELC_“'m a virtual subgidy for the bulk of their itnports from e
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Soviet Union; a slowing of cconomic growth, demoralization
of large sections of the work force due o bad leadership, less
than sufficient growth of productivity, ete. Within
Comecon, measures to increase prices of raw materials and
similar chings, in effect, merely shift the weighe of the
problem around; they do not salve the main problem, labor
preductivity and the capital shortage connected with it
The Soviet and other Comecon leaders are trying to deal
with the problem in two ways:
1) By further integrating the different economies, thereby
rationalizing production, saving capital, making better use
of resources and machinery, and so on;
2) By geuing more advanced rechnology from the United
States, Western Europe, Japan, etc.
But there are counterfactors to both of theie. Although
they are getting a great deal of advanced machinery,*® they
are short of foreign currency and cannot buy the quantities
they need. More important than this is the nationalism of
the different communist parties which hinders the further
integration of their economies. The recent conference (June;
1976) of communist parties in East Berlin is eloquent
testimony to the rampant nationalism which flourishes in
the world communist movement (not just within Comecon,
either) today, and the depths to which the movement as a
movement, because of this nationalism, has temporarily
sunk.® The disunity manifested at the conference was so
deep that "toward the end of the two years of preparatory
negotiations, a Bulgarian delegate nearly broke o tears
asking what had become of the international Communist
movement if it could not even agree on a blistering atrack
agamnst imperialisim 24
Such are the fruits of nationalism smeared over with
Marxist terminology.

But despite the betrayal of many "leaders” and groups in
both the socialist countries and the non-ruling communist
parties, the opportunism they have let loose within the

22, See Appendix V.

23. See Papfiles Tribune. vol. 3, no. 18, for an analysis of the Berlin Con-
ference.

24, New York Times, l_]ll]'!.' 1976, P- 13,
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movement is a surface thing. The words of Marx and
L'ng(-t]ﬁ_ written more than a hundred and T\ff‘nt}'-l'iv(‘ yCars
ago, are as true today as then. The prulciurial has no
fatherland, Proletarian internationalism, repudiated in
words, will assert itself in fact. The development of
revisionism within the parties that constituted the Third In-
ternational was an historically inevitable event connected Lo
the internal weakness of the socialist camp coming out of the
tremendous destruction of World War Two, and the exter
nal strength of US-led wiorld imf_rwiellisn] and its ability to
split the camp by bribery, intrigue, CTA-murder, and so on.
But “weakness” and Ystrength” are relative terms; because
the socialist camp is growing and the imperialist camp is
disintegrating. The disintegration is leading inevitably to a
reverse of the US imperialists' policies of detente, blan-
dishment: and a “soft” policy toward the communmnists, the
policy which has contributed to the >1_|f1't in the movement.
As it becomes clear that the U5 move toward war,
economically inevitable, is not directed roward this or thar
socialist country, but the socialist camp as a whole, the rot-
ten opportunism splitting that camp will be exposed and the
splic will be healed. History too moves forward according to
ohjective laws independent of man’s will. Those who try to
hlock it do so at their own peril. As the case of Khrushchav
teaches us, the “heroes’ of todav are the buffoons of
romorrow, forgotten even by their contemporaries.

The Souviet Unton and the Colonies

According to the theorists of restoration, the Soviet Union
is a chauvinist, imperialist superpower bent on enslaving the
less-developed countries through exporting finance capital
and subjugating their economies.

What is the real situation?

In 1973 the Joint Economic Council wrote, “Since 1954,
the Saviet Union has extended about 3$8.2 billion of
cconomic aid to 44 (non-socialist) less-developed countries,
Nearly 756%, of the total aid committed has gone to Middle
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Eastern and Souih Asian countt Leq" . ¥
The figures for 1972, £HA1 milhon, compares ‘wuh ‘!;.r_,hﬁ'?
million given by the '[.Tr:itf:d_ States (\n-:»f 1r1c_!|.1d.1[1g r‘fuhrﬂar}'
supplies) in the same 9car,*‘=.Tr:Ial Soviet aid for 18 }"C_al';‘.'vé
48 196 million, is just $500 million more 1?1311 OTIE YEar ={! B
aid, and represents .03% of the Soviet gross rm.ut!qr‘lal
roduct.?” One has to be slightly amused at %I:f: g‘randlosc
claims made in behalf of Sowviet "impleﬁaiiﬁm by the
restorationists, which, according to them, is more dangerous
and aggressive than “the other’ i:npf:riaﬁi&m. et

But bare figures are not enough, What are the terins of
Soviet aid? Only by knowing them can we see W hether ot not
we are dealing with imperiaiism.

The terms of repayment of Soviel economic aid generally }'all
into two categorics. The largest consists of development project
credits u-'h'il'h-L:uH [or repayment GYeT 12 ‘,.'t'an'.l at 2,59, INteTest,
usually beginning one year after the project is completed. ‘(‘l:.-
castonally, a longer Tepayment period is a]lnwfd._ .&uc!n as l'.l -I_-I
vears and 6-8 years grace for some crt;dits to Afghanistan. The
second :*;u.rp{of}- covers trade credits with 5-10 years to repav\ at
glightly higher interest raies. Only 5% of Sovier aid has been
provided as grants.**

Two and a half percent or "siight.l}f h%ghm-" ]Il'll#l.*'rf'.'-it fﬂt,ﬁ!.
What rapacity! 1 ask the restorationist " }iururns.lczanf.. 1:-.ihw_.._
don't the Soviet imperialists invest their “surplas capita ﬂ-.f
a new type, since we have seen that the f:r,r{nog'r' ]:15
chromically short of capitall) In the Chase N'Ilanh.atlle_m ank,
where with much less risk they would acquire twice the
terest, compounded quarterly? Or w_hy dm.” L}.'lﬁ]r' bu;, tax-
free New York City municipal bonds at nge: times the 1;1-_—
werest they are getting now? Surely the law of maximurn profit
would be much better served, : . .

But the pursuit of maximuin profit is not the raison d'¢ire

of Soviet foreign aid.

95 [BL TS, op. eil., Tansky, Leo, p. 768, |
96 Warld Almanac, ap, cit., p. 625 (figs. taken [rom the Bureau ol
Fconomic Analysis, US Depe. of Commerce),

27. JEC'78, op. cit., Tansky, p. 770.

8. Ibid,
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Thisis not to say that thers aren’t compengating economic
factors to foreign aid. As an above passage indicares;
economic considerations are "becoming’ moere Importang

The Soviet Union is imcreasingly establishing relationships
ves commodities
in exchange for machines and raw materials. But the main
reason for Soviet forelen aid is [':r]]ili:'.!-l. Just as finance
capital reguires a higl

with non-sociahist countries in which it rec

lig 1r=;,'- p!'r.':-f'il bazed on the laws af anarchy
of production and maximum profit, so does Soviet aid
reguire it w compete successfolly with impenalist aid hy
giving the recipient a better deal

The restorationists claim that so-called Sovier imperialism
is of the remtier type as described by Lenin in I'mperialism
the Highest Stage of Coprtalisin. By rentier they mean thal
the Soviets lend money at interest as the main way of making
their superprofits. Aside from the absurdity of this theory
from the purely econemic standpoint (2 5% or “slightly
higher” interest is not going to make anyone a successtul
parasite; the mnterest hardly covers the expense of the lean),
it is factually incorrect, Two facts will show why.

Fact number one. Soviet Toreign banks are few in number
and tiny compared with any large imperialist bank. For
example, the Narodny Bank, established in 1918, earned a
total of §2.9 million in profits in 1974. 1t's main purpose, as
in the past, is to earn foreign currency o finance Soviet pur
chases of Western commodities 3 Is it capitalist in the sense
of investing money in capitalist countries and getting a
returny Absolutely, But Soviet banks have always done that,
under Lenin and Stalin as well as Khrushchov and Brezh-
nev, $2.9 million profits from Narodny, plus the profits of
“a handful” of other Soviet banks operating abroad® — this
is the extent of Soviet “rentier’ imperialism in the strict
sense. | doubt very much whether it worries David Rocke-
feller unduly.

Fact number two. It is simply not true that the majority of
Soviet foreign loans are in the form of money capital. As the

JEC points out,

o

2. Business Week, 5 July 1976, p. 52,
85, M.
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Sovier aid always has had a large industrial content 'I‘h.r em-
phasis on this s{-f-ﬁn- has become Even more |J1'0T1r_'vun{'1"li :_hH'!lll‘ﬂ
recent years. Perhaps as much as 65% s ]Jt'i]ll:lf channeled Into in-
dustrial projects compared with m_m :h:ll'..ng. Lhc. mid lﬁuﬂe::
About $1.7 hllion, or more than 209 of Soviet aid, has Lieen
committed to the construction of steel plants. Muf:sccw hias P*.-fl.-*';:d‘
ed about $420 millien for the const_tua.-Fizmn_ _nt the !5}:«.:1::1&*1'1.1[{_1
steel mill in Turkey, which now outstrips 17 att COSIS (...hlr.‘:.&ls i-*i-l.:"_l
million for the Tan-Zam Railroad anil MOECU:‘N'E S‘t' million tﬁm
the Aswan High Dar. fore than ‘J.5 or of ?rm ct a!._d l.uu: ;{irfn;b;ri
agriculiural and multipurpose projects _lll_:f;_u %Dr mml:[d:{ _tV FL
ment, and 109% for transportatlon _L;ufhnes, Less -:trm 595
has been provided in commodit ies and foreigm exchange.®

The restorationists find the building of steel plants in
Iran. India and so forth very sinister, But they are forced to
admit that when the Soviet Union ﬁl'lli[u:lt'.‘i the hm]du}g ni_ a
plant in, say, Iran, it belongs to fran; 1n o.Lh;_'r wlurns, the
Soviet Union does not build Soviet factories foreign coun-
tries. In return for the plant, which passes Into the hands of
Iran, the Tranian government delivers (o __th-.-* b:.:-ummt_glo%}{%:;
from the plant equal to 1ts costs plus A Proil_t to.cover the cns
of the loan, over a period of time. That s the end of the
deal. . . )

This is quire different from the way imperialisim UTJCTd {:;.
in the colonies: Recognizing the dufervm:ﬁ, one gmupl_o
restoracipnists says that “'the only difference b':_’l.l\-\’t‘("l.l Soviet
and “ordinary” imperialism is that the latter maintains u{n-
trol of the factories it builds abroad, whe.re:emrt}tg ISm_!f.-li
Union hands over control to the host country,¥? I.h“ is like
saying that the only difference :hvuf;r-e?l-.n a%m arheist ;Iin.tl al
]n’-ir:‘.s;t is that the latter believes in God. When the Lanlue-{_f
States imperialists build a General Mators plgm in Hr.milf it
is an extension of the social power of the US mnn}npu mhs.
The fact that it is physically in Brazil ra secondary, When t f'
Soviet Union builds a factory in lran LLI}u-.mmcs part of the

Iranian, not Soviet, relations of production, : :
Now, one may ask, why does the Soviet Unien bml-d I".'u'l:
torics in r;&pit:tli-s'r countries like Iran and Turkey, when it

54, [EC 78, op. it Tansky, p, 769,
%5 See. for example, Bie Restauration des Kapitalismus, of. ol
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.kfmw.s very well that it is thus strengthening I[ranian or
.1 u'rlgsh capitalism, not building socialismi This is a
legitimate 'l':-u[ different question from that which the
restorationists ask and then, with a zeal worthy of a hf‘[lh‘t
cause, answer—to their own discredis. ol

l."i_"if_!df:_l‘n revisionism  (and not only Soviet modern
revisionism) has developed a theory to cx.plain in 4n oppor
tumist way these economic dealings with the colonjal world
It = T.h.t: theory of the non-capitalist development of the -
called “third world," It is the theory of creeping '-ruciali-:m.in
the underdeveloped counrries, Ac:éc-rding to i, a rup{mlist
neo-colony, if led by the right sort of "'[.'rrr)gzcssive" f;eu e
(Nasser, Nehru, Indira Gandhi, the Shah of Iran erc.) alﬁrJ
awded by socialist countries, can gradually dtrvp[oi- auf:i;ﬂiam
by osmosis, without the unpleasantness of revolution. By
importing yoviet means of production the colonial country
mli_ﬂiu:h socialism as if it were a contagious disease, I

I'he pseudo-Marxist theory of the |1r:11-t_'eapitalist path of
development has as much validity as the pseudo-Marxist
111E0_r§,r Ehm capitalism can be restored in a qr:ria]i.né cuum-r‘;;'
one is the flip side of the other. The “Lefis” are not the und'»l'
people who have tried to sneak a bit of fool's gold inte r|';z:?'
treasure house of Marxism, !

]Suz Just as elsewhere we see thar the subjective reason for
d_mrlg something does not have 1o r:r:-rrpspn-'md to the objec-
ave result of doing it, so in the case of Soviet loans, -Thf'
the(ru';v of non-capitalis development is wrong, but wﬁal the
.'w]lr.weu. .-.t:frualryl do is not necessarily wrong. It has an objec -
[1\-"(‘,}.‘.".-1]1r:|l1,yr which goes !_u;'.'.'ond revisionist theories.

ldi:t r?! L reason for Soviet aid is political, to show the
superiority and greater generosity of socialism as Dpposed.u;
nperialism. A lot of what the Soviets do they do to outflank
E.hlnal and show the superiority of Soviet socialism to
: Mamﬁml." (The opposite is alyo true, ) But beyond this there
15 the objective law of socialism. The world is divided into
WO camps, or sectors, the capitalist and socialisi. The cwu;:
can to a degree relate to each orher superficially through
p:urr:hmfe and sale, but they are fundamentally opposed
l;dupn.;:hsm cannot penetrate into socialism, and .-;-m-iaﬂisﬁ
tannot penetrate into capitalism. This has been proven time
and time again, perhaps to the dismay of the impcrialiﬁtﬁ:
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who at one time did perhaps hope to export capitalism to
the Soviet Union economically, in the form of Fiat and Pep-
si-Cola plants, after they had failed to do so militarily. But
because the Soviets forbade foreign ownership of the foreign
plants built in their country, all the imperialists ended up
doing was helping to ¢create socialist Fiats and socialist Pepsi-
Cola. (Similarly, Soviet rubles invested abroad through the
Narodny and other Soviet barnks became eapitalist rubles.)
The two sectors cannot interpenctrate. However they can
and do influence each other as external forces. The US-led
imperialists have been able to weaken the socialist camp by
purely economic means, especially by extending the offer of
technology in exchange for political concessions by the
People's Democracies. In essence the "Prague Sprmg” of
1968 in Czechoslovakia, which led to Warsaw Pact military
mtervention in the country, was the result of imperialist
blandishments; offers of credits, and so on. It is naive to
think that the socialist camp, with its historical weaknesses,
is immune tao pressure (often expressed in economic terms)
[rom inperialism,

But it works the other way too, Socialism can influence
the capiralist sector economically. The Soviet Union can and
should try to build ties 1o sections of the capitalist market in
order o split it, particularly by breaking the USNA
stranglehold on large parts of the world made possible by its
technical and agricultural monopoly; And it does so. When
the Soviet Union builds'a factory in India which uses Seviet
technology, Soviet sparc parts, and trades with the Soviet
Union, to that extent —and only to that extent —it weakens
the US grip on India. The Soviets cannot export socialist
production relations any more than they can export socialise
revolution: but they can aid in the construction of an Tndian
steel industry which is oriented toward the socialist camp 1n
terms of trade.

