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I. TH& USSR IS A SOCIAL IMPERIALIST COUNTRY

.We hold that the USSR is no longer a

£

socialist but is a social imperialist
country. In calling the USSR social
imperialist we refuse to detach the politics
of imperialism from its economics and refuse
to consider social imperialism as

ccormowicg €< merely the preferred policy of a ruling

2,

-

group or clique within the Soviet

party seeking collaboration with U,S.
imperialism, We hold that capitalism in
the USSR has been restored as a social
system and that the reproduction of -social
relations are subordinated to the
accumulation of capital. We consider this
to be a restoration of capitalism at- its
highest or monopoly stage, that is
imperialism, and consider it to be-
characterized by the dominance of
monopolies, by finance captial, by the
pronounced importance of the

export of capital, and by the struggle

of the USSR for world hegemony in
contention and collusion with U,S.
imperialism, R

We call the social system of the USSR
state monopoly capitalism because of state
monopoly ownership of the means of production;
because of state control of finance capital,
because of state control of the export of
capital, and because of the direct state
control over all aspects of the struggle for
hegemony.

We hold that the restoration of
capitalism in the USSR means the sgeparation
of the working class from ownership and
control of the means of production and that
the agents of capital-a new bourgeoisie in
the state apparatus, a new bourgeoisie of
enterprise managers and a new bourgeoisie of
rural capitalists-have seized gtate. power.
This means that labor power has been reduced
to a commodity and that the means of production
function as capital. Social production serves
the accumulation of capital, rather than the
securing of the maximuquatisfaction of the
constantly rising material and cultural
requirements of the whole of society (Stalin),
Proletarian politics do not have priority
over economics, but instead "economic methods"”
are used to run the economy and profit is in
command of soc¢ial production.

=Ny



3.. We hold that the restoration of capitalism

4.

in the USSR is hot tiwe result of

a counterrevolggion or a counterrevelutionary

coup 0Of the overthrown expleoiting classes or
their' remadnts withiﬁ the’ country, nor the

result of external imperialist aggression, but

the result of aa intermal peaceful revisionist
degeneration. Durimg the socialist period the
fundamental contradiction remains the Gomtradiction
between the boufgeocisie and the proletariat; however
the prolefpriat has become the dominant aspect of
the contradiction. ¢lass struggle and the struggle
between twe roads anﬁ two lines continues and
non-antagonisti¢ contyadictions among the people
can begome antagonistic if they are not correctly
resolved on the basis of a proletarian line and

the science of Marmxism-Leninism, Thus the -
sharpest internal mamifesgtation of class struggle
after the liquidation of the exploiting classes

is the struggle between Marxism and revisionism.

We hold that the material bases for peaceful
revisionist degeneration under socialism
are two: (1) the material-ecopemic base inherited
from the past {2) the external influence and
pressure '0f wotld capitalism. The stains of the
old society exist not only im consciousness or
ideology, but are also stamped upon_the pracess
of social production., Capitalist relations of
production ‘have developed the productive forces
in a capjitélist way and stamped them with a
c pitalist chayacter. This meang concretely:

{1) the persistence of cemmodity relations and
the ¢gperation of the law of valug, and (2) the
persiatencé df’ the social dlvision of labor
including the 'distinction between the tasks of
direction and execution and the division between
mental and manual iaber. The dictatorahip of £+
the proietarlat must be ah’ imstrument ¥for the
perfection of ‘socialist ielaﬁiona of production
in order to accomplish a socialist transformation
of the process ef social production in a revolu-
tionary way, ih order to achieve a genuinely
socialist develepment of the productive forces,
and in order to wip® out every objective and
subjective trace of capitalism,
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We hold that the peaceful revisionist
degeneration of the USSR was decided first

in the superstructure by an attack on the
conscions element. During the whole period
of socialism leading cadres fill roles in
social production which bear the stamp of
capitalism and which tend to generate
bourgeois ideéology. Socialist revolution

is not a spontaneous process but a conscious
struggle between two classes, two roads and
two lines organized and directed by the van-
guard party relying fully on the masses and
generalizing every revolutionary initiative
of the masses, Cadres who fail to firmly -
grasp the mass line and who fail to strengthen
party leadership in all fields substitute the
worship of spontaneity for Marxism-Leninism
and degenerate into bourgeocis elements, The
attack on the conscious element in the Soviet
state apparatus and in the Soviet Party
succeeded in destroying the proletarian van-
guard and eliminating the dictatorship of the
proletariat,
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6. We hold that the primeipal stages of the restoration of capltslism
in the USSR involved (1) degeneration of the superstructure
through an attack on the conscious element in the r&lm of
jdeology, (2) through an attack on the vanguard party and (3)
through the wrecking of the socialist economic base and the
systematic fostering of capifalist relations of production by
the party and state.

