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Publisher’s Preface

The Soviet Union Study Project was established approximately a
year and a half ago by a group of U.S. Marxist-Leninists as part of a
conscious effort to resolve some of the complex and controversial
theoretical questions concerning the class nature of the USSR and its
role in world politics.

More particularly, the Project was initiated in order to undertake a
theoretical appraisal of the theory that capitalism has been restored in
the Soviet Union.

The class nature of the USSR and its role in world politics is a central
theoretical question which, of necessity, impacts all progressive forces
engaged in the struggle against imperialism. The question is important
not only because it provides the theoretical underpinning of the general
line of the Communist Party of China but because anti-communism
continues to be a prime ideological prop of the imperialist system and the
Soviet Union has always been the principal target of the anti-communit
ideologists.

This problem has been greatly compounded in recent years by the fact
that the communists themselves are deeply divided on the question of the
role and nature of the USSR. Confusion is widespread, especially since
the promulgation of the Three Worlds Theory by the Communist Party
of China, which targets the USSR as the main source of aggression and
war in the world. For the most part, the communist movement is
identified with one of two divergent lines: one view sees the USSR as the
paragon of socialism; indeed, to use the words of Soviet Prime Minister
Leonid Brezhnev, a system ““on the threshold of communism”’; the other
view contends that the Soviet Union is no longer socialist, that capitalism
has been restored in an all-sided way and that the USSR is a “social-
imperialist’’ fascist country.

Both of these lines have an organized following turning them into a
material force which has split the world communist movement. Between
these two poles are a number of other positions, including the proponents
of “democratic™ socialism, Trotskyism, and, increasingly, cynicism.

The Soviet Union Study Project is an a‘tempt to direct Marxist-



Leninists to take up this question in a more systematic and sustained
fashion. The most serious theoretical work on the USSR today is being
done by Marxist scholars and Sovietologists. While such work is
indispensable, it is important to shift the center of gravity of such work
from the Marxist academy into the midst of the communist movement in
order to give the debate real practical, historical significance. Con-
sequently, the Project approaches the question of the USSR as a problem
of line and line struggle, and frames its study in the actual polemics taking
place currently within the international communist movement.

As with all important theoretical questions, the need for an appraisal
of the USSR and the critique of the capitalist restoration thesis has been
posed by the political effects of the principal theories. On the one hand,
there are the policies flowing from the general line adopted by the CPSU
in 1956 when a wholesale revision of fundamental Marxist-Leninist
propositions was advanced. These new propositions argued that peace-
ful co-existence between the U.S. and the USSR was the central
question of our epoch and that under present conditions it was practical
and even necessary to effect the transition from capitalism to socialism
by peaceful means. On the other hand, the general line developed by the
Communist Party of China over the past 15 years, based on the thesis of
capitalist restoration in the Soviet Union, now calls for a world united
front against Soviet “social imperialism™ and subordinates the revolu-
tionary struggles of oppressed peoples and nations against U.S. im-
perialism to its anti-Soviet objective.

A widespread critique of the Soviet revisionist deviation has become
an indelible part of contemporary Marxism, although the task of
explaining its historical roots has not yet been accomplished. But there
has not been, to date, a satisfactory critique of the capitalist restoration
thesis. Accordingly, the Soviet Union Study Project decided that its
primary initial focus should be directed toward that proposition.

While the political consequences of the capitalist restoration thesis—
and its offspring, China’s “Theory of the Three Worlds” —impact every
political movement to one degree or another, Marxist-Leninists have a
particular responsibility in the matter. First, the thesis has been
advanced in the name of Marxism and is subject to a theoretical critique
utilizing Marxist categories and criteria. Second, the thesis is the key
practical prop underlying one of the major trends in Marxism today. And
finally, the capitalist restoration thesis tends to pre-empt the anti-
revisionist ideological battleground in the necessary Marxist-Leninist
critique of the nature of the Soviet Union and the policies of its
Communist Party.