This is progressive and worthy of support, as long as one
does not get sucked into the lie that by doing so the Soviets
(or anybody else) are helping the colonial countries to build
socialism "of a new type.”

The whaole restorationist argument that the Soviet leaders
are imperialisis because they build factories in foreign coun-
tries, have foreign aid programs, trade with other countries,
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etc,, reduces itself 1o a logically incorrect argument:

Imperialism lends money.
I'he Seviet Union lends money
I'herefore, the Soviet Union is imperialise.

This is a phony syllogism. It is like saving,

Henry Kissinger is an animal.
An aardvark is an animal.
I'herefore, Henry Kissinger is an aardvark.

US imperialism and Seviet socialism are hoth economic
systems, but they are two very different kinds of animal

9

Is the Soviet Union Militarist?

Stalin includes war-making and the mulitarization of the
economy in his definition of the basic law of modern
capitalism.! Imperialism cannot exist without militarizing
the entire economy. This is not only because it must go to
war, but also because the drive for maximum profit de
mands increasing production of weapons, which are more
profitable than other commodities. Many weapons
produced by the United States will never be used, and are
not meant to be. They are made to put billions of our tax
dollars into the pnrkcts of the armaments manufactarers,
who have an unlimited market, the government, There 1s
not the same kind of unlimited marketr for automobiles,
hospitals, civilian housing, and other kinds of nen-military
commodities, since most of these are made to sell to the
working class, which is increasingly unable to afford them,
Thus the expansion of the military is economically as well as
politically erucial to the survival of imperialism, One observ
er was correct in comparing the imperialist economy to a
junkie, who needs ever-increasing Llljf:t:l:ions of dope simply
to survive. The military budget is the fix.

Imperialism is by its nature a warlike system.

Socialism, on the other hand, is by its nature peaceful,
Because it aperates according to a qualitatively different set
of laws, its needs are diametrically epposed to those of im
perialism. Because the basic law is the satisfaction of the
needs of the people, and not maximum profit, the market

L. Sealin, Economac Problems, of. oo, p 839,
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The basic ohjective of the USSR in dispensing aid remained
stable over this period [1954-72] —to expand its influence at the
expense of the other major powers and to offer itself as a model for
economic development for the recipient countries. Although these
political and ideclogical mativations remain the maior deter
minants for Soviet aid programs, economic considerations also are
becoming mportant. Many recent aid agreements have been
designed largely to increase imports of fuels, raw materials, and
tonsumer goods and to create markets for Soviet machinery &

The ditference between Soviet foreign aid and United
States foreign aid becomes clear once one understands what
imperialism is. Lenin proves that it is monopely capitalism,
that is, capitalism which has a stranglehold on not only the
home but the world marker, and which thus can and must
(due to competition among the monopolies) flow whereves
the return on investment is the greatest, Foreign investment
everywhere, but particularly in the colonial countries, where
labor power is cheap and raw materials plentiful, is a natural
and inevitable manifestation of monopoly capitalism. Lenin
speaks of the investment of “surplus” capital abroad as a
hallmark of imperialism. He means “surplus” not in an-ab-
solute, but a relative, sense. The capital “could” be used
within the imperialist country to build housing, hospitals,
and improve working conditions; it is not surplus in the sense
of unnecessary, It ¢ surplus in the sense of not being able (o
be invested to get a “reasonable” return; thus it overflows the
boundaries of the internal economy and finds a more profit-
able area of investment, where it can get the maximum return.

Surplus capital implies a situation in which the needs of
the people do not define what is “surplus” and what is
‘necessary.” It implies a situation in which the need for
capital to expand at the fastest possible rate is cthe decisive
factor.

A recent article in the Wall Street Journal presents “iron
clad proof,” as the restorationists would say, that the Soviet
economy does not operate according to the law of maximum
profit, and cannot. It is about the production of private
Soviet automobiles, and begins:

29, lhid | p, 166
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Anatoly Zhitkov, boss of the Volga Automobile plant, has a
market that his Detroit counterparts would find littie short of
paradise. .

Demand is 5o fierce that he always operates at capacity. Eager
customets wait months and even vears for his Zhiguli cars, and
pay the full cash price on delivery. =

But joy eludes the @0-year-old Mr. Zhitkov, For this isn't
Detroit, And it isn’t 2 market economy, Despite pent-up demand
despite earlier hopes of big expansion, and despite Mr. Zhitkov's
pleas for permission to increase output, neither his plant nor the
rest of the Soviet auto industry is going anywhere. “The plan’
Mr. Zhitkov says glumly, “won't allow it."

During the last five-year plan, Soviet auto output nearly
quadrupled, from $52.000 in 1970 o 1.2 million last year. But
now the automobile industry, for reasons it refuses o explain, is
slamming on the breaks. During the current five-year plan, which
uns [hrgugh 1980, auto larijl,htr'rlh'}l'l is to rise by less than ’5-';’_' a
year. If auto exports rise 35% over the next five ycars, as ten
tatively planned, there may actually be fewer new autos for the
domestic market than there are now.*

This is in a country where a used Ford Fairlane with 75,000
miles on it sold in the gray market for the equivalent of
$26,000 cash!®! If this is capitalism, it is not only of a new,
but a very strange, type. Instead of the “capitalists” pushing
ahead and earning billions of rubles making and sv].ling
cars, they are cutting back on domestic auto production.

I'he reason for the decision to cut back auto production is
that there is a shortage, not a surplus, of capital. The very
basis for imperialism does not exisi. The economy operates
according to the law of the satisfaction of the needs -_'-f‘ﬁw
people, not the law of the satisfaction of the needs of |.';|1_71r.ai,
that is, maximum profits, The State Planning Commissien is
not free, as bankers and industrialists in Imperialist coun-
tries are, (o go where the getting is good, either within the do-
mestic market or in the colonies. Every ruble sent abroad,
for whatever reason, is a ruble taken away from ex-
pansion either of the capital goods or the home consumer
sectar {or the defense sector) and thus retards the all
impnrta.m growth of production.

S0, Neil Ulman, Wall Stree fournal, 8 July 1876, p. 1,
§1.Smuth, op. €8, p. 92,
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Ifor housing, hospitals, automobiles, better clothes and so o
18 unlimited, the demand for military goods 5tri-r‘t1v limit T;
to the needs of defending the country | Zyihe
How does the Sovier economy fit into this picture? The
restorationists portray it as a militarist economy !ln'u:m- of
its Ialrgr* defense industry. But they purposely miss the ;u.‘n'm
Again one must go for clarity not to the Soviets |1-.u£-n115.c1u~=“~;l
who might be accused of distorting things in their m'“|l
favar, 5I'u‘1 to LIS bourgeois analysts, who eannot be a{‘ru.%f-“j
of wanting to pretufy the Soviet systemn, but who are paid m
be objective when they are writing for internal governinent
consumption, The summation of the JEC 7% compendiun
o0n the Soviet economy, for example, 5.1‘&'5. -t ;

s Sy Lol

s et B e B o
L : HTIETY | {Moren-Whitchouse, p. 2147,
any diversion of resources to or from military programs might b
critical ta success in plan fulfilment. Still “there m-w;--sbm I”‘-
strong evidence of inverse movement between ld;eﬂ:mtt-”r-x e g
:i:rurc—s.. and those for both capital investment and l}[iw:q:.f: !_u:T:
au.ﬂ'fp!_]un . _W{- can draw a lentative conclusion from
exommmeLric analysis that Sovier defense expenditures have a.d:
versely atfected Soviet eoconomic growth. 2 )

Even the arch anti-Sovier Rohert Conguest readily admits
that “. . . the Soviet economy could solve all .:[n mr.
Efl'r'»hlem.\s but for its distortion l‘]'lT'ljugil Vast arms "r;'q r:tiu i?
tion, Not only has a disproportionate part of their .cclonnlmi' '
ulf{?r:. been put into armaments; bat it is .'![:H'}IL]'llt‘ tha ;"
their conditions the skills and rescurces put into Th—;*[;:
mamients H'l'm_a have been totally diverted. There has hf::“n
vnuim[}' nl:}_‘.*-.pm of ' to the benefit of the civilian s.t-.'rtn-r "y
11""»’]'11.‘:'(‘&5. in the United States military production is klﬂ' to
Il‘{t‘. cxpansion of the economy and the profit maximization
of the big hlﬂurg‘f*uisie_ in the Soviet Union it acts as a
tremendous drag on economic growth. Who benefits? we ask
th restorationists. Brezhnev and Kosygin? On the cc.m::'*;:}-
]:v::ryf ruble spent on the military i:rsi ruble less spw'n' c:n
creating the consumer goods, the “goulash,” w:hic"n lh the

& JBC'73; op. o, p.oKvi.

. Conguest, Rohert, Foreign Affarrs, Apnl, 1875 p.o402

Il

main thing that gives them legitimacy in the eyes of their
working class and peasantry.

Onee one understands the simple truth that there 15 no
economic basis for militarism in a socialist country one can
see why it is precisely the Brezhnev forces who have been in
favor of curting back ¢n military spending, although the
trend was more pronounced (as we will see helow) under
Khrushehov, There has been a struggle within the state and
Darty between the “doves” and “hawks,” the latter formerly
led by the late Marshall Greehko and generally associated
with the military. The “doves” are more politically
vulnerable because they are the palitical leaders of the coun-
try and must answer to the people for the relatively slow
growth of consumer production. The “hawks,’ miainly
military men, are less vulnerable politically. But reality is
reality. As much as Brezhnev and Co. woitld like to cut
down on military spending, they must also ensure that the
country be able to defend itsell against an aggressive U3 im-
perialism whaose own internal contradictions are leading it
inexorably toward war against the Soviet Union,

It is hypocrisy on the part of the restorationists, just as it is
hypocrisy on the part of the Pentagon to point to the fact
that the Soviet Union uses roughly twice as much of 1ts gross
national product on the military as the United States does.
This is not evidence of Soviet militarism, but of fully
justified preparations for the defense of socialism. Vast
military spending creates remendous prablems. for the
Soviet economy and its leaders, They wonld love to get rid of
it entirely, or at least diminish it toward zero, Unlike the im
perialists, for whom disarmament would be economically
disastrous, Brezhnev and Co. want the SALT talks and

detente in general to lead to a comprehensive arms reduc-
ton. If it did they could divert billions of rubles into expand-
ing the consumer sector, particularly agriculture, and by
doing so consolidate their shaky position as the leaders of the
country and the socialist camp. The imperialists know that
they want an agreement, and use this as a bargaining lever
{0 get MoTe COncessions.

The conclusion one reaches seems paradoxical, Brezhnev
and Kissinger both say, “1 am for peace,” Both men are
houtgeois m their personal outlook, But where Kissinger is
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lying, Brezhnev is telling the truth, This is because each is
coming from an entirely different economic base. Kissinger
and his economy need militatization. Brechoev and his
economy desperately need peace and cutbacks in military
spending.

On the question of the Sovier military, as elsewhere, the
theorists of capitalist restoration adopt the outlook and
arguments of the extreme fascist wing of international im-
perialism, Trotting obediently behind the Pentagon, they
claim that the Soviets are outspending the United States
militarily, and that they are the main danger to peace, Of
course this is nothing new; it has been stated and restated in
2 thousand different forms sinee 1917, Recently forces in
Congress who for their own reasons were opposed to the
huge jump in the US military budget (from $80 billion in
1976 to $112 billion in 1977) exposed the claims of the Pen-
tagon about Soviet strategic superiority and their allegedly
greater military spending than the United States as les. Les
As[_;irl lf:Dl:lTlrJt;:'a:, E\’iscrjnﬁinj, whose exposure of the Pen-
tagon distortions could not be denied by the Pentagon, says
among other things,

Right now the numbers argument is focusing on Russian spend-
ing and weapons production. For the past few vears, however,
the emphasis has been on missile statistics. Those who felt
Ametica was playing Avis lo Russian Hertz cited the Soviet lead in
numbers of missiles, 2,402 to 1,710.

However, we have many more warheads on our missiles and we
have many more bombers. Altogether the Unlted Stares can hit
the Soviet Union wich 8,500 nuclear weapons, while the Soviets
have only 2,800 at their disposal. So even in the realm of missile
macho numbers, the United Srates still ranks number one.

Again, lock behind the numbers. For the purpose of deterring
the Russians, all that matters is how many of our weapons would
survive an all-out Soviet atiack, Suppose the Russians launched a
devastating assault and destroyed 90% of our land-based missiles,
B9 of our B-52 bombers and hall our submarines — which 15 far
beyond Soviet capabilities now or in the foreseeable future. Soviet
military planners would have to contend with the fact that we
would still have 5,100 surviving warheads— 10% more than the

Soviet pre-attack-arsenall That is'enough to drop thirteen nuclear
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i k -amle*
WERDPONS ON eVery Russian city of more than 100,000 peopie.

The Soviet and American milinmy.wmmu‘s are dlt.i;_;':'!'t'%.t .m
their basic nature, The Us r'ful‘s{ar}- is an O F'mm:_‘
aggressive mechanism, 4 reflecuon |_r[ its u.-:r.gmlamw }_,a-lll'ﬁ
political basis. The Soviet military _rf-il-:?l:".tb éi_i..ilffﬁ'['fil.]ll hd._ :
nd is not designed for aggression. he US i1'|!fl|'.qa;r'%'. has -i‘l.’TL
built ta move freely around the wurfd-f rhcr Soviet h?m; t
been. The United States has 14 altack alreraft lL'arr!:.:xus. the
Soviet Union has none. The United .H-Lau_-s has .*’:QH._P -b.[[::mgi
airlift planes, the Sovier Umon has 60. Cnnrrz;rvfém_:. = (m:;
defense around its perimeter 15 very pn_wcrfu - X -:;:;1:,_11 E; o
space is the most inu-ns%velv.defr-nf.lcd i1 the vm-r; ( '.h.ll i
radar stations, 2,600 fighter mterceptots, IIE,L?—ULI' 3{1.5 1, =
curate antiaireraft missiles. By contrast, 'l.-Slu.lri dz‘?n.i:f 1;{.-1
been cut back.™ The Soviet Union ”has a highly “l.-‘u:'l': np:e.
civil defense system (air-raid and lee.mt :'uE'I.C].EL'T.‘\ mh]_ml}-
ticular), whereas the United States, after the ;atnﬁ}-.ijmhz_
scare of the later 1950's, has ignored the question of delen
ing the population against m:t-‘.lcar a:.u:dcks_ _ Yea

The inevitable conclusion is that the Soviel mi 1r'a.r',,“ar;:

civil defense are designed primar'rly a5 defensive dﬂ'l{t. t."".’ t e
United States military and civl Iit’ﬂ:ll}.‘-t" [:r:-r iac_k o lt}ra!lr}
based on the essential aggressiveness of LIS lpw_pf.-rmhs:rln: !113
s an accurate reflection of the course of history, Wdlm :11
coeialism ever attack imp{‘.riulism? On ‘[E'If.' ather ha\n 11;: L:!
did capitalism mot plan to attack, and in the end actually @

AE 1alism? .

huiI: 'ﬁﬁm be a mistake to infer from Lll%s, however, th ‘:3{ it 1?
a simple guestion of imperialism attac king the Sov i’:t. fn::ad
and the latter passively warding off the blows. Hit ml h;uvm
out the hard way that the Red Army under th]r.-:- E:: if:on_
leadership of the CPSU would not simply stQP the .]Iaz.” =
slaught, but would march all the-way to Berhin m;?-.p .4:| i
red ;’!ag on top of the Reichstag. Offense and d Ll‘.l:'rt,,\ =

Tse tung teaches in his On I’mzvfu:!.ed Iﬂl«arh;u; e

separably connected, a unity of oppositcs one of whic! q;b
not exist without the other. In war you cannot win Just oy

4. Aspin, Les, The Niztion, 3 April 1076, po4bl.
5 Time. B March 1976, p- 15,
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defending yourself. If you do not at seme point go on the
counter-offensive with the object not only of stopping your
opponent but of destroying his ability to fight, annihilating
him, you will be annihilated.

