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THE GENERAL THEORY OF STATE CAPITALISM
AND

THE NATURE OF THE CHINESE STATE

Part 1--The General Theory
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g‘HE GENERAL ’I‘HEORY OF STATE CAPITALISM

AND THE NATURE OF THE CHINESE ST.LTE

PART I —- THE GENER.IL THEORY

By AQP. ? ' Detroit

WHLT IS -LNVOLV;.:D IN THE DISCUSSION Od CrnlNi

"The historical crisis of menkind is reduced to the crisis of
the revolutionary leadership." (1) With these words Trotsky summed up
the whole of the experience of the world working clags togethsr with the
teachings of Murxism, and turaned them into the most 1.iu oi-t: of tesuke,
ths building of the Fourth Int.om:tion: ls The cocoy of e pit:lden, tho
revolt of tac nmreses, :ad ths trinefora tion oi the Sacond - nc th: Third
Int:m-tion: 1 into cuunt rercvolution v setiy-bourgecis sorties  re
s rized in thic rentsnen, long with the uoet concreste of conclusions =
th- t the historic t:<k ol the voriking cl-ss todry is tae buiicing of the
revolutionery vingu: rc,

But it is not rlon> thie ceatr.l progr.iix tic couclusion, the
role of the »rty, vhich is erllcd inte -uecction by the rosition of the
af jority on Chint. ‘het is involvec goes frr ceepor thin the diffsrcacee
between the Bolsheviits :nd Trotsicy on the theory of the u.r:nent revolution,
¥h-t is involved goes beyond even the difierencss betwesn the bolchevike
end the siensheviks, The ruestion ¢t issue is whether the verking cl:ss is
necessrry for the prolet: rirn revolution, or vhether so.c other ¢l-. g, like
the peaseatry, con substitute itself for the prolet-rist,

Today thz debate in the Yrotskyist mv':.:eqt, stated most cle rly Matin

as
on the Chinese question, rec olve.., it:f-lf ultic ts J to toies a3 gaynter-

jsve

The snsver of the =t: te copitelist tomdency, borne out by the
whole weight of orthodox 4 rxist theory ind by life itrelf ie, th: t uader
tha conditions estrblished by (1) the drown out cecuy of capitelisa,

(%) the unrelenting revolt of the asscs, nd (3) ftne lick of © nues
revolutionary pr'rty; it bsconer both naccss ry ¢nd possible for the petty=
bourgeois nertics to pley out their lest tro: cherous role.
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The majority hes rejected on the one hend the school of turecu-
cratle collectivists, on the other the disciples of the "centurics of degener-
ated vorkers states" thesis ~-- both of vhich envissge & historic stage
intervening between cepitzlicn cnd sociclisn, both of which no longer belicve
thet the working class is historicelly destined snd capeble of tuilding the
socizlist society.

It hes rejected the conclusion of the Pabloitoes, thet henceforth
the role of the Fourth Interational would be that of loy:l eritic (we cen do
it better).

The majority bases its preetice on the vhole rovolutioacry trodition
of Leninisa and Trotekylsm. It has fortified its revolutionary iastinets
by the objective events in Ecst Gerunny and Vorkutc. It hes recognized
the fact of the contianel revolt of the peasant :nd proletarisn nasses egainst
their intolerable conditions under the rule of Steiinien, e revolt which
uight even utilize the erisis of war to overtum the buresucreey. Thus, ot the
seme tine za in Chine by rejccting the nedd for both perty #nd clecss,
1t restates and even sherpens tie thoorsticel preaises upon vhich the M ot
Pabloitcs deserted the moveaent, it develops by instinct ond trodition the nNT

~—most sudeciously revolution:ry conclusions, Contialickinn

Ultimctely this conflict betvemm theory znd prectice must be
resolved. The events in China heve oosed the ultincte theoretic:l cuestion,
the role of the voriing cless. They h:ve uncerlined once mors the problen
of the role of the perty. ‘e know, for ermaple, the foruuic of the Pabloites
vhich seys thut the neture of the Stulinist pirties chenges under Maces
pressure" from couater-revolution:ry to centrist to left-contrist; or wucre,
eg in the crse of China, from pecoeant, to worksr :nd peasent, to workers
perty.  The ncjority hos recognized that this formle is dacigned s pert of
the cepitul: tion to Stecliniesn, s pert of the generel Deutscherite schen of
the self-reforn of the burecucruey. But does the porty really gain vhen the
nejority tckos the position th.t unreforied Ste-linist prrtlies, counter-
revolutionery petty-bourgeois perties cen, without chengiag their naturc, corry
through the revolution and est:blish the dictatorship of the prolcterict?