Historically, this has occured in three stages: 41) the period
of inner-Party struggle during the lifetimes of Lenin and Stalin;
(2) the period of the wrecking of socialism, under Khrushcev 1952-19673;
and (3) the period of the conscious reestablishment of capitalist '
reletions of production, dnder Brezhnev and Kosygin 196k-to the present.

A. Period of Inner-Party Strﬁégle

When capital reallzes that it cannot defeat the proletarlian
revolution on the battlefield, it turns its attantion to“seizing
the fortress from within"---ehsuring the victory of a bourgeois
line within the Party of the proletariat, which in turn will com-
promise the proletarisn character of the state.

IN the CPSU these major two-line struggles revolved around
the Party's policy in the countryside, since the worker-peasant
alliance was the foundation of the dictatorship &f the proletariat
in the USSR, Firste Trotsky, with his anti-peasant line of "primitive
socialist accumulation®™ or ruthless exploitation of the countryside
by the town, then Bukharin, with his pro-Kul&Z line of encouraging
the exploitation of the poor and middle peasants by the rich, attempted
to drive a wedge between the proletariat and peasantry, setting the
stage for capitalist restoration. These lines were defeated by the
proletarian line of Lenin and Stalin in the 20s and 30s.

Following World War II a new bourgeois center (or two allied
bourgeois centers) emerged in the CPSU, associated with the U
political machine of N.S. Knrushckv, then First Party Seftary in the
Ukraine, and with Nikolal Vozneshensky, head of the state planning
apperatus (GOSPLAN) and member of the Politburo of the CPSU, Brezhnev
and Kosygin were respectively the protegees of Khrushchev and Voznesh
ensky. The attack of these forces against socialism came down around
three areas: '

i. IN ARGRICULTURE Vozneshensky preached, and Khrushchev put
into practice a line which encouraged the expansion of production
on collective farmer’s private plots (petty commodity production
for the market) and the breakdown of socialized labor on collective
land by the intréduction of the“link system”in which a single family
or small group of neighbors would be the fundamental unit of collect-
ive labor, They also urged the abolition of the state-owned Machine
Tractor Statlon netwerk, a powerful instrument in the hand of the
state in raising the xksx technical and political level in the
countryside, and drawing the collective farms closer to the state.
All of these\reforms'sought to reverse the hard-won victories of
collectivization and swamp the countryside with phtty commodity prod-
uction and the narrow,bourgeois individualistic outlook that grows
out of it, laying the basis for the emergence of a new Kulak classs

2. IN PLANNING Vozneshensky proposed making the law of value
the main regulator of the proportions of economic development, rather
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than Party policy based on the needs of the masses, thus destroying
the soclalist character of centralized state plamning, and turning
it Into a reflection of market forces --- capitalist, indlcative
planning as was then practiced by Fascist Germany, and is precticed
today by many West European countries.He proposed a reform of prices
that would have brought back capitelist "prices of production," and
eliminated the "arhitzary, vpoliticelly determined and economically
unsubsatntiated” prices which under-vzlued both the basic items of
consumption and the means of production, causing hardship to the
Soviet people snd slowing down the expansion of incdustrial production.
€npiricion &

3. IK THEORY bobh shrushchev and Vozneshensky exszlted "practicszl-
ity" and belittled the role of Msrxist-Leninist science =xxErzz and
the ideological mobllization of the masses as means towards the resol-
ution of the economie, social and political problems facing Soviet
socilety. Vozneshensky also put out the line that had previously been
pushed by Bukharin --- that soclalism is defined simply by the most

Yrational?deployment of tHe productive forces, and not by the dictator-
ship of the proletarlat.