Since the end of World War Two, and especially in the
last ten years, the Soviet military has developed based on this
principle. The hydrogen bomb was not built by the Soviets
as an aggressive weapon, but neither was it simply defensive,
since a bomb cannot defend anything. The Soviet straregy
under Stalin's leadership was one of developing a military
capability equal to that of imperialism and able to win an
all-out nuclear war; not in order ro start one, but o keep the
imperialists from starting one.

The recent history of Soviet military development shows
that the strategy has not changed. While it is true that the
socialist nature of the Soviet system prohibits the develop-
ment of an aggressive, imperialist armed forees, it does not
prohibit, and in face presupposes, the existence of an armed
force strong and aggressive enough (from a purely military
standpoint) to intimidate imperialism and make it im
possible, or as near impossible as possible, for it to unleash
full-scale war with the idea that it could benefit by doing so.

The representatives of the fascist wing of the USNA
bourgeoisie are very bothered by the strength of the Sovier
military, which is developing apace with their own. Two
recent Soviet military works show thal they have a right to be
bothered,

I'he first, summarized by Rowland Evans and Robert
Novak, ideologists of the extreme right, is The Sea Power
and the State, by Admiral Sergei Gorshkov.® The author
argues that the Sovier Navy must be used “to effectively
utilize the world ocean in the interest of building com-
munism."’ Evans and Novak comment:

His message is powerful and unmistakable: Soviet sea power,
merely a minor defensive arm when Joseph Stalin died in 1958,
has become the optimun: means to defeat the “imperialist’ enemy
and the most important element in the Soviet arsenal to prepare

6. Chicago Sun-Times, 50 July 1975, p. 46,
7. i
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the way for a Communized world . .

The astonishingly rapid development of the Soviet navy is no
secret. It has reached virtual equality with the United States in the
Mediterranean {(where the Soviets recently introduced their firse
aircraft carrier), the Pacific and the Indian ocea ris. ‘."r’_ilh the sh'hl_tns
and weapons come Soviet bases strategically placed such as in
Cuba off the US coast and in Somalia on the Red Sea coast. But
aever before Corshkov has the meaning of this rapid advance
toward sea power equality and future superiority been so starkly
or publicly spelled out by a Russian . .- . : 1

Most experts here perceive Gorshkov's treatise as a clear reflec-
tion of new Soviet pelicy arising out of last l-‘rh:-.;_au-‘.-_; E;_-t.hEom-
munist Party Congress, A minority, however, think it signifies a
debate, with Gorshkoyv making the case for naval pre-cminence

within the Sovict military apparatus.®

The second book is called The Qffensive and is written by
Colonel A. A. Siderenko, Doctor of }rﬁ“iar}-‘ Science .a}'iri
faculty member of the Frunze Military Academl,'.. I{Lli1|5 in-
troduction he restates the Marxist thesis on the decisiveness
of boldness and energy in the conduct of war, and lays downl
his basic thesis:

I'he Leninist ideas of the decisive role of the offensive in armed
conflict find reflection in Soviet military doctrine which considers
the offensive as the basic type of combar actions of troops. Only'a
decisive offensive conducted at high rates and to a great depth
achieves the complete smashing of the enemy in short (imes and
the seizure of mportant areas, ohjectives, and political and
economic centers.

Recognizing the offensive as the main ype of combat actions of
the troops, the military doctrine af our state never _h:elli and \CEIT.I.["II{H
have an aggressive character with regard to its pr litical goals, The
Soviet Union has never attacked anyone and does not intend to at-

tack. Aggressive wars are alicn to it. However, if the imprl'rialists
accomplish an attack of aggression against us or our .J]htzb_. thf'
Soviel Armed Forces will imitiate the most active and. decisive of-
fensive with the utilization of all ecombat power.”

The book is based on this fundamental, contradictory truth,
namely, “the best defense is a good offense.’

B. Ihid . ]
4 Sidirenko. Ac A, The Offensive. Moseow, 1990, publ in the US by the
United States Air Force, US Government Printing Office, p. 3.
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. :;\q:{--:nl'{li‘nlq to the publishers {the United States Air Force)

sidorenka’s point of view, that the introduction of n:.u'!a';ul'
weapons has mtroduced a qualitatively new situation into
m_mlvrn warfare, won out over "old, Iummudvd notions
within the military: - e

Sovier Party-military spokesmen stipulate that introduction of
‘:_lu::lnn.r. weapons mio their avmed forces brought a-t:rout a
"'w-'-'nluilml i emilitary affairs,” They further state this

revolution’ has caused complete révisions in Soviet rniii‘.;u:-- -
'.lr:m_-_. strategy and tactics. Tn 19658, following the ouster of I:a"|k-f;1
5 Khrushchov, the Milivary Publishing House || ;&1:3ar-1.w
published Probleins af the H-s':l'u.fur:'on i Military A Ir;l'}_,g_'."r;- 1T1“.1':|'-l:
work Marshall Malinovsky, then Minister r:I*]'h'_f(-'n.-i;z-'w (I'Li-lx-'-r_-'u'. l.-i'-l it
some Soviet military personmel “still live with ald a;ml--"nrcicadl
naLons abenr the narure of medern warfure,”! To lcc.rr.n-él ;Hi;
T‘.",J]IIEal'_‘.' WIILErs were directed 1o publish articles pamphie{k ."mltil
hooks i_-x;]!uzmng’ to-all members of the Sovier Armed Forc ;ﬁ the
natureol war in the nuclear age 1 -

Stdorenko develops in great detail whar Soviet stratezic
ﬂnq tactical objectives and behavior will be in all-out W?!,t'-
which he pictures as a very intense mixture of l‘l.l!l‘.’l'flliUl]'{li
and nuclear combat. (1t should be noted in passing that
both he and Gorshkoy take for granted that “the enemy” will
he US imperialism and the NATO forces, not the Pléuplu':—.
Republic of China. This is quite different from the point of
vew of certain of the Chinese leaders who are IIYing to unite
with the United States against the Soviet Union.)

What emerges from Sidorenko's brilliant anéﬂysis of how
modern warfare and more specifically nuclear warfare has
dP‘-‘f‘IOerd is that the Soviet Union is quite prepared Lo iighlt
and win a nuclear war, whatever "win"” might mean under
conditions of such extreme destruction, 'To do so, he Hik.ﬁ
Gorshkov) shows thae the “revolution” in mudr_—n; W':-ix‘;i'uru
created by nuclear arms has necessitated the development to
new !L‘\-‘l‘_‘f.&i of all aspects of the Soviet military, partcularly lrs
mnh:]i;?. Hence the new emphasis on naval étreng[h the :in.-
troduction of aircraft carriers, more subma ril.nesl tanks
capable of firing nuclear shells, etc. Without df_'rel_nplinp; rhilﬁ
truly world-wide mobility, traditional defenses (such as .antil-

. fhad. . poove (imtrodoction by the American editor)
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aircraft on the perimeter of the country) would not be suf
Goient to defend it, since they cannot deter imperialism
from attacking —l.e., they cannot prevent war, The
development of a strategically offensive military, within the
context of a strategically defensive fareign policy (the de-
fense of the socialist camp), can prevent war, if anything car.
Thus the Soviet Union, correctly, is developing its military
to equal as much as possible that of the United States while
at the same time trying, sincerely, to reach an arms
agreement and eventually some type of at least partial
disarmament. The paradox here reflects reality: the only
political defense that will work 1% a winning mihtary offense.

The theorists of restoration here, as elsewhere, echo the
Pentagon and other right wingers like Schiesinger in ac
cusing the Soviet Union of creating an imp»::ria!istif?..
aggressive military. More and more, strict sides are being
drawn on the question of milicary strength:  the
restorationists (including leading forces within the Com-
siunist Party of China around the Teng group) are openly
advocating that the United States continue arming itself and
NATO, maintain its “presence’” in Asia, etc:!! all
progressives throughout the world arc defending the right of
the Soviet Union, as the most powerful representatve of the
socialist camp, to defend itsell by any means necessary.
There is no middle road. And the restorationists find them
selves in bed with Reagan, Ky, the Pentagon, President
Marcos, and other charmers. De Gustibus non disputandum
€3k

All the evidence prescnited by different commentators,
whatever their political standpeint, points to a definite
change not only during the last ten years, and especially
during the last several, If one compares the cowardly,
capitulationist treachery of Khrushchov in the Congo with
the behavior of Brezhnev in Angola, his support of the
liberation forces, one sees two diametrically opposed
policies. In order to understand why there has been a

11, See, for exurnple, Peking Rewew. No, 54, 20 August 1876, which
quates approvingly E. V., Rostow former Johnson official, on the nced for
a stronger US military, Alsosee the article entitled. “The Munich Ap:
proach Leadstoa Blind Alley™in the same issue.
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change one must be a dialectician, One should not believe
that Brezhnev has become a proletarian internationalist.
Like Khrushchov, he is a narrow nationalist who views the
world through the narrow prism of his privileges. Why then
in Angola did he follow an internationalist policy? .

Because the international situation and the situation
within the Soviet Union and its Party have changed since the
Khrushchov period. Khrushehov based his ascent to per
sonal power and his defeat of the Bolshevik wing of the CP-
SU on the dual policy of peace and “‘goulash’ for the Soviet
people. He believed, or at least acted as if he believed. that
imperialism could be neutralized not by confrontation but
by capitulation. Hence his treachery in the Congn, his at-
tempt to "defuse” Cuban influence in Latin America after
the missile crisis, and so on. But Just as be failed to give his
people more of a consumer-oriented ecanomy, 50 he failed
to ensure lasting peace.

The Vietnamese people's magnificent defeat of USNA
imperialism showed the world that there is only one way to
stop imperialist aggression, by confronting and defeating it,
not capitulating te it. This lesson was not lost on the Soviet
leadership. They have been forced at certain times and in
certain places, although by no means everywhere, to defend
the gains of socialism and actually help expand the socialist
sectar. The Khrushchov policy of giving in did not disarm
imperialism, which today is heading inexorably toward war
against the Soviet Union, The Soviet leaders are well aware af
this and are moving, despite any subjective qualms, fears
and doubts they may have, to consolidate Soviet strength
and the strength of their allies, and o gain new ones.
Angola is an example of Soviet success in this regard. Only
someone who is blind, deaf and dumb can doubt that the
Soviets were brilliantly successful in outflanking China as
well as the United States in Africa. As a result the Chinese,
who for years have been trying to oust Soviet influence in
black Africa, suffered a serious ideological and political
defeat. Soviet and Cuban prestige have never been greater.

Soviet policy in Angola is not an isolated case but an
example of an over-all move to the left in their objective
behavior in world politics (corresponding to, and in lazge
part caused; not only by the US preparation for war but by
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the Chinese leadership’s move to the right, A lot of Sovier
and Chinese policy is based on attempts o outflank each
other, not on principles. This perversion of Mao Tse-tung's
dictumn of "opposing what the enemy supports” is a sad but
true fact of the current erisis in the world communist
movement). Such a maotion to the left, necessary te counter

the attempt of the imperialists and their "restorationist”™ part

ners particularly in the Chinese leadership to isolate and
destroy Soviet socialism, is reflected in their political line.
Thus Brezhnev redefines detente in a Leninist way, It is o
loniger collaboration with imperialism, but the creation of
the hest conditions in which to compete with and evenmally
defeat it. The doctrine of “peaceful transition” o socialism,
discredited in Chile, is also undergoing a change in'the hands
ot Boviet theoreticians such as Pomoronev, who are adept-
ing a moré militant stance vis-a-vis Portugal, southern
Africa, and so on, The lefrward motion in theoretical mat

ters is being accelerated by the disgraceful rightward tilt of
the already compromised French, Italian and other Western
European comimumnist partics.

The Warsaw Pact

It is not our purpase to discuss the Warsaw Pact at length
but merely to use the histerical contradictions within 1t to
tllustrate the inevitable trend within the Soviel ]n:-m:lershi;_;
toward confrontation with the US impenalists and thei
clients.

From the i‘hf_‘g“lnn’iﬂg there were two {Jppr_ns.z—;-d J_)c,:;inif_ms il
the CPSU on what the Warsaw Pact was for. In a very in-
telligent book called The Warsaw Pact: Case Studies in
Communist Conflict and Resolution, Robin Alison
Remington explains whar they were. There was not any
disagreement on the immediate reason for the formation of
the Pact, a treaty organization of the People’s Democracies
and the USSR, It was formed in March, 1955, as a direct
result of the re-arming of Western Germany and its entry in-
ta NATO. 2 The Pact was not a direct result of the for-

1E H['['I'I"Ig!‘nl\. afi fa 1 P 10,



120

mation of NATO iself, which had already been in existence
for _th.ree years. It was a recognition of the fact that im-
perialism had no intention of supporting the re-unification
f:f Germany on the basis of democracy, but was instead arm-
ing and aiming a nuclearized German “revanchism” at the
Soviets,

But here the disagreement began among the Soviet
leaders. Tt was a manifestation of the basic i)hih'muphical
and political struggle between the Khrushchov revisionists
and the Moldtov grouping of “Stalinists.”" The former 5AW
the Warsaw Pact as part of its “peace offensive,” whereas
Mr:r-Eut_m' saw it as the preparation for the defense of the
socialist camp against declining  but aggressive im
perialism.'* By the tme the Pact was formed. Khrushehoy
was m a stronger position in the Party than Molotov, The
TOYIZ_nal terms of the Pact, reflecting this, call for the neL
tralization of Furope through an all- European He::m-iﬁ; con-
ference o settle post-war borders. after which the Pact
wnuld_ be dissolved. Khrushchov saw the Pact as a
Largaming chip, a way of pressuring the NATO countries
mto agreeing to fix Europe within the existing borders. He
Id1ri not equate the Pact with the socialist camp: according to
its constitution, any country could join it.