The principal political terrain for this theoretical work has been

.mapped out by Marxist-Leninists who, in rejecting the class collabora-
tion inherent in the line of the CPC, represent a new emerging trend in
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Marxism. The origin of this new trend is as a part of the anti-revisionist
movement which rose in opposition to the line and policies of the CPSU
for subordinating the cause of revolution and world socialism to its
immediate state interests. Because of this legacy, and because the CPC’s
Three Worlds Theory is based on the capitalist restoration thesis, it falls
to this emerging ‘‘anti-revisionist, anti-‘left’ opportunist” to take up the
critique of the capitalist restoration thesis.

The Soviet Union Study Project is a conscious initiative emanating
from this trend. Its ultimate purpose is to provide a sound theoretical
foundation for an all-sided appraisal of the nature and role of the Soviet
Union today.

In planning its work, the Project utilized the scientific method of
conducting its investigation on the basis of an agreed-upon leading
hypothesis. This approach enables those doing theoretical work to test
outstanding propositions in a rigorous fashion and is a confirmation of
the principle that all political work proceeds on the basis of a leading
line—even if, in time, experience and study determine that the line
cannot be verified. In this instance, the Project began with the working
hypothesis that the thesis of capitalist restoration was scientifically
unsound.

After more than a year of intensive study, research and debate, the
Project has concluded that the capitalist restoration thesis is indefensible
on both empirical and theoretical grounds and must be rejected by
Marxist-Leninists.

An important contribution to the study was made by this book, “The
Myth of Capitalism Restored in the USSR,” by Mike Goldfield and Mel
Rothenberg. The work, which came to our attention in manuscript form a
few months after the Study Project was launched, provides one of the
most thorough and comprehensive critiques of the capitalist restoration
thesis to date.

The decision by the Soviet Union Study Project to publish The Myth
of Capitalism Reborn is part of a broad political orientation to
collectivize the theoretical work of the Project with the movement as a
whole.

Within the Project, there is overwhelming agreement with the main
propositions advanced by the authors in terms of the refutation of the
capitalist restoration thesis. At the same time, there is widespread
disagreement within the Project with the particular alternative theory
advanced by the authors, namely the notion of a *“transition society”
characterized by the dictatorship of the proletariat but not yet at the stage
of socialism.

At the present time, the Soviet Union Study Project is devoting itselfto
further amplification and refinement of the critique of capitalist restora-
tion, an investigation into the historical context for the development of
the capitalist restoration thesis, and the beginnings of a study on the
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historical experiences of socialism in the world which, it is hoped, will
provide a foundation for definitively settling the question of the nature
and role of the USSR.

In the future, the Project will periodically publish other theoretical
work devoted to all of the above questions. Those interested in being
notified of these Occasional Papers are encouraged to write to the Soviet
Union Study Project, c/o Line of March Publications, 964 Valencia
Street, San Francisco, CA 94110.

Tom Angotti
Bruce Occenia
Margery Rosnick
Irwin Silber

Authors’ Preface

The material presented here represents over a year of concentrated
study and analysis on the part of the authors. It was completed in the
spring of 1978, and was subsequently circulated among a small number
of comrades and friends. Although it was positively received, we did not
have, at that time, the resources to circulate it more broadly in the
movement. While we feel it would have been preferable to circulate it at
that time when its conclusions were politically more controversial than at
present, we believe its circulation still serves a useful purpose since the
theoretical confusions underlying the restoration thesis remain wide-
spread among Marxist-Leninists. These confusions are still causing and
will continue to cause great havoc until they are overcome. We
appreciate the support of the Soviet Union Study Project in making
possible the distribution of this pamphlet, but even more in their serious
and comradely critique of our work, Although they are not in full
agreement with our conclusions, nor we with theirs, they have made a
significant contribution to deepening our understanding of this most
critical question. Of equal importance, they have proven the possibility
of making collective theoretical advances among serious Marxist-
Leninists at a time when our movement is generally in disarray and in
retreat.

Michael Goldfield
Melvin Rothenberg,
December 1979




Introduction:

Has Capitalism Been Restored in
the Soviet Union?