4, STALIN'S CCUNTEHATTACK was swift, and had he lived, would heve
been through. Vozheshensky and Khrushchev's "agricultural reforms"
were scrapred and a new policy based on strenghtening collective labor
and the political-ideological mobilization of the peaszntry was under-
taken. Vozneshensky's price reform was reversed, and his draft Five
Year Plan, which would have put the law of value in command and
increase enterorise autonomy, was rejected by Stalin. Khrushdev was
recalled to Moscow, where Stallin could keep an eye on him. Vozneshensky
was stripped of his position, ti#ed and shot for attempting to restore
caritalism. Stalin prepared for a new purge of the Party. The ideolos-
lcal foundation of thés campaign was hls Economic Problems of Socialisnm,
a8 detailed refutation of the revisionism of the Khrushchev-Vozneshensky
group and a major contribution to the science of Merxism-Lenininism in
its own right.

‘B. Period of the Wrecking of Socialism

However, Stalin's death cut short this rectification campaipn,
which was Jjust getting off the ground, leaving most of the capitalist-
roaders in the CPSU unexposed. Through a complicated series of faction2l
manoeuvers, Khrushchev managed to seize control of the Farty, break
the power of the state security apraratus, still loyal té Stalin's
proletarian line, and through the elaboration of a through revisionist
political line change the character of the CPSU from a proletarian to
a bourgeols party, and the character of the efate from a dictatorshir
of the proletariat to the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.

1. The triumph of this revisionist line was marked at the XXParty
Congress of the CPSU in 1956, There Khrushchev delivered his famous
"secret speech" attacking Stalin, which amounted to an attack on 30
years of proletarian rule.,

2. The XX Party Congress also marked the begining of a systematic
attack on the main weapon of the proletariat in achieving and consolid-
ating i1ts rule: the scientific theory of riarxism Leninism,

a. the doctrine of the "3 Peacefuls": Feaceful Co-Existence,
Peaceful Competition, and Peaceful Transition to Socialism marked



a fundamental revision of M-L theory and practice

1. The doctrine of Peceful Co-Existence replaced proletarian
internationalism as the fundamental principle guiding the foreign
relations of soclalist countries ---= it extended the concept to
the relations between oppressed and eppressor nations, and exploited
and exploiting classes, abandoning the nationsl liberstion movements,
attempting to supress the class struggle, and marking the Soviet
Union's emersence as a collaborator of U.S. imperialism.

11. the doctrine of Peaceful Competition was a revision of the
most fundamental precept of MHatxism: that class struggle is the moter
of history. The international proletariat and the oppressed peoples
were told to sit back, while the USSR developed its productive forces
and bested the USA in peaceful economic competition, which would
prepare the ground, mystically, for a peaceful transition to socielism.

111. the doctrine of Peaceful Transition to Socialism negated
the teachings of the classics of M-L on the necessity for the violent
overthrow of the capitalist system. It had the effect of trensforming
Communist and Worker's Farties throughout the world from revolutionary
Into reformist parties.

b. Khrushchev’s major self-styled "creative development of ML
was his theory of

1. The Party of the Whole People which was the total negation
of the need for the proletariat to have its own Party, guided by 1its
own ideology, M-L, and representing the most conscious and organized
detachment of the class.It transformed the Soviet CP into a Party
like the Democratic Party here, lots of workers, under the ldeological
and practical hegemony of the bourgeoisie. Clear ¥y a Party of the
Whole People cannot exist while there are still cYasses, even when
these class are non-antagonistic,

11. The State of the Whole People, which negated the M-L precept
that the state 1s an instrument by which one class supressed other
classes, an instrument of class rule. The bourgeoisie has always tried
to pass off its dictatorship as representing the will of the whoge q%@

people, even under fascism he proletariat,because it represerts

the majority,can come outfront and call its rule dictatorship. The
theory of the State of the Whole People was a giveaway for the fact
that the majority --- the prgletariat --- no longer held state power,
that state power had been usébrped By a privileged gang of capitelist
roaders.