Molotov took a different line, and some early Pact
documents and Soviet statements about it reflect his in-
fluence. The Warsaw Pact here is equared with the socialist
camp, or at least its European flank, face to face with an
aggressive NATO. Molotov eloguently states at the Maoscow
Conference of December, 1954, his l.iudemrandiug of what
the Pact (formed several months later) would be:

One would think that it should have been realized Tong ago that
no threats can scare the Soviet people and the democratic coun-
tries m.whxch the power is wielded hy [the] working class in alli-
ance wuh. the laboring peasants, and which are making etfective
J'_headwlay in the building of socialisim. If such attempts ended in
tiasca in :hls past. still more hopeless are all aggressive plans of this
nature today, when the great Soviet Union and the People's

13 See 5 7 ' f

s e _Lrt:mg. of. cet Pp: !IF: 2}, for a descriprion of the so:called
peace blitz" begun by the Soviet Union after Sralin's deach. Many of i
measures were opposed by Moletov, especially around Yugostavia and
Auceria, 1 . l
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Democracies are more than ever confident in themselves and in
their continued success in building socialism. There is no power
on Earth that can turn back the wheel of history, 1

For Khrushchov the formation of the Warsaw Pact was a
tactical maneuver to put pressure on NATO, no more and
no less, Remingion says,

Twao 1mages of the world within which the Warsaw Treaty
Crganization would operate existed in Moscow. Each image an.
tailed s own preconception of the purpose and function of the
political consultative comumittee and the joint command, For
Khrushchov the importance of the Warsaw Pact focused outside
usell; a reflection of his drive toward detence with che West, 1t was
intended not to fight but to gain anather asset in the cold war, Fas
Molorov the Warsaw Pact was a vehicle forsocialist conselidation,
military preparedness, defense.!®

In the short run Khrushchoy won the inner-Party
struggle. The Warsaw Pact lay in abeyance until the early
sixries 18

But Molotov was right about the wheel of history. Begin-
ning in 1961 the Pact began to take on real military meaning
as the different forces began to integrate themselves as
defense units. But more important to us here are the
political ramifications, as manifested particularly in the ac-
tions of the Pact countries to stop the Czechoslovakian counter
revoluden {and that is what it was!) of 1968, Remington
again;

Seen in perspective one could say that liberalization in Prague
and the resulang Soviet-Crechoslovak conflict caused Moscow 1o
revert to the Molotov theory of the Warsaw Pact. For even in
1954, the Soviet leadership had been divided on the purpose of
that alliance

To Molotov the Warsaw Pact had been a vehicle of socialist
consolidation, He lost in the 1950's. However, the Molotov theory
of the Warsaw Pacc is, in fact, one of the fundamental assump
tions underlying the current Brezhnev Doctrine. Ironically in
May 1968 one finds Pact Commander-in-Chief Yakubowsky
repeating almuost word for word Molotav's pledge of 1954: "There

14, Remington, op. ¢, p. 15,
15, T, P 26,

16. Fbid., p. 1.
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is no pewer on Earth that can turn back the wheel of history and
prevent the building of socialism in our countries, "7

And finally Brezhnev's assertion at the Twenty-Fourth
Party Congress: “Revolutionary gains will not be given up,
the frontiers of the socialist community are inviolable ., s

Perhaps the most eloquent testimony to the “rerarn of

the Soviet leadership to the Molotov understanding of the
Warsaw Pact is the aftermath of the August, 1975, Helsinki
Conterence. This was the all-European security conference
the Soviet Union had been advocating for twenty years, and
represented a victory of sorts for the socialist cam p in that
imperialism was foreed to grant the existence and legality of
the People’s Demacracies and their borders, But Brezhnev
and Co, did not celebrate by dissolving the Warsaw Pact, as
Khrushchov had promised to do. In this regard Brezhnev's
forcign policy, far from being a continuation of Khrush-
chov's capitulationism, is a reaffirmation of the correctness
of Stalin and Molotov. Again the working of the objective
laws of socialism_ the wheel of history, crushed beneath it
those policies and individuals who did nor move with it 12

Conclusions to Economic Analysis

Summing up, let us contrast the characteristics of the
Soviet system, called “capitalism of a new type” by the
theorists of restoration, with those of ordinary capitalism:

1)The Soviet economy suffers from a shortage, rather
than surplus, of workers;

2) 1t suffers from a shortage, rather than surplus, of in-
vestment capital;

3) it suffers from a shortage, rather than surplus, of con-
slmer goods;

17, Fbed., p. 174
18, Chioted in sbsd,

13. It has become “conventional wisdom" in the anri-Soviet circles (buth
Right and Left) that NATO is hopelessly outnumbered and outgunncd by
the Warsaw Pact. But this is nor the case. (Sei Enthoven, Alain G, “US
Forces in Europe: How Many? Doing What?" Foreign Affairs, April 19%5,
PP- 51415 His chart is teproduced in Appendix XT)
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4) it is characterized by a cr-minulul E:a'_:l]Lhcrugh .nlnwmgj
economic growth, rather than a cyclical “boom and bust
maverent; . P

5} it is characterized by a constant rise in the living scian:
dards of the people, rather than their relative and absolute
umpoverishment; i L

6) it is characterized by a general narfowing ol wage
ferentials between the higher and lower paid Ta:ﬁrkers_;, ]'atLEH.‘[
than a widening of differentials based on skill. nationality,
BEX, ELC,; 3

7y it is characterized by a tendency to shy away tr.r,:rn m.
creased production of military goods, rather than a
heightening militarization of the economy, =1

There are other differences, but the point 15 clear. The
arguments of the restorationists finally reduce ti.u:_n_ I-al.-:.l*.rf-_}.- Lo
a rehash of the slanders of Leon Trotsky Efm'i Ilu;- ‘!.-usz-.t.-.s ¢ =

The last part of this inquiry will examine Soviet socialism

from the political aspect.
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The Dictatorship of
the Proletariat

The theorists of capialist restoration, in one of their main
theoretical projections, claim that the Kbrushchov group
abolished the dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR,
turned 1t into a dictatorship of the “new bourgeoisie,” and
on the basis of this neat trick restored captialism.!

I'he reader can see that the theory of capitalist restoration
Is just as free and easy about politics as about economics.
Khrushchov “abolished” the dictatorship of the proletariar
by stating that it was no longer necessary, that it could he
replaced with the “state of the whole people."

If one can abaolish a state form and establish another sim-
ply by changing its name why don't the restorationists in the
United States simply “announce” the sholition ef the im-
perialist state and the formation of the dictatorship of the
proletariat? It would be so much easier and mare peaceful
than the tedious business of organizing the working class to
emancipate itself through revolutiona ry struggle.

The restorationists equate revolutions and changes in
social systms with "announcements,” “reforms ™ “projec-
tions." and so on and so forth. Who, one¢ wonders, is more
irrational — Khrushchov, who tried to change the class
nature of the Soviet siate by changing its name, or the
peaple who believe that he succeeded?

Again, we must clarify what we are talking about. What is
the dictatorship of the proletariat

L Bine of the earlicar formulations of this idea i in the Chinese [»"iﬂ'-‘li'hlf:'
e Khrushchov'’s Phomy Commnim arid s Histarieal Lemsons for e
Warld, Peking, 1964, p. 20

e
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The dictatorship of the proletariat s the exercise of the
power of a class, the industrial workers {particularly in
large-scale industry), to suppress the G‘»‘PT[E‘I;U\'{II capitalists
and other exploiters, 1o rally to their banner all the Up
pressed working people and other democratic sectipns :;f the
pulpulatiun, and to organize, on the basis of this hr'n.ar_i
:me.m'e, 4 higher form of social production, socialism
.'Frtahn in Pr;?i}lfem.i of Lentnzsm discusses in detail these r}u::-ut_:
unctions of the dictarorship suppression of the eapiral;
political organization of ch]u:‘. mai.{'l_"s, and. the rtn?tiﬂ:"rr::;
and organization of socialist production. ? i
[t 15 very important here to understand that in this basic
:}rfﬁ.mtmn of the proletarian di tatorshup Stalin says nothing
C.lt 1{IE‘ communist party. This is not an u{,'f_'it'i(-.r‘tt.’lift!:l]ie}iiUIl.
Stalin time and again fights against the vulgar conception
r.h{jt“thc dictatorship of the proletariat equals the “dictator-
ship” of a relatively narrow section of society, a political par-
l}-‘." He ia.f_'n.]. firm ground here. No less a !.’heorcti{:!mt than
|'_II!,L{{:'15 points aut thar the Paris Commune was the dictator
1’;‘3}:‘)(:: ;‘l::rwpl:;;:r:;?: la}::_i:_l?“?h I.Elf:rcl was not only no
e _ ngit, there was rio very conscious leader
ship at all, but rather a melange of grnu‘]:s and individuals
with different ideologies under the very loose direction of {Hrt
First International, .
Mm:em-r:: Stalin is very careful to point out repeaterlly
!.'hdn'. the proletarian dictatorship is a very broad and all-
inclusive form of state, and thar its SCOpE is much wider than
that of the Pary: =

There is no aeed to prove that the scope of the dictatorshin of
Ih.f.‘ prolerariatis wider and of fuller content than the leading rale
of the _P::rt};. The Party carries out the dictarosship ;.|f rh(:
pmlcflar:_a:. but what it carries out is the dictatorship of the
Itrruff’mrmr. and not of anything else, Anyone who identifies the
Em-_,itgi,::h:l.::r-c[il;tg?:E:h‘fl't-h ;hr_‘ il::;:amrshi;'r of I|.JI:'_" pr ul{:t:'iriar_

: tatorship” of the Party far the dictatorship of

2. Stah Togaly i : ] F |
S tin, Joseph, Problems of Lertngsm, Proletarian Publ. TERTING, Py
27, i

31 See mn particular The Oitober Revolution and the Taclics af the
Russdan Communiss, guoted in ghid., pp. 234,

the proletariat.?

I'he restorationists are even narrower than the people
Stalin is refuting. They don't even talk about the Party as
“dictating.” but a small grouping within the Party, where
they should talk abaut the dictatorship of an entire class.

Tn the same passage Stalin deals with this point in another
way, saying that the Party cannot simlaly force the people to
do -so:ne-.:r.hiug by decreeing it, but must “take into account
the will. the condition, the level of class consciousness of
those wha are heing led, [and] cannot leave out of account
the will, the condition, the level af class consciousness of its
clags. Consequently, anyone who identifies the leading rele
of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletanat sub
stitutes the directions given by the Party for the will and ac-
tions of the class, '

History knows more than one example of men coming to
the head of bourgeois governments who, because they were
decent men, wanted to (_h:;r&gl‘ the nature of those Fovern-
ments and make them really democratie. Allende of Chile
was one, Cardenas {pr-}sidfnt of Mexico, 1954-40) another.
It is not difficult to envisa ge the opposite case of a man or
group of men coming to the head of a proletarian state
who, not being decent men, want to r;h':ir:gi' its matnre in- ac-
cordance with their own narrow, 3nﬁ-prr:[f~rnrian neads,
That is precisely what happened in the Sovier Union. Men
essentially hostile to the proletariat came to head the state.
But they failed to change its basic nature just as Allende and
Cardenas failed to change the nature of the bourgeois states
they inherited, even though they did for a time change some
of the forms of those states and, indeed, lefr their marks on
history.

Stalin deals with the case of the Party coming into conflict
with the proletarian dictatorship.® His conclusion is that
when it does so #, not the dictatorship, will have to change.
And just as this is true for the Party, so it is for the govern-
ment, which 1s not the same as the state, He says,

4 Ihid., pp. 36-7
o fhnd.
G, Tbvd.
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Our state must not be confused, ie,, identified, with our
government. Our state #s the organization of the class of
proletarians as a state power . . . . Our government, however, is
the upper part of that state organization, the guiding part. The
government may make mistakes, it may commit blunders that
may involve the danger of the temporary collapse of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat; but that would not mean that the proletar-
tan dictatorship as the principle of the structure of the state in
the tramsition period is wrong or mistaken, It would only mean
that the leadership is bad, that the policy of the leudersﬂip, the
policy of the government, does not correspond with the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, that that policy must be changed 1o
carrespond with the: demands of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. The state and the government are alike in their class
nature, but the government is narrower in scope and is not co-
extensive with the state, They are arganically connected with and
dependent on one anather, but that does not mean that they can
be thrown into the same heap . . _ ¢ i

Again, the restorationists are even worse than the
deviators whom Stalin is refuting. They claim not that the
Party or government can change the nature of the state, but
that a small section of the Party and government (in a
speechl) can do so.

What would it mean, concretely, for the Khrushchov-
Brezhmev group to change or “abolish” the dictatorship of
the proletariat? It would mean destroying the trade unions,
the Saviets, the cooperatives, the Young Communist League
and the Party as a whole besides controlling the leading
bodies of the Party and government. For it is precisely the
trade unions, Seviets and these other mass organizations
that together make up the proletarian state.®

Take the question of the trade unions and Soviets. There
are more than 106 million workers in the trade unions.® The
Soviets, the conerete form that proletarian political power
has taken since the October Revelution, encompasses the
entire population. Can these things simply be negated,

7. Stalin, Joseph, Lentmem, vol. 1, pp: 324-30, quoted in The Dictator
shipr of the Proletarat, International Publ., 1936, pp. 846

B, Stalin, Prablems of Lenfnism, o cit., pp. 31-5.

5. See Appendix IX for a rable on Soviet membership in mass
—:ll‘g-‘in:lzﬂ.Liuns_

151

abolished as tools of proletarian dictatorship? Let us con-
sider the Soviets first,

The Soviets

The Soviets (“councils”) are the basic state organization of
the USSR, the Union of Sowiet Socialist Republics. They
embrace literally the entire population in a p}rramirf struc-
ture'® of which the Supreme Soviet is the top, and the local
Soviets of the cities, towns, farms, etc, are the bottom. The
structure of the Soviel state is laid out in the 1936 Con-
stitution and has never been changed.,

I'he Soviel form represents an entirely new state in the
historical development of states. It is the embodiment of the
power not of a small class of exploiters standing above and
against the majority, but of the majority itself, the wurklmlg
people, and is their own creation. Thus the Soviet state is
not a state at all in the traditional sense, a power standing
above society. It is the power of society itself.!! The
traditional separation between the state and the people is
done away with, or at least begins to be done away with, for
there are jﬂt*ﬂ'ry of remnants of the old capitalist, feudalist
bureaucracy within the new state. The Soviets are not only
gul..'r-_'_rnrm::n‘;a], bt puh'Eif powers, Thﬁ“;‘ combine hDFh the
functions of managing society in general, from housing to
day care to public transportation, and the functions of
making and administering laws, punishing cri:‘nina!s_. eic.
Instead of paid administrators administering 1o a passive o
hostile populace, the people themselves are involved in the
life of the Soviets, for they link up the government apparatus
per se —in the form of salaried civil servants —and the public
as a whole, Soviet deputies are not politicians as we know
them. They are not paid to govern, but carry out their
duties while maintaining their regular jobs.

L}, See Appendix X1 for a chare showing the Soviet State structure

11. Lenin discusses: the namure of the socialist state in- Sigle and
Rewoluiion, where he develops the theory of Marx (The Crnl War in
France} and i-'.ugr'l.-u 1'!'};:—.:#1',rt r}f_i'hc Famaly). My theoretical g\cneralizakiona
about the Soviets are based on these books.
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As of 1970, the local Soviet depudes were classified as
65.5% workers and collective farmers:. and 45. 8%, women
who had been elected by the Soviet population (oves
eighteen years old) in direct, secrer ballot elecrions,

The Supreme Soviet, the highest state body, consisted of
1,517 deputies in the same year, representing 62
nationalities. Seven hundred and sixty three were industrial
and collective Farm workers; 463 were women, !