Some Comments on the
Importance of the Question

The nature of Soviet society is the most important theoretical question
for revolutionaries today. There are several reasons why this is so.

The first reason is generally acknowledged by various tendencies and
groups that consider themselves revolutionary. Different assessments of
the role of the USSR internationally—friend, foe, main danger, lesser
danger, something in between—Ilead to radically different assessments of
the international responsibilities of the revolutionary forces. These
responsibilities include the question of what aspects of social develop-
ment, which struggles, are progressive and which are reactionary.
Different assessments of the Soviet Union have already led to polar
opposite positions on Angola, Iran, Ethiopia, Portugal in 1974, the
Middle East, NATO, the Common Market, and more recently the
struggles in Indo-China. These differences will lead in the future, as they
have already in Indo-China, to the advocates of one theory or another
confronting each other, not with polemical missiles, but from different
ends of the gun barrel. Such is the importance of the question and a
measure of the urgency of a clear class analysis: it also serves as a
commentary on the bankruptcy of agnosticism on this question.

The above reason, in and of itself, is not sufficient grounds for our
assertion that it is the most important theoretical question. Other central
questions demand our attention. Among these are certainly the question
of the role of the working class party and how it must operate in the
present situation in the U.S. so as to be both organically linked to the
class and yet represent the long term fundamental interests of the class.
These interests are, of course, inseparable from a correct stand on the
international situation. At the same time, the party must also solve other
pressing, immediate questions. What holds back the development of
revolutionary consciousness among the working class? What are the
respective’roles of the bourgeoisie, their conscious ideologists, the labor
bureaucrats, and the labor aristocracy in this process? What is the
significance of the various material inequalities within the U.S. working
class? Are they bribes, privileges, concessions, etc.? Probably the most
pressing, concrete question of line facing U.S. revolutionaries is that
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concerning the relationship of the working class movement to the
struggles of oppressed nationalities, particularly the struggles of the
Black people. Certainly an understanding of these questions does not
depend on a correct position on the Soviet Union. One could argue that
these questions have at least equal importance with the question of the
Soviet Union for the development of the revolution in the U.S.

We believe, however, that the question of the Soviet Union has a
dimension which makes it key at this moment, a dimension which these
other questions lack. It necessarily brings with it the question of method
and theoretical orientation toward Marxism in a very sharp form. One’s
position on the Soviet Union has implications for, and foreshadows, how
one will analyze all other questions.

The reason for this is that an analysis of the Soviet Union raises
immediately the question of Marx’s fundamental approach to social
development. When is the development of a society progressive? When
is it reactionary? When does one type of development turn into its
opposite? In analyzing the Soviet Union, we have thrust upon us the
questions of the exact nature of capitalism, socialism, communism, and
the various forms of transition from one society to another. We must
confront the question of what economic changes constitute a change in
the mode of production of a given social formation, and whether we can
theoretically distinguish between an important but not fundamental
transformation, a fundamental qualitative transformation, and an actual
replacement of one mode of production by another. Ultimately, we are
confronted with basic questions of orientation: the relation between
politics and economics, the nature of Marx’s dialectical method and his
materialist approach.

Until two years ago the authors of the present paper were among those
who accepted the Chinese and Albanian position on the restoration of
capitalism in the Soviet Union. During that period we had several
reservations and differences with Chinese foreign policy which in our
opinion stemmed from a certain type of analysis of the Soviet Union. We
examined various arguments and positions on the Soviet Union put forth
by the Chinese and Albanians and their supporters in the West and found
them inadequate. We therefore set out to make an independent
investigation of the Soviet economy, focusing both on its present
functioning and on the changes that have taken place since the death of
Joseph Stalin in 1953. Our initial goal was to provide a more thorough
and adequate argument and documentation for the thesis of the
restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union than had been given by
either the Chinese or Albanians.