This cuestdon rumeins despite the fuect that the 1lctter formmla
pernits retontion of the oim of politic-~l ruvolution rg-inst the bursiucr. cy,
vherers it s excluded by the theory ind proctice of celf r-.fors, » proccss
vhich knowe no socirl lrws,

The coufidonce in our p.rty cs the 2 se revolutionary vingur rd, Tlt’b\?fon
end 1n the working cliss : & tho solo foree ecopeble of r.constructing socicty SAate- Cvys
upon socirliet found:tione, of those of thy stuts crpitelist tundeney is besec b Sw?
upon morc thon instinct :nd tredition. It in b sed upon ceientific . rxist
theory, It hes clrocdy justifiod its cxietones by tihc cnticipition nd
consistent explenction of events, both positive o9¢ azg tive —- on ¢ world serle,
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end within the revolution ry wngucrds % Its ultiaate justific tion will
be found in the coudng socirlist revolution.

* is the dircuerica uafolds, ve hons to tnelyse the 20th Congrose nnd the
groving togethor of the Soci:1l Deimer ey 'ad the Stolinist's from the
St te Cipit list noint of viuv,

s

In the aerntius, ve do our birt, to cetoblish ¢ tacoretic:l b sis
for thc orofoundly revoluticarry concluzio ¢ waich the Fourth .-iit:Las,

Jdgi ono Stote Crrite isg

e ere used tc thinking of ¢ -it:1ien & ¢ scelety in viieh tho
bourgcoicic rules under conditiong of priv t. projerty. In thie scction, we
intend to demonstrote thit the grest Aerxiets, while doeeribing ind snclyring
oriv: te~property o pit-1liss, (170 crepiboa nc und. retood the poosibility
of nrtien: 11zed ceono iy uacer crpit-linci,  wo vill show th' 4 the theory of
stot: ¢ pitelies ds not + rovision of o rrisn, @ eoso cour s thinkg, but
retuidlly i Mervies todey.

The thuory of st te e pitilis- o ltine thet & netion: iz d +nd
pleancd ceonony o still copitelisy so long ce the workors do not hev:
politic 1 novcr,

Stotc cirpiti sy, thoor tie 1ly the 1 et poselbl: etiond of erpit 1isn,
orisos 01l ovor the world todry. Coapressoc in to o glg atic vise which is
foraed cn one side by deery, on the other by wres rovolt, aore ao uwore of
cipitelist socicty is driven to ta: fopa of its 1. st d.feneny the org niz tica
into st: te ¢ 2it-lisa,

in this stege of erpit:lisy, the st bt diteuif beeoass th- unit of
conpstition on the world wrket, eonoting vith ot r c it liet unite, rs
the nonopolize ¢nd truste did bofore it, Tho st te org nizces production,
squoczing surplus v:lu: out of the vorkers as ¢i¢ th: trusts onc uonopolics
of the eirlier ¢ pitcliet period, The lowe o Produetion which result in
the cl-es struggle ond bring the downfell of ¢ pit:1iss coatinue o oner: ta,
In chort, st te ecoitilisa 1s not - nev society, but 'n :lterce fora of the
0dd erplt: 1isa, It irise< gnly Leecuse of the ling delry in the vorle
revolution, It will £-11 before the couing proletericn onslcught.

Up to now the rrguzents sgdinst the st-te ernitolist thesis tun
roughly cs follows «- th:t the bourgesisie vill n: tion. lize only seeccndoyry
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uspects of the econocuy; th:rt it would nition lize only those inuustries which
were not profit-nrking, thus socirlizing the losges; nd thet fin:lly the
bourgeosie would never n: tion: lize bcoiuse the etote power would thep offer
too teapting © repository to the prolet:ri:ct.