The theorists of restoration dismiss the Soviets as rubber
stamps, the preponderance of workers and peasants in the
leadership as an empty formality. This is ro be expected,
Their mentors, the world bourgenisie, have from the very
beginning of Sovier power attacked it as a disguise for the
tyranny of a clique of leaders, as a dictatorship of a Party,
ete. The restorationists are only repeating what they have
learned. Buc facts are facts. The Saviet state has heen in the
hands of the working class for 80 years. They have used it to
build socialism. Like the economic system itself, it has taken
on the character of an historical force which can be distort-
ed and slowed down in its development for a time, but not
fundamentally changed. There is no doubt that the state
and Soviets are extremely bureaucratic. This has always
been true, Lenin said of the Soviet state, A workers' state is
an abstraction. In actual fact we have a workers® state, first-
ly, with the peculiarity that it is not the weorking class
populadon but the peasant population that is predominant
in the country and that, secondly, it is a workers’ state with
bureaucratic distortions.™

The present leading bureaucracy has undoubtedly

separated the government, like the Party leadership itself,
from the people to a considerable extent. The evidence for
this is not the restoration of capitalism, but the privileges of

12. Chekharin, 1., The State and Socil System of the USSR, Novosti
Press; Moscow, 1974, p. 88,

13, The percentage of women in the Soviets is much greater than in the
Party, where there are no women leaders mn the highest bodies, Thisis a
reflection of the Still-dcep problem of male supremacy pernmeating all of
Soviet fife. 1 can only mention this in passing, bat it i5 an cxtremely m-
portant problern worthy of senous analysis at some other time,

13, Quoted by Scalin, Dictatorship of thie Proletarial, op. 2., p. 90,
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the elite on the one hand and the demoralization of large
sections of the people on the other, manifested m a
lackadaisical attitude toward work, a very high degree of
aleoholism, a high divorce rate, and so on. But despite these
negative features, year after year workers and peasants are
brought into the state apparatus, trained in Marxism
(although Marxism with “bureaucratic distortions” such as
the absence af Stalin frem Soviet history, etc.)and taught to
administer the government as well as the Party, Workers
and peasants make up the basis of the state. The continued
existenice of this fact reflects historical laws against which
the elite are powerless. They themselves came from the
working class and peasantry, and know that the real power
resides there, This is why they are afraid to challenge the
people openly, and enjoy their luxuries guiltly, in private.

The Trade Unions

Here we see even more clearly the comtradiction, the
diletnma, in which the Soviet leaders find themselves vis-a-
vis their base and only support. the working class and
peasantry.

Soviet law grants exrensive rights to the trade unions
hecause they, unlike in capitalist countries, are a direct part
of the state power. The Rights of Factory and Office Trade
Union Commatiees (endorsed by the Presidium of the USSR
Supreme Soviet, September 27, 1971 enumeraies these
rights. They include the right of the workers to manage the
factories, to plan what will be produced, to control
management (this includes the right to fire managersl), to
protect the workers from arbitrary diseipline {(no worker can
be fired without the preliminary consent of the trade union
committee), etc. The trade unions are responsible for every
aspect of life in the factories, mines, offices, etc. They are
the final arbiter of labor-management disputes, and help
formulate the plan for production (although this function
has tended not 1o be used as it should be, a situation which 1s
hurting the entire economy and will have to be rectified).

15. Publ. in Moscow, 1971
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They are in essence the supreme authority within the various
producing institutions in the country as a whole. 106 million
Soviet workers belong to the unions, virtually the entire
workforce, as opposed to 259 of the employed workers
belonging to unions in the United States.
But the theorists of restoration think that these 106
million people have been simply stripped of their rights and
power by a handful of capitalists “of a new type” withour as
much as a good street fight or a big strike,
Whart is the real situation with respect to the trade unions
in the USSR
They play a critical role in the building of socialism. The
leadership must rely on them to fulfil the plan,
As noted earlier, the traditional bourgeols “economic
lc:':=ers" which make capitalism “work” —unemployment,
crises and so forth — do not and cannot operate in the Soviet
UI’HI'JIEI. The main capitalist lever of accumulation is the
relative {and under imperialisin absolute) surplus army of
the unemployed. It permits the accumulation of capital in
th_r_' hands of the bourgeoisie, and the aceumulation of
misery, brutalization, poverty and degradation at the op-
posite pole of labar. Without wage labor there is no capital,
Without competition among the laborers there 13 no wage
labor. Under capitalism the trade wnions emerge out of the
struggle of the workers to maintain their already low stan
dard of living in the face of the inexorable tendency of
capllta_l to lower the minimum wage. The trade unions are
has:ca}lly defense mechanisms under capital, and serve a
specific and limited purpose, generally speaking . 18
l.Jnder socialism they are rlu.itt' different. Although pare of
their function is still to defend the workers ugains.t
bur_mm:rac'y. managerial transgressions, etc., this is not
their only. Or most important, concern. Being the largest
12];:55 m'gar‘nmtmns of the workers as workars, they are the
transmussion belt” between the Party as the Ieadi}rg organ
of tl:u:— dictatorship of the proletariat, and the industrial and
f:lerwﬂi workers, most of whom da not belong to the Party.
They are the means by which the workers as a whole are

f]|1s. See, fnr_cxam'_q:ln- the final pages of Marx's Wages, Price and Prafit
or a discussion of the rolc of rade unians in ¢ apitalist countries.
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drawn into the management of the economy. They have
bath an economic and political tunction. Policically they are
“schools of communism,” as Lenin put it. Economically they
are the organizacions which, being at the point of produc-
tion, carry out the planning of the econmomy from below,
drawing the entire work force into the process of this plan-
ning and seeing that the plan is carried out.

The trade unions under sacialism are the main toal (in the
absence of the "economic levers” of capitalism, which boil
down to the iron law of starvation) for getting the workers 1o
work, raising productivity, introducing new technique,
etc. —in short, for managing and developing the productive
forces inside the plants,

Now, the main problem eonfronting the Soviet leadership
is labor productivity. Connected with it is the shortage of
labor and capital. Labor must be made more productive if
t}ll: C)’_'I'_'l-]ll'_}ﬂl}' 15 (0] Sur"'i'h'l',' 'I'I:I'LI_(_']"I ]U'I'I.g{f'l' W.ltjlfl'l,ll i | Seriﬁlls
collapse, which has already begun in the agricultural sector.
The leadership must get the workers to produce more, take
more Interest in conserving materials and machinery, in-
troducing labor-saving techniques, ete. But they cannot do
this by the traditional capitalist method of pressuring the
employed workers with the threat of the millions of unem
ployed waiting at the gate, nor with the political methods of
open coercion, They must make the workers produce more
voluntarily, by persuasion. By means of the trade unions.
Thus the unions must be handled with great care. The Lin
Piaoist myth that by sheer will power the revisionists have
subverted the trade unions and mrned them into organs of
fascist dicravorship is as untrue in reality as it is ridiculous in
theory.

What has really happened is that the Soviet leaders had
more and more to rely on the unions to help them out of
their economic and political difficulties. While on the one
hand they stifle the initiative of the masses by their oppor-
tunist policies and elitist life-styles, on the other hand they
must seek to broaden this initiative in the interests of in-
creasing production. Quite a dilemma. Thus we see
Brezhnev, at the Twenty-fourth Congress of the CPSU,
openly calling on the unions to fight against corrapt and ar-

bitrary managers, theft of state property, etc.
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[t 15 true, to be sure, that the harm the revisionist leaders
have done their country over the past twenty years has not
lett the unions unaffected. Their role in planning has been
plaved down. This is not so much a result of a conscious
policy of the leadership as of the general apathy of the
workers on the one hand, and the remendous bureaucracy
within the planning apparatus on the other. At the same
time, their role as vehicles of the n]l-impnrranr material in-
centives has increased in importance. They administer the
"social fund” which makes up about a third of the average
worker’s income: child care, paid vacations (the worker is
not only paid his regular wages during his vacations but
his vacation expenses are paid as welll), housing, etc., are all
handled by the unions, All this, the Soviet leaders hope, will
get the workers to work harder and produce maore.

The People’s Control Committee

Another enlighrening example of the attempt by the
Soviet leaders (o appeal to the workers is the People’s Control
Commiitee, It was set up iIn December, 1965, to accompany
the “notorious” Reform, which, as was discussed earlier, was
to griveé more local autonomy to managers within their piants
and other enterprises. The Committee, and irs subsidiary
organs, were groupings linked to local Soviets in all the
republics, regions, towns, districts and loeales throughour
the country, Their function was to act a3 a control over
production; to check up on the fulfilment of the plan, to
find ways of conserving materials, to develop “the latent
potential of the economy,” (o increase efficiency, etc. It was
dlso to fight against mismanagement, corruption, “ex-
travagance, deception;, and encroachments on socialist
property,’” 1o “put a stop to bureaucracy and red tape, to
improve the work of state bodies, reduce expenditures, im-
plement scientific methods of labor and management, and
efficient departmental control, "7

In short, the role of the control committees 15 to increase

17, Turowstev, Vicror, Peaples Control in Socialist Society, Progres
Publ,, Moscow, 1473, p. Y.

157

by finding hidden reserves in the productive process and by
fiphting against the interference of greedy managers,
bureaucrats, and so on

The control committees act together with the trade
unions and the Young Communist League to inspect all en-
terprises. More than eight million people are nvolved n
these inspections. In Moscow alone in 1971 there were more
than 40,000 groups involving 240,000 people, One and a half
million people in Moscow, almost all volunteers, took part in
a campaign to ensure thrift and economy. '*

These contvol committees, like the Soviets, combine state
and public functions. They have juridical power to make
and carry out laws, but they are made up for the most part
GEvoluntary workers who areniot paid, Such an organization
is U‘u.[?lﬂ{l:'ll ible with capitalism. In even the most
democratic bourgeois country the factory m-;pecrt‘urﬂ are a
tiny group of officials isolated from the working class. Can
the reader imagine a group of ordinary production workers
in the United States having autherity to go into General
Motors plants and force the company te change working
conditiens, hours, production schedules, work rules, owver-
time regulations, and so forch? But it is these functions that
the control committees carry out in the Soviet Uniomn,

The Soviet leaders have not called for the creation of such
populay organs because they love the pt'uph" Or even
necessarily love socialism. They have done it because they
love themselves and their status, and know that the only way

they can survive and prosper is by having the country and
working class survive and prosper, and that this can happen
only if productivity increases at a faster rate than it has
been, They cannot inicrease it by forcing the workers to work
harder, but only by appealing to their interests. They must
do this, to a considerable extent, in opposition lo the
managers and buréaucrats, who often hold back the
dc‘wlf.:'?mem of productivity by stealing state property,
managing badly and unsc ientifically, and crearing apathy or
hostility amang the workers by their non-revolution: ATy, an-
ti-proletarian policies. The Soviet leaders find themselves in
the unenviable position of having to oppose their alier egos

IR, Jhed , p. B3,
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on the lower levels of the bureaucracy (the smaller and eves
some of the bigger elite) by unleashing the initiative of the
very people they have alienated and fear most — the workers.
Brezhnev and Co, know very well that in the long run they
cannot unleash the economic initiative of the people without
unleashing their political initiative as well —and this will
have serious repercussions for Brezhnev and Co. themselves.
There is nothing they can do except Jjockey and maneuver as
long as pessible. But in the end they are helpless against the
people. :

The Wc;rr.fw'ng Class and the Elite

Having come this far we must confront the question, Why
do the Soviet workers and peasants put up with the ;'pflt;;
tyranny," elitism, and tutelage of their leaders? It is not a
question, as the restorationists think, of their being enslaved,
h‘lplr:ssl}r oppressed, under the jackboot of the new
bourgesisie, Such an insulting analysis has nothing in com-
mon with Marxism and, it 1= hoped, has been sufficiently
discredited in the preceding pages. Whar is the reason
then? 1

Part of the answer lies in the fact that with all its short-
comings, the present leadership still has, so far, delivered
on their basic promises of raising the people’s living stan-
-.lmtf.is and defending the Soviet Union against imperialism.
This is often overlooked, but it is still true. The Soviet
people have a lot to be proud of, Moreover, despite very
serious shortcomings, Brezhnev and Co. have behaved
progressively enough in the world arena (especially in the
past several years) to raise the prestige of the Soviet Union in
the eyes of the world and of their own people. (Conversely,
where they have not acted progressively, such as in the Mid
East, therr prestige has suffered both at home and ab road).
In other words, they have given their people a substantial
measure of the two things they have promised most: peace
and prosperity.

The rest of the answer lies in the history of Soviet
socialism. Looking back, one can only be amazed that
socialism was built at all in Russia, given the internal and

|54
{'_\;{{_‘1’[1::1_5 _li,i{ua{]:(_l[] dll]]]lg lh.ﬂ.' ETLIre ;}’.'[IiLH.I: l.';'. LtS CODSLTIC
tign, Theall [}r,".‘l.;uli_l'l:g; Fact one which anv reasonable e
son must keep m mind at all times when analyzing the Soviet
system, is the grear strength of imperialism (pardcularly
United States of North America ir!lpi']i;l]EHl'u'] inn the last I'il—t}'
vears, and the backwardness and weakness of nearly all the
countries in which socialism has been built,

The serengrh of imperialism is a fact, and no amount of
}1]'_-["ASl.'I[JUJ',Hl_'liI'.H alwout how Tvis on the decline, 4 paper
viger, doomed, ete,, can deny it OF course in the historical
sense 11 is all these things, and we would be abandoning
Iistorical marenialismoab we did nor use s omath as the basis
for vur political projections. But 1o jpnore the remendous
reserves and even expansion of US mmpenalism during the
pcriod from 1917 e the present wionlid also be o abandon
reality,

Given  the extremely  difficulr condittons. 1 which
socialism has been construeted in the Sovier Union, it was
mevitable that there would bé §||||'|1.[|]11'r‘f~_ disiartions, in
justices, backwardness. and so on. The growth of the elite is
TR .\"I_:‘._jll ."(,.‘h'ul.t. ol lJlllJ."..!..Elg' :iUL'j.Zi‘;j..".-Il'l LllJ.Li‘L'l .\n'.n'.lf‘.lﬂt L‘L_}}'I,{_"liLil_l]'!.\_-,
Another is what one ||:ig|:1| call the ki!'g(‘ Itlt'rlL.!!lll:I- of the
Saviet people, their tendency, in general very necessary and
praseworthy (as during the anu-fascst war), to close ranks
bBehind their leaders come what riay in order to face the
common enemy which was, and still is, intent on destroying
their society It is mevitable chat such a mencality would
lead to a wendency toward |Jl']:|_g uncritieal, or at least 1o
wiard ‘l;-’j\.?r]!._l, the ||-.tr'IH~;|1"l: the henefit of very large clona s
The seige mentality says that the policits of the Party are
necessary no matter what, or at least that we cannot criticize
them seriously (although we might gromble abeut them in
private) because they wonld qplzt our ranks and [1!.&'; into the
hands of the reactionaries at home and abroad.

Ihe seige mentility goss hand in hand with a very cynical
attitude toward the elite at the same time as they ar¢ put up
with. Here is one of many jokes told in the Sovier Union which
cancernthe pravileged status of certiun trade union leaders
who own cars;

Oues

automabile?”

tion: "What is che Marxist-Leminist definitien of an
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Answer: “A four-wheeled vehicle driven by the entire
working class through its elecred representatives.”