To our surprise and initial dismay, the more we dug into the data,
which was readily accessible to a conscientious research effort, the less
sense the restoration thesis made. The evidence was simply over-
whelming that despite changes in the Soviet economy over the last 30
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years, capitalism, in any Marxist sense of the term, does not exist there.
We came to realize that the determination of the nature of Soviet society
was inseparable from a theoretical examination of the central features of
capitalism, socialism, communism, and the various forms of transitional
regimes. Our project thus changed from one of attempting to verify a view
of social reality, i.e., that the Soviet Union is capitalist, to an attempt to
re-assert Marxism against non-Marxist approaches to the question. In
doing so we were forced to break with a political orientation which no
longer represents the revolutionary interests of the international pro-
letariat.

It is clear by now that this painful questioning and re-examination of
the political basis of our activity and our very lives over the past decade
was in no sense an individual crises. The profound divisions wracking
what used to be called “the new communist movement” in the U.S. is
only a reflection, in what was at best a fragile and somewhat infantile
movement, of a much more profound crises in the international
communist movement. This crises marks the end of an important period
in the history of the world revolutionary movement. The most visible and
dramatic feature of the new period is the discrediting of the revolutionary
credentials of the People’s Republic of China and the Communist Party
of China among many of its former supporters and sympathizers. This
has been accompanied by the turning away from China of various
revolutionary and national liberation movements, the cooling off of
relations between China and many of the more progressive governments
of the Third World, the splintering and disintegration of many of the pro-
Chinese Marxist-Leninists groups around the world, particularly in the
U.S. and western Europe, and the denunciation of China by the Party of
Labor of Albania, its closest and most important Marxist-Leninist ally
for almost two decades.

For the past 20 years, the Chinese and Albanian parties have been the
centers around which have gathered anti-revisionist Marxist-Leninists
and revolutionaries from every nation. The political line of this center
has been based on a critique of Soviet ideology, Soviet international line,
and Soviet society as a whole, The thesis of the restoration of capitalism
in the Soviet Union is merely the logical extension of this critique. Thus,
the careful examination and coming to terms with this thesis is
particularly important for those of us who have supported this center. Itis
particularly important now that this center, as a center of revolutionary
inspiration and leadership, has disintegrated. To us it represents a
necessary, vital break with and self-criticism of our own political past.

The Albanian critique of China’s international line, which became
public just as our own re-assessment was crystalizing, helped convince
us that we were on the right course, but we found their overall analysis
inadequate. The Albanian attack on the “Three Worlds Theory™ was
certainly on the mark. The failure of the Chinese to undertake a serious
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class analysis of the Third World, the manufacture of spurious pro-
gressive qualities of the reactionary imperialist governments of the so-
called “Second World,” and the rush to an alliance with U.S. imperial-
ism on the grounds that the USSR is “more dangerous™ represents in
total a gross abandonment of proletarian internationalism which must be
attacked and discredited. At the same time, the Albanian line is not
theoretically well-founded since it is based on an erroneous analysis of
the Soviet Union, an analysis which does great violence to the facts and
to the Marxist method itself. This leads the Albanians themselves into
political cul de sacs, such as the attempt to defend and support Vietnam
against China and attack the Soviet Union at the same time. The
fundamental error, which both the Chinese and Albanians share, is not
the analysis of the Second or Third Worlds, but their analysis of the so-
called “First World.” It is true that the U.S. and the USSR are by far the
most powerful military powers in the world, and by a substantially
reduced margin, still the leading economic powers. Thus it is correct to
refer to them as the superpowers, Yet, to build a theory based on the
assumption that they inhabit a common first world is to assume that
they play parallel and essentially equivalent and interchangeable roles
in the international arena. But to assume this is to deny the validity of
Lenin’s analysis of Imperialism, or to attribute characteristics to the
Soviet Union which have no basis in reality. As Marxist-Leninists we
see nothing in the arguments put forward that justify abandoning Lenin’s
analysis. On the contrary, Lenin on imperialism appears even more
insightful, contemporary and relevant when contrasted to the bilge
churned out in Beijing or Tirana.