¢c. In the New Program of the CPSU adopted at the XXII nd. Party
Congress and in the infamous Liberman Debate conducted in the early
1960s Xhrushchev and Co. began the vrE ldeological legitimation
of profit ExkrazkimmxmExxikz as the main indicator of economic efficiency
--= and thus, ultimately, as the guiding principle and goal of economic
activity. This of course meant the running of the Soviet economy as
a caplitalist economy:

"The Party attaches prime importance to more effective
investments, the choice of the most profitable and economical
trends in capital construction, achievement of the maximum
growth of output per invested ruble, and the reduction of the
time lapse between investment and return”

(Brogram of the CPSU, International Publishers N.Y.,
p. 920



3. Not only did Khrushchev attack the i1deology guiding the q0.
CP3U and through it the whole proletariat and toiling classes of the
USSR, he set about wrecking the Party itself.

a. It was only after the open proclamation of Modern Revisionism
as the guiding ideology of the CPSU at the XX Party Congress --- which
indicates the depth and extent of revisionist degeneration in that
Party --- that the proletarian elememtmt within the Farty leadership
made a serious bid for power in 1957. Khrushchev was able to defeat
them by rallying lower-level revisionist support and getting the
support of the arQed forces under ilarshall Zhukov. The =uxmx defest
and ousésr of the anti-Party group/i.e. the hénest bolsheviksdoes not
constltuted a forceful military overthrow of the d of the p, it was
merely the last step in the peaceful triumph of bourgeois degeneration
marked by the xx Party Congress.
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b. The purge of thevéntiaiarty group” set the stage for an
even more dramatic vurge of bolshevik elements in the CPSU;
"Seventy per cent of the me bers of the Central Committee
elected at the 1Gth., Congre~s of the C SU in 1952 were no
longer figuring on the list of the Central Committee members
elected at the 22nd. Congress in 1961. Sixty per cent of
the CC members mfxkhE who were elected at the 20th. Conoress
in 1956 were ndlonger figuring on the list of the CC members
that were electeéd at the 23rd. Party Congsress in 1966. A still
greater purge has been carried out in the lower party organs.
For instance in 1963 alone, more than 50 per cent of the
members of the party central and regional committees 1ln the
Republics of the Soviet Union were relieved of their functions,
while in the city and district party committees three cuarters
of thelir members were replaced with others. The purge of
revolutionary cadres has been carried out on a large scale also
in the State organs, and especially in those of the army and
State security.

c. Khrushchev further destroyed the Leninist character of the
Party by abandoning the traditional policy of keepiqﬁ%pgl tical
leadership concentrated in the Party and leaving the ask¥bf economic
construction in the hands ofvnon-Party elements. Khrushchev split the
party along "Endustrial" and Agricuvltural® lines and cslled upon its
cadre to take over the practical tasks of economic management, a new
vrariety of economism, guaranteed to swamp the most dedicated cadre
with a mass of petty tasks preventing him from excercizing any sort
of political leadership among the masses. The Farty was moved from the
factory floor into the head office,
replaced by revisionism
L4, having fapxad the Farty'’s marxist-lenininst line, pursed it of

flost honest elements, and paralyzed it by an anti-Leninist technical

division of labor which cut it off from the masses, Khrushchev coguld
move on the socialist economic base,

(¢« IN AGRICULTURE Khrushchev hastened to rut the line he had
experimanted with in the Post-War Ukraine into general practice.Gm*“
¥estrictions on private plots and herds were lifted, as were stringent
requirements on the amount of time to be spent cultivating the collective
fields. The Jachine Tracter Stations were dismanteled, and their assets
sold off to the richest collective farms, leaving the poorest to be
converted into State farms (which formerly had been the most advanced
sector of Soviet agriculture). The distinctions between state and
collective property were thus blurred, snd the incentive for the collect-
ive farms to become state farms (ownership of machinery) removed. Later,
havibhg undermonded socialist relations in zgriculture, Khrushchev tried
to tighten up on private production and livestock cwnership 2nd ret
with the resistence of the re-bourgeoisified peasantry, provoking the
agricultural crisis of the early 60s.

ot
w

QL IN PLANNING Xhrushchev abolished centralized state planning,
turning over the taskd of the GOSPLAN to over a hundred reglional
"Economic Councils" which combined bureaucrztic methods with narrow
regional self-interest resultinzg in thzxExErxezrxzEXEfXXEXiBNRXRizprmpmxt-
TErzixitizx, the near break-down of production in certain industries
relving on supplies from outside their economic resion, severe disprcpor-
tionality resultins from szutarchic development policies parsued by the \
economic councils, and an inflationary crisis aswwell, which provoked
riots in some industrial citiéf%,
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This was anarchy of production, but it was not anarchy of capitsl-
ist production, for profit was still not in command of the economy.
The Liberman debate was initiated in the midst of this chaos specifically
to raise the slogan of putting profit in command as "the way out."