But as long as the leadesship continues to deliver on its
basic promises, and to lead the country against world rea¢
tiom, it is likely that they will maintain the basic support of
the workers, even though the workers don't have much
respect for them,

It is not the purpose of this explanation to eriticize the
workers' and peasants' attitude toward their leaders, The
country was and still is under seige, and it is easy, and to a
cerlain extent correct, for Brezhnev to pajnt any fundamen-
tal criticism directed against him as objectively, if not sub
jectively, coming from the right-wing camp of Solzhenitsyn,
Sakharov, Reagan, etc. This increases the difficulty of
correct criticism gaining a fair hearing.

Does this mean that the Soviet elite should net be
criticized, cither by the Saviel people or by the international
communist movement? Not at all. Just as the Brezhnev
group in general is ‘an undesirable ¢lement in that
movement, o is an uncritical acceptance of their policies
undesirable. They must be criticized, but for what they have
actually done, nol for what someone thinks or wants other
people to think they have done. Whar the world communist
moveinent needs more than anything clse is to be polarized
into the wings of Marxism and revisionism in all its forms,
not to be polarized into different national wings (Ching ar
the Soviet Union, Cuba or China, etc.). This latter typs of
polarity can only create, and recreate, bourgeois
nationalism which takes the form of people in the socialist
countries defending their leaders even when they are wrong.
Anyone can see the immense harm nationalism has done to
the world communist movernent. One of its main results has
been the extreme difficuity the peoples of the socialist
countries have in evaluating the policies of their leaders
from a Marxist, as opposed to nationalist {"my country,
right or wrong") standpoint. The siege mentality caused by
the very real hostility of world imperialism toward nascent
communism has taken its toll. Again, this is not said in some
facile way to criticize the Soviet (or any ather people) and
tell them what they “should” do, but merély to show why
they have not yer been able or willing 1o strip the “Marxist”

|
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mask from their leaders, for whom they have, basically, con-
tempt, and whom they could, once aroused, get rid ot'ha_n.
quickly as the Polish workers got rid of Gomulka in 1970,
and even more thoroughly.

The Communist Labor Party has learned one thing if it
has learned anything. The only real contribution the
American ]neﬂplé can make to history and r':=.-'i?'-.;.ut_i:au is to
get rid of our own imperialists, whe are the basis for or sup-
port of éverything rotten in the world, That is "all” we have
to do, and there can be hittle doubt that the world com-
munist movement and the working class will be quite
satisfied if we accomplish this small task, although some
“revolutionaries” would like to leave it to the side and go on
to “higger and better things.” But our job is not to get rid of
Brezhnev or Teng Hsiao ping. Our job is not to stand on the
sidelines cheering for the wrong side, as the theorists of
restoration here in the United States and other imperialist
countries in particular do. We love and respect 1.|J.!~: Soviet
pL’Up{r:. Tt is not for nething that they have shed themr bl
to build and defend socialism. We have complete confidence
in their ahility to deal with the traitors in their midst, The
preceding study is directed not toward them but toward the
i.&npla: of the United States; to add a little to our ul*_adfrﬁtanfl_i-
ing of who is who and what is what, so that we might LHT in
a better position to avoid a disastrous, bloody confrontation
with the Sovier Union, & confrontation which can enly lead
to untold misery for all the peoples of the world.
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Conclusion

The socialist camp iz an objective thing. Tt has one
economic and political interest, despite the distorted per
ception of that interest by these or those nationalist deviators
in the leadership of some socialist countries. This unity ex-
tends into the military sphere. This needs to be stressed pa:
ticularly in regard to two incidents, the Warsaw Pact oc-
cupation of Czechoslovakia in 1968, and the 5ino-Sowiet
border highting of 1969, which would seem to call this unity
serigusly into question. How can these incidents be ex-
plained?

First, Giechoslovakia, As mentioned earlier, the oe-
cupation called L--r-'r_'.'ihin;.__; from an act of rape 1o an Hitlerian
blitzkrieg by all the theorists of restoration as well as by a
number of former supporters of Soviet foreign policy (and
totally blown out of proportion as far as the actual level of
vinlence-is concerned), was entirely _;-uﬁiiﬁlj!.i It was a defense
of the socialist camp: There is no doubt that the so-called
liberalization policies of the “Prague Spring”’ were¢ an at-
tempt by both external and internal counter-revolution te
turn Czechoslovakia inte an imperialist appendage, a
strange hybrid of socialism and capitalism under the
hegemony of the USNA. Chou En-lai obliquely states this
fact in a speech at Romania’s Nartional Dy in August, 1968;
“T'he aim of the Soviet revisionist leading clique in hrazenly
invading and occupying Czechoslovakia is 10 prevent a
Czechoslovak revisionist leading clique from directly hinng it
self out to the Western countries headed by US imperialism
and to prevent this state of affairs from giving rise to uncon-
trollable ¢ham reactions.”™ The Soviet Union’s willingness to

1. Chiiw En-lat, "Premier Chou En-lai's Speech zt Romania's National
b

Dav Recention Given by the Romanian Ambasss

or o China, Auprist
949, 1968, in Total Bankruptey af Sopeef Medirn Rewmunem, FEEE
Peking, TORS, pp. 34 10 is worthwhile comparing Chou's position here
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intervene in Crechoslovalaa, and its unwillingness 1o do so
i, say, Romania, despite the larrer's open rebellion in many
areas, is understandable. Dubeek's “Prague Spring” was a
move to undermine the internal pohitical as well as economic
basis of socialism. The Romanian policy 18 not, While
"maverick” in their international relations, the Romanian
leaders show no signs of trying to weaken the internal social
system, Thus the Soviets have no cause to miervene: at least
ar present

second, the Sino-Soviet horder fighting, It is sull no
clear, and may not be for some time. exactly what hap-
pened. Both Parties have thrown so much mud ateach other
thai their claims must be viewed with skepticism, According
to each, the other is nat a socialist COUNEry, so each is
justitied in atiributing “imperialist” motives to the other.
But both countries are socialist. As Far as the border clash
l:l'-;‘lF' l?l]-]:v L'.\ii[Il_;)lL". Im hf%lur ¥ of actal ?gqhng h(-;_“-.:fﬁn two

socialist countries) is concerned. the main point is that i¢ did
noi represent a clash of twe fundamernteally opposed in-
terests. If i had. i
result of tactical maneuverings of leaders on one of the two,

t would have continued. Rather it was the

or both, sides. Tt merely meant that nationalism in the
socialist camp is rampant as a subjective factor,

At present the contradictions within the socialist camp are
extremely sharp. Bul sharp as the contradictions are. they
are not, and cannot become, antagonistic, that is, capable
of resolution only through the destruction of one or the
other side, e:p., the destruction of the Soviet ar Chinese
social systems. The antagonisms that do exist within these
countries are hetween the socialist basis of all the socialise
countries and the bourgeois remnants whe exist in all and,

and others’) position as-it developed
that the Pubicek “revisionist leading cligue' was in Lhe
£ “hiring iselfout” to US-led imperialism-- this was the content
of the "Prague Spring.” But later this js forgotren (for example, “The
brevhney Clique is Following Hider's Beaten Track,” Peking Review No
29, 1975), and the gquestion becomes oie af the
Cizechoslovakis
SB[l as strugg

with the Chinese (a5 well as Allanian
later: Choy is cle
process 3

Soviet Union violarng
s soverelgnty. Instead of selling herself 1o the West she i
1§ ior independence, But Marxism does not defend the
right of a nation to “self-determination” when the CIA is deing the self-

deterrnining, asit was in Czechoslovakia, Fin ngary in 1958, ety
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like scum, have foared to the top ol seime. _

The rectification of the communist movement will rake
place within that movement, not by some external foree,
n, “helping” one of the combatants
i i (=

such as US impernal the tant:
acainst another. While the external strength of imperialism
ne 1 socialist camp have

and the historical weaknesses of the e
COMIMUTISE

A pie 7 s
Fiven Tise to serous deficiencies 1n he

movemnent, the effects of whieh we, the int_r:rxmur.n-.nl
proletariat, are fecling acutely al the present time these
mistakes can and will be corrected in the {-r:rfn-:*. WC are en-
tering of heightened conflict with imperiahsm, The [1-':f.;:-"
’ ingers and the rest can laugh at our errors
: is they are on the way out and we

Solzhenitsyng, Kiss
all they want, but the fact . e
are on the way in, no mater how intelligent and eloguent
they might seem and how awkward we at times might seemn
: - £ - 3 13} - B o o ] =
even to ourselves. Molotov was right, No force on Earth ra?;
turn back the wheel of history. But that wheel, a heavy ﬂ!l-i”

- [ ' ' » mud of that
clumsy thirig, often gets bogeed Lh,-.»ll:: i the mu B
sarne hiscory, and needs all of progressive humanily pushing

on it together to help it on its way.
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Appendix L

Statement on the 25th Congress
of the CPSU

Reprinted from the People s Trebune, val. 3, no. 11

The 25th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union was held under conditions of a markedly improved
international position of the 1ISSR. a sharp upturn of the
Soviet economy, and a turn toward re-establishing the
prestige of the CPSU. The report by General Secretary
Brezhnev to the Congress should be studied not only by
comrades, but by all progressives interested not only in
world communism, but in the effects that the Congress is
bound to have on left politics within the United States of
North America.

The Congress was held under certain conditions
nationally and internationally which should be examined in
order to really understand the full meaning of the political
lirie of the CPSLL.

What. fundamentally, is the international serting for the
Congress? First of all, the entire situation is today molded
by the international economic ¢risis, This erisis should be
characterized as an especially acute cyclical crisis occurring
during an intensified stage of the general crisis of world
capitalism. The economic crisis is one of over-production,
However, it is the first major crisis since the liquidation of
direct colonialism and the sconomic protection which that
systemn  provided for the various national industrial
capitalists. The crisis is especially acute because com:
modities can no longer be dumped on protected markets.
['oday there is a world market and despite the operations of
cartels, monopolies and international financial combines,
this market cannot be manipulated except by working with
the laws of value. This inevitably means that the USNA with
its vastly superior productive capacity, will continue to con-
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sohidate the world market at the expense of es

Britain, France, Japan, Germany and Italy, In these coun-
J ?

trics  the cdnly method of fighting back is  the

evolutionizationn of the means of production, which
requires USNA financial assistance, and the harsh inten
sification of the labor process, which cannot be accom-
plished without fascism, However, industrial. urban
Europe, with its growing proletariat, its peoples tempered in
the struggles of the 1940's 15 not likely 1o fall prey to a fascist
offensive. The ruling class rather fears that the mass
resistance to fascism will create the enviranment for social
revolution. This is already the expenience of the Italian
political struggle characterized by the mass strikes and
demonstrations against fascist vialence,

While the birth of the Soviet Union marked the beginning
of the general crisis of world capitalism, its intensified stage
was achieved by the results of World War I1 and the eman
cipation of China. With one third of the world withdraws
from the capitalist market and with a dramatic
revolutionization of the means of production within the
capitalist world, this general crisis entered irs intensified
stage.

This situation will inevitably mean the even more rapid
shifting of basic industry into the neocolonies to take advan-
tage of the cheap labor and clase proximity of raw materials,
not to mention the shifting of environmental destruction to
the backward nations, The consequences of such a move
however is the resurgence of a mational liberation
moyvement. This time with its new proletariat in leadership
and its slogan — the Dictatorship of the Prolecariac.

It should also be noted that the trade between the
neocelonies and the semicolonies and the USNA has fallen
off due to the crisis. The USNA protectionist pelicy calls for
the cutting off of imports of most raw materials when there
15 a glut of the marker. This assures the shifting of the bur-
den of the crisis to the backs of workers in the less developed
countries. However, this policy has led to the resurgence of
the national liberation movement and the leftward motion
of the leadership of the semicolonies

The situation in China i3 also heavily affected by the
econamic crisis. In fact, the removal of Teng from the

necially
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Ihe grouping

leadership is a direet result of L':ht-_ CTiS - grouping
around Teng, following Khrushchov's outlook that |:-.l:n-|f_1..i
unon the economic strength of the USNA was the most ra.pn:,
way of industrializing the country, was left out on '.]u_l limb
the consequences of the economic erists in the USNA.

-!I\.' ! : i .-
. weal concessIons 1n

The Teng group necessarily made palit

j #5315 » ‘in the
prder to assure USNA and Japanese assistance .uI\
arent of Chinese industrialization. This reckless

develo

1 policy into the arms of the

1:(.Ii.-i_.- has thrown China s Lot . 5 of |

: i i a I uch policy has
fascists ar home and abroad. Lois clear thal sueh poicy .Ll
led 1o the decisive defear of China m s mternationa
wealomeal debate with the USSR, Lhe political "'.-?d[!.-!“‘{:‘il.lf]i
s in.Eespet ially Africa

ot this defeat has been a dramatic.sl pecia Aea
sl Latin Ameriea toward rehiance on the USSKE insiead o
[r (¥ 1 £ 5
Cihina . ot
The kevsione of imperialist policy has :
clement of the USSR by the USNA| Japan, China :lr-.:l |I |r.
Federal Republit of Germany, The international erisis has
made especially Japan and Germany ke se ond looks at 2

been the reencir

Sovier Lnten that is the numhber pne producer of il and
steel in the world, At thessamne fme, the prospects of the

ianee Has compelled the USSE o
A 3

w0 shopping for friends. This could only be accomphshe ¥
a1 T I Y 1]

develonment of suchan a

a left turnin the international policies of the Soviets, )
| and the

It s clear that the relations berween Lhe Sovie .

LUSNA are undergoing = certain readjustment zslnl-'.l CLg sl
Ruced on the crisis and the need to further militarize Ltl'f.;
ain corning to the political

eoanomy, the cald warfinrs arc aj 1 L
rant. This is 1976, Aot 1960 the idea of che c

1w

lijjll et haie the same implications 43 hefore, Beloro, the
imperialists had constderable MAneuvering r-.'LfTﬂ .w the l':l._
cessant wars have shown. Teday, there is no small u.mmly. 5
e 1o war against-and the cold war could and probably
;0111[1 LuTh inte a hot one very SOOI,

Ihe pesition of the Soviets is different toda L
tion of Waorld War IT has been overcoimne and the military

i = E 4 T . TR T L1671 of
position of the Soviets 1 formidable. The new gencra

T'he destruc

L} 25 dnit ] l:‘ 4 1 L |l"t 1 SBerctary
> | OTIED ¥ | I LR i
SOV 1 5511 ol I

Defense Schlesinger to report, “The Soviet L e
deplovs a strategic nuclear capability far beyond anything

irel thesries of minmum deterrence,  Her
required Ly the theories of minmom
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peripheral attack forces are such a5 to be ahle to'take under
:m.lu-k every significant target in Western Europe, Her cen-
tral qtralr-gic.systmns are sufficiently large in number so that
she could strike a substantial number of military targets in
the United States and still withhold a very large J;or.ccgwl-;mo
future use we would have to consider in responding, fd.?:t-.
T;&f Defense Department Report, 5 February 1975 p. LI-

) ' it

I'he imperialist catastrophe in southeast Asia brought
about a general decline in US influence throughout the
area. It is small wonder that Brezhney could repart with
contidence, the international position of the Soviet Union
has never been so solid.