While the present politics of the Chinese, at least, are easy to dismiss,
it would be wrong to dismiss their critique of the Soviet Union as simply
the fabrications of scoundrels and opportunists. The Albanian and
Chinese parties began an attempt to explain the open abandonment of
Leninism by the CPSU, the degeneration of Soviet society, and its lack
of internationalism. That these attempts were ultimately unsuccessful
has to be established and analyzed carefully. Our method here is to take
the Chinese and Albanian position on the restoration of capitalism in the
Soviet Union seriously and to examine it in a careful and scientific
manner. If we accomplish nothing else we hope to play a small part in
freeing the analysis of this question from the rhetorical verbiage in which
it is customarily immersed. If we succeed in this much, we will have
made some small contribution toward the restoration of Marxism as a
serious tool of social analysis.

In view of our methodological assumptions, discussed more fully in
the Appendix, we have felt it necessary to carefully and fully document
our assertions, much more so then is customary in political polemics of
the contemporary left. In order to keep this text within any reasonable
length we have thus been forced to omit certain key areas and questions.
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For example, we have avoided a detailed analysis of the historic roots of
the current problems in Soviet society. This latter question brings in an
enormous range of material and raises very difficult and basic political
questions. This is not a reason for avoiding the question. In fact it is the
very reason it must be taken up. At the same time, it requires a separate
treatment of its own, and its treatment is not required in resolving the
precise question we are analyzing.

Perhaps a more serious omission in this manuscript is a lack of
analysis of the international role of the Soviet Union. In testing our
conclusions we have, of course, made such an analysis and all our
findings are consistent with the conclusions of this paper. However, an
adequate, fully documented survey of Soviet international relationships
would have doubled the length of this already bulky manuscript.
Furthermore, from a rigorous theoretical perspective, Soviet inter-
national practice can at best provide secondary evidence for or against
the thesis of capitalist restoration. It cannot be decisive. The question of
the existence or non-existence of capitalism in the Soviet Union is a
question of the relations of production that exist there. These relations
cannot be deduced from the foreign policy of the Soviet government. To
hold otherwise is Idealism, not Marxism.

Our basic methodological principles are discussed in the Appendix.
Our line of attack is as follows:

In Chapter I, we begin with some initial definitions and theoretical
clarifications so as to pose the questions precisely. The central point here
is to develop what we regard as the correct Marxist-Leninist conception
of the period of the transition to socialism. An adequate understanding of
this concept is essential to posing the question of restoration in a rigorous
and scientific manner. In Chapter II, we present the Chinese and
Albanian thesis on the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union as
carefully and coherently as we can, and in the course of doing so
distinguish two distinct variants of the thesis, both of which are
intertwined in the Chinese polemics. In Chapters Il and IV, we examine
the first and most significant variant. Chapter III involves the exami-
nation of data presented by the restorationist theorists to support their
claims. In Chapter IV, we examine in detail the key assertions about the
Soviet economy and the theoretical basis for such assertions. In Chapter
V, we take up the second variation of the restoration thesis. This form of
the thesis relies on a theoretical revision of Marxism, rather than an
analysis of Soviet social reality. We confront this position by analyzing
and refuting the formulations of Charles Bettleheim, the most sophis-
ticated proponent of this viewpoint. In so doing, we are simultaneously
refuting the cruder, more ignorant, formulations of this variant which run
rampant through the declarations, manifestos, and party programs of
much of the “anti-revisionist” left. In Chapter VI, we draw some
political conclusions.




Chapter I
Some Initial
Theoretical Clarifications

Anyone trying to sort out the various positions in the debate over the
nature of Soviet society is apt to throw up their hands in dismay. There is
not only an extremely wide array of positions,' One also quickly gets the
sense that many of these positions are based upon methodological
confusion, or simply upon elemental intellectual sloppiness.