c) IN THE FEILD OF INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS Khrushev initiated
capital export to the under-developed nations outside the 2mwimx
"socialist camp.® By the time Khrushchev had been axed by Brezhnev ¢ -
and Kosygin more complete plants had been sold to India than to the QPWJFQ
developing countries in the "socialist camp”: China, N. Korea, N.
Vietnam, Cuba, Albania and 6uter Mongolia TOGETHER! The Social-Imperial-
ists offered cut-rate interest rates (which still represents a transfer
of the value created by the labor of the people of the country receiving
this generous aide), on their tied-aid and agreed to finance and build
projects that U.S. imperialism shied away from like the Aswan Dam in
Egypt and a state-owned Steel complex in India. By agreeing to accept
payment in kind (in the case of the steel mill) or 1in the leading
export commodity (cotton in Egpyt, miIximx¥xmm) or in local currency,
they were able to completely dominate the economic 1life and finances
of the country in question. Khrushchev also began the process of
M)ﬁﬂytransformation of the East European People‘’s Democracies into colomies
1 Kwkbf the USSR by pushing for supra-national planning in the COMECON and

+USA(& for an international divi f labo nding the E.European countries
§;¢§W“ to the Economy of the USSR,
w”

CU
C. THe Period of the Conscious Establishment of Capitalist Relations
of Production

1. Khrushchev was sacked by the other capitalist roaders because
while his antics were effective in wrecking soclalism, they did not
suceed in establishing a functioning capltalist economy, able to
contend, as well as collaborate with the USA on the international
scene; they had been throughly exposed in the international communist
movement by the CCP and PLA; and they were provoking active and often
villent resistance on the part of the Soviet working class.

2. His sucessors, Brezhnev and Kosygin made a blg show of returning
to Leninism, piecing back the Party, and even findéng a few kind words
to say about Comrade Stalin, to pull the wool over the eyes of the
masses.

However, 1t was Brezhnev and Kosygin who proceeded to systematic-
ally restore capitalist relations of production in the Soviet Economy.
They began by establishing economic experiments sugrested by the
Liberman debates in light industrg and in the transport industry. These
experiments made profit and profitability the sole planned index, and
cut management in on the profits as well. They represented the high
pint in the decentralization of the Soviet Economy, 2 high point in
the abandonment of centralized direction. BumkxkhizxwmExxbzzkeRxmff

3. In 1965 Premier Kosygin instituted a sweeping reform of the
- entire Soviet industrial economy, which established it as a state
monopoly capitalist regime of production. Its chief aspects were:

a. the means of production became capital, monopolized by a
new capitellst class:

i. The refory made profit and profitablity the main planned
index, the main goal¥production. Profitability was defined in the
traditional capitalist way: "the amount of proflt per ruble of fixed
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assets" Kosygin stated that "the main problem" of the Soviet ecén-

omy is "raising the effciency of social productiorn as ruch as poss-
lble, szving live and materialized labor, and considerably ard steadily
increesing returns from capitsl investments and fixed assets" (On
Improving Industrial Mansgement, Ferfecting Planning, and Enhancing
Economic Incentives in Industriasl Productiorn, reprinted inr Problems of
Economics, Vol. VIII, No, 6 1956) eswo=¥§ (¢

11. The reform xzxx granted wide autonomy to the enterprises in
formulating thelr oooduction goals. However the enterptrises remained
subordinate to the State Plan 2nd to their respective Industrial
ministries which handed down idices regarding:

the volume of goods to be sold

the main assortment of goods

the wage fund

paymnents into the budget

volume of centralized (planned) capital investment

targets for introduction of new technology

indeces for supplying materials and equipment --- as well as profit
This is verfectly in line with the character of the Soviet Bcononmy
as a state monopoly capitalist xExime.economy of a special type,
2llowiny for greater state control, but still fundamentally ruled by
the law of value.

i11. The feform provided for a "production development fund"” to
be formed out of retained profit. This fund could be used for capitsl
accumulation outside the plan.