In this international context, let us examine the repart by

iﬂlrr?zhr_:ev and attempt to fathom out— whither the Sowviet
SO

Soviet Socialism

_ Tt ﬂd.i_qht be well to start out with some Fundamental con
sxderarm_ru of the historic role of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. The role of the dictatorship is to do away with
the previous conditions and guide society on its
rev:'nlut;:'mar}; path to communism, The landmarks alon
this path are the elimination of the distinction between merf
tal and manual labor, the elimination of the distinctions
bC:L‘Wf:.'t'_-rl town and country, and the elimination of the
polatity represented by wealth and privileges. The
elimination of these privileges is contained in the r.ﬁm}‘nunis*.
sfagap “to each according to his need.” The n'?olurinn'uv.;
creating of communist man imphes the ahnfjs.hing of tht"
division of labor (which is the basis for classes and privileges)
and the subsequent liquidation of ideology. All the rl1et§r-li-c
from Ie:th:le-r side of the fence will not substitute for a concrete
examination of how the social polarity, inherited from cvnl
turies of class oppression is being institutionalized or
liquidated. : v

First of all. the distinction between town and country is
EIET{%I_Y being done away with. Mascow today boasts of nearl
¢ million peaple with a subsequent ::maceiluacinml of ::.om’-l

HEY

merce and wealth,

Secondly, is the distinction between hand and mental
labor being higuidated? Obviously it 15 not. As in no other
ﬂ‘{’lll’”l}' <l '\.\-'H‘Ek['l !|¢|'\ [h" ']]IF”]IIJ.ILI:J'_', Loy "]1"#'”'"1' .l.'i-]”‘t'."'.-l.r- 1—1"'1”
worker 1o technician or even into the pi 'u.Hr;__l)t‘J.l elite, bl 1t
5 clear that the polarity between the intellectual, the
technical and culvaral inrelligentsia, on the one hand, and
the people on the other, is growing and hecoming an n
stitution 1n Sovier lite,

Communism 15 not possible without the elimination of the
various distincuons that arise on the basis of the division of
labor. The only measure we have on the correctness or in:
correctness of state policy is bow it aliecis this struggle [
comniumism. It is on chis basis that we have'and are judging
the policies of the CPSLL

Because of the importance of the CPSL. the coming ssues
of the People’y Tridune will carry arvicles dealing with the
various sections of the Congress report in greater depth and

details:
Relatrons with Soctalist States

Omn the question of sot ialist states, it is interesting to note
that Brezhnev includes Yupgoslavia in the family of socialist
nations but excludes China and Albama, We l.Jl.'..l_‘;El.'-'_L to thie
exclusion of China amd Albania for the same reasons that we
reject the inclusion of Yugoslavia, In China and Albania the
wages systern has been overthrown, which is the basis lor the
MOve 1 communist. No matter what the ."riq".-r'-_lﬁ{'('!j."l (w13
state: differences, so long as the capitalist mede of ox:
ploitation has been done away with, these states canmot help
but ohijectively gravitate toward and assist one another. The
ohjective character of these revolutions; including the
USSR, is forging ahead. This or that grouping which at-
taches itsell to this objective process as its subjective ex-
pression is an aspect of the class struggle, What is needed 15
principled Marxist eriticism and not name calling.

We .1;;.'11'11 take note, that the most divisive and corrupting
mnfluence in the world communist movement and sspecially
among the socialist states is beurgenis natomalism, and
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I:lIL'EL' can be no other form of nationalism. The only excep:
tions to this is heroic Cuba and that valiant '.".ll]“l;;t['d the
Vietnamese Workers Party. il

I.-‘\Is regards the call for peaceful coexistence with China
Fl11s 15 but a clever way of reintroducing the thesis that {Jh-r:;;
18 not a socialist stare, Peaceful :--_-rxj:,le;u: :

o ) 15 the Lenimise
relationship berween states with different

o : ; social systems
Jespite the state differences ; : oI 1€
I te ditferences and antagonism, they are not

dlzi't"]"&nf‘.sl'n:!nl systeans and the differences are going to have
to be setcled within the framework of the socialist camp
here are many signs alre ady that the crisis and theé
rr.*nuhafn_s rI*.-w:ir_rpn'r:L'nt of the war danger is forcing the USSR
ru!::[ China to te-evaluste their respective positions. The
unity of revolutionaries, the unity of Marxist-Teninists of
f.ﬂ.%una_ and the USSR is fundamental 1o the healing of the
Jél within the socialist camp. At the same time. the finding
Y T YOOI 1 f 151 | 3
of common ground for the umity of the revisionists of China
and the USSR, based an the respective national interests
11,-:T11n:r;(-;1z¢: tie most  difficult situation for the world
F'f""-"ﬂ:i!l]“il._{["t,' Inovement
It 18 very fashiona? i 15t
manble r rery NG ' par
R ashix ¢.J_|L. 0 every “"Marxist” party o
grouping to call for uritty. There can be no uniey on the
bﬁ.lbl..'i _nr China™ ar the "Soviet Union.” The basis has to be
TI k. TFhe et aram: o o . fins
pris lp!(.-l.;. I'he first seep toward such unity would be for the
major Communist Parties to publish  their
propesals for a general line of the world
[HOVEMent,

individual
COIMIm NSt
: On such a basis the endre world THovement
L_riul.ﬂ debate what is correct or incorrect and therehy
liquidate this extremely harmfuyl process of lining up the
um.'w:rnnnr according to the national interests :'JI' t:irh;‘r
China or lchn USSR. Our Communist Labaor Party, a small
but principled party, calls upon the leading Parties to take
such a step before it is oo late - l

The Developing Countries

[u.c cnure progressive world congratulates the USSR on
especially their progressive role in southern Africa. We were
]':i.l]_'ll.];.l‘j.' to register a sharp differentiation between the policies
of the Soviets in the Congo and Angola. No one calﬁ rlf-n.-l.r
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that the Khrushchov grouping sacrificed the heroic
Congolese for political agreements with the USNA, At that
time Khrushchov's doctrine that world peace depended
upon agreement with the USNA. his treacherous “peace
above all” policy, was the cover for historys greatest
revolutionary betrayal. This policy earned the Soviets the
contempt of all revolutionaries. In Angola, however, a dif-
ferent line was followed, Departing from Khrushchov's con-
ception of detente, Brezhnev has followed a course that
detente was strictly interstate relations and was a form of
the class struggle, Very well. Now, why the shift in em-
phasis? One thing for certain, that if the Soviets had not
followed a more revelutionary path in southern Africa every
African state would have placed them in the same
treacherous bag as they have placed the Teng grouping in
China. During the days of the destruction of the Congolese
revolution, there was little but Guinea and Ghana in a
position to struggle. Today the African revoluton has
reached gigantic proportions and i¢ in an international
position to deal with those who betray them.

There was no gibberish in this repert about the Third
World., This was @ necessary ideclogical concession to the
realities of the growing struggle against neocolonialism. The
report however does not clarify the situation with the
developing countries. While moving away from the Khrush-
chov formula of “the liquidation of colonialism,” Brezhnev
reformulated the statement as, © countries that have
liberated themselves from colonial dependence , | 7

The argwment that we had with the Khrushchov group we
will present again.

1) Every exploitative system in history has had an imperial-
istn that corresponds to its exploitative form, Roman im-
perialism, feudal imperialism, mercantile imperialism all
were specifics that corresponded to the salient aspects of the
systern of exploitation.

9] The replacement of feudal imperialism by mercantile
imperialisr did not end imperialism, it only changed its
form to conform with shifting of the economy of the im-
perialist country from agriculture to manufacturing and
finally to industry. Such mercantile imperialism be it under
manufacturing or industrial production demanded a
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protected source of raw materials and a protected market;
hence the continuation of the system of direer colonies.

Lenin's Imperialism outlined how the financier became
the dominating aspect of financial capitalism, and for many
years was forced to operate within the confines of the direct
colony. The financier that operated within the
multinational imperialist state could not help but break out
of these confines in arder to operate on a world-wide basis.
This was the inevitable result of the gigantic growth of
money. There was too much money at the disposal of the
financial capitalist to be invested in separated spheres of in
fluence. The consolidation of an internationalized financial
bourgeoisic was inevitable, The direct colony was a fetter on
the development of transnational capital, hence it had to
go. Only the form of imperialism changed. The neocolony
corresponds to transnational capital.

3) Lenin was correct in his projection that pelitics is a
concentrated expression of economics. Therefore political
changes are bound to be a reflection of ONgoINg ECONQMmIc
changes.

It is hardly Marxism to indicate a political change without
pomting out the economic base of that change. It is simply
untrue to state that either the neocolony or the semicolony
have liberated themselves from dependence,

As regards the semicolony, those nations where the
national bourgeoisie has seized political control, it is ah-
solutely correct to defend and assist them in their struggle
against the economics of imperialism, However, the
development of the state sector of the economy will not give
them socialism as Khrushchov indicated with his theory of
the non-capitalist path of development; an anti-dialectical
concept that laid the basis for the wide-spread acceptance of
the third world concepts.

It is true that Lenin spoke of the non-capitalist path of
development. He was referring to the development of areas
with pre-capitalist formations within the Tsarist empire,
Once the dictatorship of the proletariat was established in
the more advanced countries, Russia, Ukraine, Byelorussia,
ete., the precapitalist border regions were guided into
socialism, skipping the capitalist stage.

To transform this specific of history into a theory that a
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colony in the modern world, which is within the nrbit_ n;f
capi:éliam. can adopt a non-capitalist path is absurd. 'l.'lns_m
especially absurd when it is projected til:d.t the IIUTL-C&I‘::ll‘ii.llS[
path is also non-socialist and the colony Is not protected by a
very large and powerful socialist state at its border.

Although Brezhnev does not explicitly use tl_{w ]ihrl.lnsh-
chov formula, he states that there are developing nations
that follow the capitalist path, indicating that there are
developing nations that do not follow the capitalist path.

Twist and turn as they may, objective reality demands ac-
ceptance of Stalin’s position that the colonies cannot be free
without the overthrowal of all capital —foreign and domes.
tic. This is a thesis proven by 70 years of struggle.

The Question of Peace

Any sane person will support the call to work for the ter
mination of the arms race and for the reduction of the arms
stockpile. We will not and have not shirked from the respon-
sibility of putting political pressure on the leaders of tljl{:‘
USNA in the cause of peace. Up to this point we are not in
disagreement with the report. However to ascribe thenwar
danger or the armaments race to some mean p‘eupm 15 1o
vulgarize Marxism, Of course there is a section of the
ca p-ita list class that grossly wants war and we should struggle
against them. However, this little clique of warmongers are
neither the source of, nor the main danger of a new war. On
the one hand there is an objective impulse toward war under
capitalism since armaments are the safes:t and1 most
profitable investment for big capital. The major capitalists
cannot help but create the political conditions to develop
the arms industry. The objective drive towards the arms race
and war is rooted in commeodity production—that is, the
need for the capitalist to sell. This 1s an nhjec[ive_ la»lv qt
capitalism and an appeal to the sensibilicy of the _L'apua_hslt is
whistling in the dark. The projection that the imperialists
would use money saved from the arms race to raise the stan-
dard of living of the workers is so far removed from Marxism
as 1ot to deserve comment, 1f we have a ruling class who wiil
not invest in the most profitable sector of the economy and
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will instead use that money to raise the standard of living of

the masses, who needs socialism. Any observer knows that
the welfare state, war and the destruction of weaker peoples
are only flip sides of the same coin,

We need to state our position on the politics of peace—in
contradisunction to the position of Brerhnev.

Our Party upholds the concept thar modern war is the at-
tempt to achieve pelitical goals by violent means. This sim-
ply means that when political aims are unachievable by
peaceful means, either these aims must be set aside or they
must be achieved through violence. This position is an
historic truth. The question is: Are the goals of the USSR
and the USNA the same? Of course they are not. Further,
the Soviet Union does not and cannot have political goals
that can be transtormed into violence except in the sup-
pression of the counter-revolution within the Socialist ¢amp,
Both Hungary and Czechoslovakia were such instances.

This 1s hardly the situation of world imperialism. The ob-
jective position of the USSR is such as to consta ntly fruscrate
the aims of USNA imperialism since the aims of the two
states are contradictory. This is obvious since the fundamen-
tal aim of world imperialism is to recapture the Soviet
Union. While we fight for peace, it is clear to us that the
world communist movement must prepare for the even-
tuality that the imperialist states will resort to violence.

Further, as far as the USNA is concerned cold war or
detente does not represent a change in goals, The Korean
War was carried on under the conditions of the cold war
while the war against Viet Nam was carricd out under con
ditions of detente. Ar best these policies simply represent the
special needs of the different r_apltalls‘.i‘i. on the one hand,
the productive capitalists, on the other hand, the financial
capitalists,

Our point is a simple one. We cannot win the fight for
peace if we fight only on the subjective level, that is, by ap
peals to reason or even by hard politcal strugeles to
frustrate the war makess, Our Party proposes that the com-
munist movement frankly state that the number one poal of
the revolution is Peace. Every proletarian revolution from
the Paris Commune onward had such a goal, Certainly this
is true for the Soviet and Chinese revolutions. Above all,
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while the communist is not tecrified by the threat of war we
absolutely reject the contention rthat we should not fr-;ﬁ_ war
since half the human race would survive. With two billion
people dead and the bulk of the praductive torces destroyed,
tospeak of socialism is to display a ost pmfo.md ignorance
of the laws of socialism, let alone communist morality.

In the final analysis the only path to peace ;‘5. T.hc
revelutionary disarming of the war makers. It 15 a4 position
nussing throughout the report

Ideological Struggle

Since the 24th Congress of the CPSU, the entire country
and especially Party and Army cadre have been und{:rgu?n;@;
some very intensive ideological education., An examination
shows that this ideological campaign was begun in order to
counter the “creeping counter-revolution™ after the Warsaw
and Prage events. .

Che first point of this ideological campaign was to -:x}ul:gn
the concrete changes that have and are taking place n
society and life in the USSR. Now that the dust of the
Khrushchov era is beginning to settle, it's important that we

struggle ta understand the Soviet Union as it really is rather
than trying to make life fit into the abstract conception of
the ideologues. .

The first thing that we have to recognize is that the
revisionism of Marxism that has been and is being carried
oul by the Brw}ur:m grouping is the result of concrete facts
of Seviet life, ‘This revisionism is not at all the result of the
phrase mongering about Brezhney being the handmalden of
imperialism ete. In fact, the projections of the leading ¢ ir-
cles within the CPSU are hard put te explain the con:
tinuation of social polarity. The Soviet Union is a powerful
socialist state, a dictatorship of the proletariat that is not
moving society forward to communism. Of course, the
report states that the country has reached new frontiers in
the building of the material and technical basis of com
munism, That has been reported by every General Secrelary
at every Congress since the 19th Congress. The point is that
while all revolutionaries hail and support the stuggle for
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this technical and material basis, the demand of the times is
for the class struggle to be intensitied.