Thus, the first task is to cut through some of the reigning confusions.
This section has something of a modest aim. It attempts to clarify the
terms of the debate on Soviet society. We shall begin by showing the
divergence of present Soviet views from those of both Marx and Lenin.?
In doing so it will attempt to clarify the views of Marx and Lenin on the
nature of socialist society and communist society. The discussion will
focus on the question of “bourgeois right” explaining its role under
capitalism, socialism, and communism, In passing, it will touch on the
weaknesses of the conception of Mao Tse Tung in which the notion of
“bourgeois right”” played such a central role.

|

The present Soviet position is that the Soviet Union is currently in the
process of making a transition from socialist to communist society. This
position has been upheld fairly consistently from the time of the 20th
Party Congress in 1956. under the leadership of Nikita Khrushchev up
to the 25th Congress in 1976 under Leonid Brezhnev, onto the present
day. The only innovation during this period of 23 years seems to be the
assertion by }ﬁonid Brezhnev that the Soviet Union is getting closer to
communism.

The view of the present Soviet leadership is a direct outgrowth of the
position asserted by Stalin in the thirties (put forth most extensively at
the 17th Party Congress of 1934° and the 18th Party Congress in 1939°).
Stalin’s assertion was that socialism had been established in the Soviet
Union by the time of the 17th Party Congress. The economic develop-
ment resulting from the completion of the first five-year plan (roughly
late 1928 to 1933) and the collectivization of agriculture, largely
accomplished by the 17th Congress, created socialism. A sub-position
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or sub-argument was that collective farms were a socialist form of
economy.’ Stalin further argued that the elimination of small and
scattered agriculture, and its transter to collective tarming eliminated the
possibility of the restoration of capitalism in the USSR; the only forces
left that could overthrow socialism were external, the forces of imperial-
ism internationally.

In order to determine how close the Soviet Union is to Marx and
Lenin’s conception of communist society, it is worth briefly summarizing
their conception:

1. Communism is classless society. All distinctions based on mem-
bership in former classes or social strata (landlord, peasant, capitalist,
worker, priest, shopkeeper, intellectual) or oppressed grouping (national
minorities and women, especially) have all disappeared. The distinction
between different forms of labor, worker-peasant, mental-manual have
disappeared. The distinction between city and country (as to goods
available, services, education, cultural opportunities, recreation, etc.) no
longer exist in any materially meaningful way.

2. Labor productivity has so increased, based upon a huge develop-
ment of the productive forces, that material scarcity has come to anend.”

3. With this, the selfish habits and competitiveness of capitalism have
disappeared. People become accustomed to acting according to the
following principle: “From each according to his ability, to each
according to his needs.”’ Money and wages are no longer necessary
either as a means of reward or a method of accounting for labor and
goods. "’

4. The state withers away.

5. Communism by necessity can only be established on a world-wide
basis."'

We shall examine in succeeding chapters the degree to which the
Soviet Union or any other “socialist” country is nearing this classical
description of Communist society.

SOCIALISM

The next question to be asked is whether the Soviet Union is socialist
or 1s even close to having reached that stage. It is worth noting that the
above description of Marx, Engels, and Lenin’s view of communism
would probably be agreed to by most who consider themselves Marxists;
thus, our reason for such a succinet treatment of the topic. What is not so
commonly agreed to, however, is the necessity of a separate stage of
Socialist society to be reached along the way to communist society.
Many would dispute that there actually is a socialist stage that is not
reached until many years after the overthrow of the old capitalist society.
Even for those who accept this idea, however, there is little clear
ilgreemem on what is meant by “socialism.” We intend to argue that no

socialist” country has reached that stage in the classical meaning of the
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term. Here, the plausible rejoinder might be that we are merely quibbling
with words, that things in the real world do not always work out the way
they were expected to be. But, that would be to miss the point. Marx and
Lenin’s view was that in the stage of socialism, certain tasks had already
been accomplished, that certain pre-requisites for communist society
were already in existence. Thus, the claim that “socialism™ exists has
always been an implicit claim that those pre-requisites have already been
established. It is with these pre-requisites that we will now concern
ourselves.

In order to evaluate the claims of Stalin and also those of the present
Soviet leadershlp, we shall examine what Marx and Engels referred toas
the “lower stage (or sometimes the *“first stage”) of communism,'? what
Lenin called “socialism’:

1. Indisputably, socialism cannot exist without nationalization of all
the major means of production, communication, transpdrtation. land,
and banks. One must, however, be quite selective in one’s quotcs to
attribute this as the essence of Marx or Lenin’s view of socialism.