Life hcs rudely brushed aside these tindd objecticne to ths econemic w.‘xu,m,i
low of motion of erpitel cnd hes reaffiried orthodox ricrxist theory to the Nk iowplivatid
hilt. In inglend the Lebor Pirty, contriry to the confident vredicticns of Wt ol
the pirty, nationclized dzcisive vnd profitcble seeticns of the dritish
econoay -~ steel ind tr:nsport:tion. The logic of centr:liz:tion, -nd the
groving nccd for integr-tion of v rious s:ctors foreod clong this procecs,
dore to the point, In the :dvineced ¢ pi-clist cwuntries the cdeclining r:te
of profit crn, 75 in the arse of BEnglind, bring not only indivicucl Industries,
but whole natione to the brink of brnkyuptey,

In sustrdc, iron, steel, non-forrous act:ls, corl, electricity,
chenie-ls, drugs, sclt, tobreco, michines, aotors, locouotives :nd electrieccl
spprrctue fre produced by the st tes It vholly or wportly controls invest-
uents, comereisl opna srvings binks, rodiw:vs, the telephone, teleyr-ph cnd
public tromsport: tion systeas, w rehouces, cold stor ge uliats, builuing
mcterd: 1s, theotres, aotion pleture procduetion 'nd the distribution of orerc,
ne: te, househola rrtieles, toxtiles rad housce,

Only 25 porcent of sustricts iavestiont cipitcl is in privete hends,
Netionclizotion of the oil fields end foruer Scvictecontrolled industries
would cdd 55,000 ::reons to those clrerdy woriiing for the st: te.

One of the eln issues dividing the right-wing Peo.loe Porty +nd the
Socisl=Deacer: ts 18 not on whit should be done with the clyerdy nctionclized
sector of the economv ut on wvh: t Hrapertion of the oil ficlus chould be
nction~lized, In iLreontina one of the crucial questions divicing the
bourgeols prrties is wnether the St te shculd uint in ¢ se.i- "free' economy
or proceed to conplate stite plenning.

In Indis the "socei list" Ncehru rnd the Congress soci:list prrty
oper: ting through the st te, hove tokan over the coarnding heighte of the
ceonocay 'nd hove estrblished o plons In the biegweord countrice of ecurre, the
proble: is not so mch the declining rte of profit in the Clrcet sensc, tut
the necd to indurtriclize ¢t ¢ forced morch in oraer to eoa-ete on the world
merikets

In Burmo the petty-bourgeols socdclists led » civil wer, nction+lized
the totrlity of the Bumicse eeconcuy, and establiehed & plen,

ig frr : s the sutjective motives of the bourgeoisie in ovposing
notlonelizetion for fesr of teapting the proletcrict is ccncerned, we nced
uerely rearrk tart the bouygeolsle does not :.s @ wliole desire ver or freelsn,
Yery, next to revolution, is the grevert orisis of the regime not rlonc becruse
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defect is rlwrys possible, tut nbove :1l beeruse w.r involves -.raing the
nrsses.  Simdlerly, under o f:sciet regine, the bourgeoisie gives up o nuuber
of prévileges. Nevertheless history finde its wey, cespite the preferences
of tie bourgeolsie. Le return to the :cturl course of developients below,
Actuclly the theory of Trotsky, upon which these rrguients rre besed, which
equcted nrtionrlized property with prolet:risn revolutions cnd with vorkers
st: tes, inconsistent os it is with his other ncgnificent contritutions to the

theory ond proctice of revolutionery Jderxisn, roprceents ¢ deep=going
revision of derxisz on four inter-rel-ted points which ¢ diseuss indivicurlly
helows .

1. The incvitcbility of st:te cepitriist developaent, given 2 wvisionist .
the lrek of intermention of the nroletiricn revoluticn. ewors of Tm‘mfj

2. The deeisive cherceter of politierl pover in deteruining
the clusa n:iturc of the st te.

3. The nuture of thc bourgeoisie.
4o The chorector of the hrsic contr:diction in ernitelisn
tad the foru of its solution unwer sceiclion,

Aujﬂ’/‘or;’%mx-i\u.