lv. the enterprises were sllowed to dispose of capital goods at
will counting the profits realised on their sale as fullfilling their
palanned production

v, and finally, of an equal importance with the putting of profit
in command was the abadonment of the long-standing practice of the
treatment of cepital as a free good by the state, 2 policy which
réflected the economic task of the supression of capitel as e socisl
relztion of production. \

Instead of making\free fingkial grants from the State budget,
for fixed and circulating‘capital/ productive funds were to he
funnelled through the State Bank as credit, with principle and interest
to be pald by the enterprises out of their profits;

And instead of appropriating funds into the stete buret by
taxes on RixxX goods of final consumption (the turnover tax) or by
"arbitary" levies of enterprise profit, a 6% charge on the full ---
not deprecliated --- value of all existing fixed assets was to be p=id
to the state by the enterprises, agzin out of profit.

b) on this basis we can tz2lk about the creation of a new bourgeoisie,

defined not on the Qas o) I alaries or outrareous misapnrioriaticn
of public funds¥£gﬁ e F&ﬁgf éﬁaefinition :

The exparsion of value becomes his subjective aim, and it is
only in so far as the apvpropriation of ever more and more
wealth in the abstract becomes the sole motive of his oprerations,
that he functlons as a capitslist, that is, as cepitel personif-
led and endowed with conscicusness and will. Use velues nust
therefore never be looked upon as the real aim of the capitalist;
neither must t profit on any single transaction. The restless,
never endin@%&f rofit-making salone is whet he aims at.

(Capital, Vol I, Pt. II chapt. iv, International

1567, pp. 152-53)
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This bourgeoisie has three component parts:

1. The high functionaries of Party and Shte, whose direction of
investment at home and abroad, ownershlp of the fundamental means
of production on the basis of class rule over a state which had
nationalized those means of production, and control over credit
define them as finance capitalists, state monopoly caplitalists.

They appropriage surplus value in the form of caplital charges
and interest on loans, as well as taxes and certain rental payments
on aatural resources.

2. The enterprise managers, who functlon as industrial capitalists.
Their renks are being thined and the power of the remaining members
of this stratum of the bourgeoisie k¥ increased by the latest re-
organization of industry which calls for the amalgamation of enter-
prises into monopolistic firms patterned after U.S. multi-national
corporations. However, this class 1is still under the control of the
state finance capitalists, since thelr sources for accumulation are
relatively narrow. '

They appropriate surplus value through the fund for the
development of production 4as capitaly and from the material incentive
fund (also formed out of retained profit) as revenue.

3. The directors of the State and Collective Farms, who are a new
Kulak class.
They operate both on the basis of private property --- private

plots of land or herds of livestock --- tended with wage labor

hired from among the peasants on their farm (who are eager to hire
themselves out, since there is a wage differentlal of roughly 20 X
between the field workers and directors), and on the basis of nominally
collective "subsidiary enterprises" introduced by Brezhnev in 1967,
which are constructed on the basis of retained profit and state bank
loans and which process food, produce building materials and so-on,
all completely outside of the plan. As with the industrial enterprises,
state financing is now on a credit basis. Agribusiness in being

born in the USSR,

2. Marx states that the precondition for capital is wage labor:
the producer seperated from the means of productlon, whose labor
power has become a commodity. The labor of the Soviet worker 1s now
a commodity.

a. The principal steps were taken towards this end during the
period of the wrecking of sociallism were:

1. the loss of state power by the proletariat. The proletar-
iat does not possess the means of production like the "independent
freeholder" of 500 years ago. Capitalism has developed the means of
production into vast, social forces which can be mastered only
collectively, both in the pwocess of production itself and in the
form of social owhership. Thus 1t is through the *ownershipfof the
state apparatus --- & of the p --- guaranteed by the proletarian
line of the Party, that the working class owns the means of production.
Thus loss of state power was already the expropriation of the pro-
letariat and was manifested as follows:

11. the reduction of the party's role to the technical task

of stimulating production and the destruction ]
leadership and mobilization of the class of 1ts political
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1ii. the reinforcing of the system of one-man msnagement,
of the distinction bhetween tasks of direction and enecutiqg:

‘4v, fallure to rely on mass iniltiative, no revolutioenizing
of produetlon relations from belowg preduction conferences are
transformed frem mxmmx arenas of political strugele and ceoperation
to trade union productivity sess'ons a la I.W. Abel ---deslgned to
stimulate production for profit.