2. Lenin for example, argues quite explicitly that nationalization is to
be sharply distinguished from socialization. Nationalization, requiring
merely a government edict transferring property nghts to the government
was accomplished quite early in Soviet Russia.'* By mid-1918 the
government had seized even the majority of the country’s windmills!"’
Socialization, on the other hand, requires “accounting and control” by
means of a central plan.

3. Socialization, i.e., based on real planning, requires a high level of
development of the productive forces in all spheres of the economy, not
only in industry, but also in agnculture Without this, there can be little
effective accounting and control.'®

4. Tt is only upon this basis, with the existence of a state-owned
economy, with a plan co-ordinating all the major spheres of economy
that the socialist principle “each according to his work™ can be fully
instituted. It is this principle, on which the distribution of material goods
and services is based during the stage of socialism, which Marx referred
to as “‘bourgeois right.”

Many who consider themselves Marxists dismiss discussions of
“bourgeois right” or consign it to a secondary status in analyzing the
Soviet Union. They argue that production relations, not distribution
relations, are primary. While there may be truth to this proposition
abstractly stated, it fails to note the importance of distribution relations
precisely because they are based on and interrelated to production
relations. Since the question of bourgeois right is, in our opinion, a
central one, and there has been widespread misunderstanding of this
concept, it is worth examining in detail. We would like to stress,
however, that the development of right is one important indicator of the
level of social development; it is certainly not all there is to the question.

BOURGEOIS RIGHT

“Bourgeois right” is the principle supposedly upheld in capitalist
societies. It is a principle of equality based upon what Hegel referred to
as “abstract right.” Bourgeois right claims that all persons are equal. It
claims that everyone should have an equal right to the value of his or her
labor power, irrespective of racial, sexual, national, or other qualities not
connected with the content of one’s work. Labor is labor, and in the
market-place, your product is as good as mine. As Marx notes,
“principle and practice are . . . in conflict”'” under capitalism. Thus,
in the U.S. (which few would dispute is a bourgeois society), women and
oppressed minorities do not receive equal pay for equal work, un-
organized workers (e.g., those in small shops or migratory workers) are
paid less than those doing similar work who are organized. In certain
regions of the country (e.g., the South and the Southwest) workers are
lower paid than workers in other regions (e.g., in the Northeast and the
Midwest) for doing similar work. There are certain idlers who get
millions for doing nothing (and, this, of course, will be the easiest
category to “‘equalize” after a successful revolution). Still, many
occupations require long training, e.g., scientific occupations and skilled
trades. ““Equal right”’ does not mean leveling, but includes compensation
of people for their training and level of developed skill. Nevertheless,
there are “skilled”’ and “intellectual” occupations (e.g., doctors and
lawyers, high-paid entertainers and models) whose traditional wages do
not reflect the “value” of their labor, but rather special status and
privileges vis a vis other workers.

Contrary to most of the rhethoric widely accepted today, we would
assert the following:

The above differences and inequalities are not bourgeois rights, but
bourgeois inequalities. It is wrong to regard bourgeois right as merely the
sum of inequalities left over from capitalist society. These bourgeois
Inequalities will take time for a successful socialist revolution to
eliminate. When they are eliminated, a stage will be reached where
“bourgeois right” has been established. Those who claim that the
lengthy and legitimate struggle against these bourgeois inequalities in a
workers’ state represents the struggle against bourgeois right are
confusing two highly different phenomena. Let us try to clarify certain
aspects of the question. The simplest level of bourgeois right is legal
rights, often referred to as civil rights.

One of the first tasks of any workers’ revolution is to abolish those
bourgeois inequalities that are sanctioned by the legal structure. As
Lenin emphasized, this task was relatively simple and easy, although it
had not been accomplished by even the freest of bourgois societies. For
€xample, the Bolsheviks immediately granted legal equality for women,












































































































































