The general tone of the report in this respect 15 a call for
all social strata, especially the workers, to scruggle hard to
build and develop the Sovier Union. In this respect it should
be noted that the pay scales of the working class have in
creased 209 with na increase in the price of living. This isa
very admirable achievement and should be popularized
among the workers of the capialist counuies. However, the
even more rapidly rising living standards of the elite would
suggest that the call for the workers to work harder and
more efficiently to build the Soviet motherland is at least in
part motiviated by the firm knowledge that a bigger pic
means bigger shares for themselves,

It is important for us to return to the basics in order to be
consistenit, Marxism holds that ideology is the result of the
division of labor. This division of labor is responsible for he
basic polarity within class seciety. Marxism concludes that
ander communist, because the division of labor s done
away with, there can be no ideology. However, it is clear
that the leading ideologues of the Soviets are sniffing at the
tail of the French liquidationists when they declare that
there is a permanence of ideology, that it is an essential
element of all societies. Of course these ideologues also
declare that the division of labor intensifies and deepens
under communism: Is it not a fundamental Marxise fl‘srin-
ciple that the division of labor leads to classes, cldgs interests
and class domination and hence to ideology?

This is the crux of the problem. How to get around the
facts of Soviet life. This is how revisionism arises. We have
been held back for a long time because we were only able to
deal with the general. Now we have to deal with the specific.
The first point is that when something changes it has to be
explained one way or the other. If it’s explained on the basis
of Marxism, well and good. If it uses the verbiage and forms
of Marxism in order to attack Marxism, we call it
revisionism. This is why we Iln'.int out that the revisionism in
the LISSR 15 an artempe to explain the concrete conditions of
that society.

Every stage of development of society brought about both
Marxism and revisionism, For example the granting, in

154

Germany, of the ballot to the people brought abour a
definite form of revisionism. The development of im-
perialism and the subsequent bribery of a *.\l'i'['lnll'L. of the
working class brought about another ferm of revisionism.
Revisionism is an attempt to explain concrete changes i an
anti-Marxist way,

One can easily see that if we accept polarity (division ot
labor) as a permarnent feature of society even nnder eomm-
munism, then that explains the existence of a working class,
o matter how well off they are, and the existence of a social
elite. The idea of the state of the whole people very well ex:
plains why I go to work each morning and every day in the
week vou can drive a different sports car (including your
Cadillac) to a different dacha.

However, since the position of the elite is based on the
social structure of socialism, this revisionism arises out of the
specifics of Soviet socialism and Soviet socialism must be
defended . Despite the contradicrory eoneept of 1f1w state uf.‘
the whole people. that state is forced to use quite a bit ot
violence against members of especially the cultural -
telligentsia who in one way or another attack that socral
formation. Consequently, it appears as if the elite is defend-
ing socialism, but theiraim is to defend themselves. ;

‘i"ilid”\-: it's quite convenient to substitute the deslogical
batile for the class struggle. The class struggle would atrack
the division of labor and the subsequent polarity, while the
ideological battle remaing in the realm of ideas. However
the overwhelming part of the population in the USSR
receives some sort of Marxist education and they are
thinking, sell-sacrificing peoples. They recognize how much
of the world's peoples respect them and look to them for
leadership. We don't want the Soviets to go ba kward. We
want them to go forward. It's only through the revolutionary

attack against the existing division of labor and all that flows
from and rests upon it that the “muck of ages” can be gotten
rid of and communist man be developed,

By and large, the report to the 25th Congress indicated a
certain shift 1o the left on the part of the leadership of the
Sovier: Union. We should have learned our lesson well by
this time and be prepared for a dramatic return to mili-
tancy on the part of the CPUSA. It is again a question of
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Appendix ITI: Changes in Average Wages and in

Pensions in the USSR, 1965-73

Groujps 1465

{im rtabl
Employees of the state apparatus L6
Industrial engineering-technics] personnel 148
Education and culture employees G4
Trade and service employecs 74
Industrial white collar workers a6
Industrial workers 102
Stae-farm workers 72
Collective farmers 44
All workers and employees

(excluding collective farmers) Y

Total budgetary expenditures on pensions 101

1978

&)
126
185
121
1oz
119
I46
116

87

135

lud

Increase

fm %)
19
20
24
36
58
i
61

-
Fi.

24

(billions of rubles)  (in%)

84

Baurce: Probizms uf Communism, “The Brezhney Era: An Fronemy at Middie

Age. " Februa v, 1876

Appendix I'V: Changes in Soviet Diet, 1958-73

{annual I'I'Pr‘i_‘iipit:l CONSUITIRION in an:;::rams]

Foudstuff 1958
Meat 4h
Mk and dairy products 258
Eggs {units, not kilograms) 108
Vegetahles 71

FPotatoes 150
Crain produces 172

LG

38
258
113

74
140
159

L1975
o3
309
195
55
124
145

Source: Problems of Communism, "The Breshney Era: An Economy at Middle

Age," February, 1974
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Appendix V: Major Socialist Imports of Western
Equipment Embodying Advanced Technology,

IMPORTING
SOCIALIST
COUNTRY

Bulgaria

Crechoslovakia

GDR

Hungary

Poland

Bomania

1968-1970

DESCRIPTION AND SOURCE OF THE IMPORT

Cold-tolled steel mill {Fr); ferdlizer producing complex
(UK); airborne communications cquipment for navi-

gation (UI5):

Urea plant (FRG and Nej; plant for the manufacture of
epichlorohydrin. (Ne); spectromatic cquipment (Swil;
equipment for the producrion of sanitary pipeware (LK)
paraxylene plant (UK}

Radiaton analyser system (Swi); high density polythene
plant (UK); polycondensation and spinning plant (HK);
syntheric rubber plant (UK); terephtalic agid plant (UK);
electron accelérator (US).

Special purpose paper mill (Fi); ring-twisting machines
and double-twisting frames (Swi); instrumentation for a
superphosphate ammonizing plam (UK} tin and alumi-
nurn plate printing and lacquering lines (UK},

Autamatic electroplating plant (UK); glass ibre plant
(UK); matrix precision machine rools {(UK); marine auto-
mation installations (UR); polythene plane (IUK); staindess
steel blade manufacooring equipment (UK); power press-
es and automation equipment for automotive industry

(LK)

Industrial comples for the manufacture of refrigerarora
(Fr}; acid anhydride plant (FRG); carbon electrode extru-
sion equipment {UK); ethylene carbonate recovery plant
(UK): irmigation equipment [UK); nuclear reactor and
fucls (UK); plant for the manufacture of fuel-injection

eguipment (LK),
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1645
U35 Automated splint board finishing equipmene (FRG);
brake-hning plant (FRG): iron-ore pelletizing plant (Jap): A " ;
plant for the manufacture of air, oil and von:g:t:c-r gl;zrs Appendix VII: - Ratcs of Growth of Industrial Outpur,*
{Jap): butadiene production complex (Jap and US); auto- el =00
matae tetephone equipment (Swej; complete transfer lines Jad ~
for manufacturing vehicle engine components (UK)
clectrolytic dinplate plant (LTK}; polyester [ibm plant o
(UK}, polyester film plant (UK); polythene plants (UK} &
gear manufacturing equipment (18], f: -
5 ; 3 2 iy ; - -, 5 o = ':
Yugoslavia Polyester fibre plant (FRC); volce frequency terminal | o '5' = a 5 =
equipment far telecommunications (Swe); aircraft hy- | S o - E _f: ﬂ 7 {-’;
draulie equipment (UK} fertilizer plant (UK); hotstrip o b g s -3 8 E'., 2
ralling-mill equipment (UK}, | = & &) T 2 £ 5 =
FI = Finland, Fr = France, FRG = the Federsl
Republic of Germany, [ap = Japan, Ne = Netherlands, I 1951 19 1 25 &4 22 21 16 =
Swe = Sweden, Swi = Switzerland, UK = United I 1952 16 13 10 2 :_J H I:_J _-2
Kingdom, US = the United States, | 1953 5 ] 2 12 15 15 12 1,5_
1964 il 4 14 2 11 ] 13 Ik
Source: Wilerynskd, |, Socinlist Economic Dewlopment and Reforms, Praeger, 1955 i 11 8 g 11 14 12 15
LBis 1956 i B2 & =% 3 A1 41 %
157 It 11 ! 1hH 10 £ 141 17
1958 15 1l 11 11 10 j{i] Ll 11
ix ¥ . 1959 20 11 12 11 9 10 11 13
Appendix VI:  Average Annual Rates of Growth of Production o 9 |5 f 2 11 16 10 15
According to the Main Branches of Industry in the 13641 A
CMEA GCountrics, 1951-1967% 1961 11 4 B 10 0 15 4| 7
1062 1) b i 8 & 12 1o 7
INDUSTRY  1951-56 195660 196165 196667 1951-1967 1965 i e SRR BN SR
— ANy e - 1964 10 | b 4 L I 7 16
Metals and 1965 15 ol & A ] 1% 9 g
\n'mll::ijlt'.lltlijllil'-g 173 14 4 11.8 11.8 4.2 1065 19 - g 7 7 11 g 5
f._,hﬂ.'m(:;uLi . 17:0 li.§ 13.0 l.l.H 13,7 1967 15 o 5 ) a 14 0 i
Food processing 9.9 79 6.5 6.3 e o 15 5 5 = G 3 G
Im_lus;try asa . EHI;H 11 5 g g y 1] 5 i1
whole 15.6 10.1 &3 8.9 s )
T ' [451-60 L ] 7 9 13 3
Mational income 10.7 8.3 6.1 7B &2

* The countries inchaded are: Bulgaria, Crechoslovakia, the GDR. Hun
gaty, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the USSR, The figures are based
on official national statistics,

=Official rates at current prices. The comparability of the Ggures be-
woen - different years and particolarly between different countries s
limited

'."_ﬁl'_ CUTrren EH il' L=

Somrce: Wilcrymsk: o Socralist Eeodomac Decaledmmioir aned Heforms |'ra,¢Fi.{~r o e alist Ecanomic Herelotrment ond Heforms, Praeger,
i) y Sl Rouyce: \‘.-!'1_,..'\“5:'\1._[ \ Socialis i
1972

1972,




Appendix VIII: Extensions of Economic Aid to Less Developed Countries, By Country, 1954-72 =
o
(im millions of U.8. dollars)
1954.72 1954-64 1965 1966 1967 1964 1969 1970 1871 1978
Total 8,196 5,794 416 1,244 269 374 462 194 BHZ it |
Africa 1,286 744 28 77 4 155 51 192

Algeria 421 251 1 189

Ethiopia 102 102

Ghana 89 20

Guinea 165 (i) 3 93

Kenya 44 44

Mali 55 BE 1

Morocco AR 2] i

SierTa Leonse 28 28

Somalia 66 57 9

Sudan 6 22 42

Tanzania 20 20

Thunisia 84 54

Ocher 50 40 q 8 7 k]

Souctheast Asia 154 147 5 4

Burma 14 14

Cambodia 25 21 4

Indonesia 115 112 5

South America 445 50 15 S":r_ ‘sﬁ_ .I"! 20 56 i A8 _IJI-':
Argetitina 45 80 15 . ]
Bolivia a0 28 p
Bramni B0 B85 b !
Chile 235 58 ! 26 144
Peru 28 L - 28
Other 22 2 = 2k .
Middle East 3,886 1,429 B4 429 200 178 287 h 418 Y48
Egvpt 1,198 1,002 196
Greece B4 &4 '
lran hh2 41 284 178 54
an
Iraq 544 184 121 22 222 o
Syria 517 100 133 -+
I?Lukthl' 534 10 FAR L 166 164
Yemen Je H i —

South Asia 3,025 1,444 286 656 5 194 20 11 214 gl
Afghanistan 826 EEY 11 1 5 127 3 E ]El
Banglmlfﬂh 74 [
India 1,595 797 225 571
MNepal 20 2 :

Pukistan 474 44 B Bt &7 20 209

S Lanka 38 b bl 8 v
=
b |

Somrce: Soviet Econamic Prospects for the Seventies, Jnint Ecanaomic Committee, Congress of dhe United States, U5 GPO 185
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Appendix XI:

Soviet State Struciure

sogurce:  Karpisky, Vo, The Socil and State Structure of (e @7

Eorcign Languages Publishing Flouse, 1951

|
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|
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\
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OF WORKING
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|
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] CF WORKING
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!
oL
| PR 3B 10 220

v DERTY
PEE 300, 000
O POSUELATION

imumﬂ‘j.

|

1 DERUTY
FER 350-13,000
OF POPULATIORN

| DEPUTY PER

' COHSTITUENCY

t DEPUTY
FERL SO0-9.000
OF POPLLATION




|
30

Bibliography
Philosophy

History of the Communist Party of the Seviet Union
(Bolsheviks), Short Course, especially Chapeer 4, Section 2,
“Dialectical and Historical Materialism,” 1939, reprinted by
Proletarian Publishers.

Stalin, Joseph, Ecomomic Problems of Socialism in the
USSR, Peking Edition,

Textbook of Marxist Philosophy, prepared by the
Leningrad Tnstitute of Philosophy under the direction of M.
Shirokov, published in the USSR in 1937, reprinted by
Proletarian Publishers in 1974,

Lenin. V. I.. “Economics and Politics in the Era of the Dic-
tatorship of the Proletariat,” Collected Works, Moscow,
1964, vol. 30, p. 107.

Political Economy

Marx. Karl, Critique of the Gotha Program, Peking orother
editions.

Stalin, Joseph, Report of the Central Commiitee (o the }8th
Congress of the CPSU, reprinted in Communist Inler
netional special num ber, 1934,

Marx, Karl, Capital, Vol. 1. Internadonal Publishersediton.

Stalin, jDSCph. “Mew Condittons— New Tasks m Economie
Construction” (Speech delivered at a Conference of Business
Executives, June 24, 1951). Collected Works, Foreign
Languages Publ. House, Mescow, 1955, vol. 13, p. 54.

Textbook af Political Economy, Insdtute of Economics,
LISSR, 1956,




174

Strong, Anna Louise, The Stalfn Era, Mainstream Publ,,
NY, 1956.

Brezhnev, Leonid, Report of the COPSU Central Commarttee
and the Immediate Tasks of the Party m Home and
Foreign Policy, Novosti Press Agency, Moscow, 1976.

Soviet Economic Prospects for the Seventies (A compendium
of p:apf‘:l'.‘_w_:lr jni nt FEconomic Commitiee f_'if_}ngn:s_;s of the
United - States, S Government Printing Office.
Washington, 1973. .

Wilezymski, |., Soctatist Economie Develofrment and Reforms,
Pracger Publ., 1972, p. 48.

ClA, “Unemployment in the Soviet Union— Fact or Fic-
ton?,” Division of Intelligence, Otffice of Research and
Report, 1966,

Economic Integration and Indusirial Specialzation Among
the Member Countries of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance, UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs
NY, 1966

Remingron, Allisonn Robinson, The Warsaw Fucl® Case
Studres in Communis! Conflict Resolution, MIT Press,
1971,

Sidorenko, A, A., The Offensive, Moscow, 1970, translated
and published in the US by the US Air Force; US Government
Printing Office.

Polstics

Stalin, J-:s.e]':}l_ Prablems of Lemmism, reprinted by
Proletarian Publishers,

The Diclatorship of the Proletariat, International
Publishers, 1936,




Socialism in the Soviet Union
by Jonathan Aurthur

In the period since the rise of
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tions. The theory of the restoration of
capitalism in the Soviet Union is the pro-
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