' ¥. reinforeing of the distinction between mental and manual
labor.

b. However, the Kosygin reform and what followed it put the seal
oen the practical dispossessien of millions of soviet workers.

1. The Soviet eonstitution of 1936 guaranteed work to all
able-bodied citizens. When socialism still existed in the USSR, the
plan turned that promise into a reality by specifiying te the last
man and percentage how many workers to be hired, what their level
of productivitywas to be, what wages they would be paild, as well
as provbding a lump-sum wage fund.

-The econemie reform of 1965 sald that only the wage fund

was to be set by. the state. This enabled managers to hire --- or

to lay off ---- as meny workers as they pleased, in accordance with

the requirements of capital accumulation. Wages can also be deter-

mined more arbitraryly now, as well. Kosygin revealed that:
‘Tvere have been propesals that the wage fund of a enter=- ,UWJ@4J5?>
prise also not be assigned from above. But te discard the <%ngFwﬁ
planning of the wage fund would be premature. The necessary
balance between the quantity of consumer goods manufactured
and the populations purchasing power must be guaranteed in
the natlional economy. And the populations purchasing poewer
1s determined in large measure by the wage fund. ‘

1i. Sinee the absndonment of planned employment in 1965, the
soclsl imperialists have moved on teo planned unemployment 3

A. In 1967 the Launched an "experiment" at the 3Schekino
Chemieal Combine. The state promised to maintain the wage fund at
the same level for three years if 20% of the work ferce were layed-off.
Over a thousand manual workers lost their jobs. The remaining workers
raised their productivity by 90% as a result of combining jobs,
speedup and the general climate of insecurity oreated by the layoffs,
A8 a bribe, they received a 30% pey hike, out of the saved wages of
thelr comrades, the rest going into the material incentive fund, and
thence into the pockets of the managemnet. In October 1969 the
Central Committee of the CPSU praised the Szhekino experiment in a
specisl resolutien and called for a natienal campaign ef%socialist
enmulatien” of this model, :

B. In 1930 it was possible to shut down the last labor
exchange in the USSR. Today the revisionists have been forced to
se* up labor exchanges (called Buresus for the Utilization of iian-
power Hesources) in 80 cities in the USSR

c. Espeicially hard hit are women workers who are being
driven out of social productien by a cut-back of childcare abhd other
soclal services, lack of enforcement of protective legislation,
partlculerly concerning pregnancy, and a barrage of fascist pro-
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around the theme of "A Weman's Place is in the. Heme" and
.appeals for more "femininity® and a higher birth-rate.

11i. The new definition of profit means that ‘technelegicaa
advanoes lead to unemployment.

h In terms of internationsl economic relations, Kosyzin and
Breghnet had expanded Khrushehev's capital export effort, charging
ever higher interest rates and exacting more econonic, military,
and political concessions. They have also opened up.the USSR to
the penetration of foreign capital. To quote an interview with

David Rockefeller, whose Chase Manhattan Bank helped finance the
world's largest truck plant ‘at Kama:

Q. Do American firms feel that they must ‘have some ownership
rights if they are to make large 1nvestments in Communist
enterprises?

A, I don't think do. We are learning that there are. ways of
accomplisHing essentially the same - thing. A{ter all the aim
is tq share in the profit of the foreign company. It really
.doesn't make much -difference to some companies whether &Shey
have ownership. provided they know that they will-have a
‘'share of the profit.

Businessmen are devlslng nevw and rather ingenious devices
whieh: permit the soclsalist country to preserve 1ts desire not
to have ‘equity participation but which ensble the Americqn
cempany ‘to participate im *he benefits.

(U.S. NEW & WORLD REFPORT, Aug. 13, 1973,.p. 37)
The 1nvaelon of Czechoslovakia in 1968 prooved to .what lengths the

USSR was prepared. to go in preserving its economic domination of
East - Eurepe.

We beliéve ‘that ‘in all respectsthe Saviet Uulon matchgg up to
a Marxist-Leninist understanding of a capltalist soeiéty ‘which has
reached the stage of imperlalism.

(Note: We must appologize for the rather sloppy. presentatlon of our
theses, People’ 1nterested in further discuseion should ‘eéntact us
at. 992-“725)