gor of hﬁi&imt-

ot

Marx, who wrote in the period swst elosely approxinm:cting clresic
leissez-fcire copitelisn, while lcying bere its econoiic lew of motion, wes
clreedy able to :.ake clear the ultlicte theoreticcl for. of its completion,
4Llaost parelleling the develonient: towsrus stote erpit-lism ¢ e the increcsing
recognition of it by the grert nesters following «iorx. By the 1920's
Trotsky esteblished st: te capitelisn ve. the workers stite os the iouncdi:te
cltemn: tives freing socistys out it is preeiscly in the scriod since the
30's when the puttern of stote ecpltelisa hvs reverlod itecif for ~11 tut
the blind to see, it is preclsely in this pariod th:t the theory suduenly
beerue "rovisionist", for - section ol the Trotckylst -oveisnt. The rerson
for this chenge we sholl ccilent on leters Nov lot us listen to the gract
voices of it rxima,

Herxs
"Thie 1izit would nct be rocened in cay norticulir socisty uatil

the entire soci~l ecipitsl would be united, citier in the hinds of one single
cepitelist, or in those of oae single coryorsticm."

Engels:

"In the trusts, freedon of cotpetition chrnges into its very ou:osite--
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into ucnopoly; end the production without rny definite olen of espitalistic
society cenitulrtes to the production upon & definite plin of the inveding
soclcllstic socletysoodn zny cosc, with trmsts or without, the officisl
representctive of copitelist society -- the strte -- will ultinntely heave

to uncert-ke the direction of procduction. This necessity for conversicn into
stote property is feit first in the grort institutions for iitcercourse @ad
corunic tioneso " '

"If the crires denonstrote the inccpeeity of tiie bourgeoisie for nrncging

~ny longcr uodurn productive forces, tie triasfor. tion of the gre t est-blish-
ments for production end distritution into jeintestoes coponizs, truste :nd
stote progerty shovw how unnecess: vy the bourgecicie rre for thst purpose,®

"All the coei:l functions of the Svurgeoisis (re pov psrforued by
s rleried enploy:zSeesiit first the cranitrlist awode of \rouucthn forczs out
the workers, Now it foreces ocut the ccpitilists cnd redue: s thea, just ¢s it
recuced the workers, to the rinks of the sur;lus popul: tinn, - 1though not
immedictely into those of tie inwuptyicl regerve croy ™

"But the tronsforn-tion, cither intc joint-stoek cou:nies end tructs,
or into st te ownership, does not do cwiy with the erzitrlistic n-ture of the
prcductive forces. In the joint-stocik cousinizs :nd trusts this is obvicus.

And the nod .m st te, sgeln, is only the org nizcotlon thit bourgeois scciety
trkes on in orcer to supvort the gener:l externcl conditions of the cepitclist
nmoce of production ~grinst the encroachments as well of the workers as of
indivicuel ecpitolistg,"

"The nodern stcte, no actter wh t its fora, is essenticlly ¢
cepitclist mochine, the stote of the o pitrlists, the idecl pursonific: tion
of the totrl notionsl capitel. The more it oroceede to the toixing over of the
productive forces, the morc docs it cetu:lly becone the netion:l cgplt»llst,
the more citizens doce it exploit. The wege worilerc romedn vese worksrs —-
proletcricnss The capitelist reletion is not done mvoy with, It i retuer
brought to « hezd. But, brought to a heed, it topples over. Stote owmershin
of the productive forces is not the solution of thc conflict, tut concesled
within it rre the techniesl conditions thit fori tie elesents of thit solution...
This (solution) cen only come cbout by gociety ocenly end alrectly toking
possession of the productive forccss..ihilst it (the copitelist mode of
production) foreces on .2orc anc more the trinsforustion of the vest merns of
procuction, =lrecdy sociﬁlized, into st te property, it shovs itself the wiy to
acconplishing this revolution. The proleterict seizes politiccl powerss.'(3)

For Engels "st:te ownership doeg not o cuey with the ecpit:list
neture of the oroductive processe" The gre:ter the degree of nctionalizction,
in o cepitilist strte, the morc iderl is the stite s the coilzetive cepitrlist.
Netionelized pronerty, frr froa being, os such, the unfciliag sign of ¢ workers
st te, is only & technical arrenge.vnt, o form which c;n h.ve uiroctly

8] 3 1,

ovposing cluss gontent,
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And furthcmore, without the intermention of the proletorian revolution,
the stetification of production, the nrtionclization of property is en
inevitcble eonsecuence of the economic law of motion of cupitrlism,

For Lenin too the question of which cless holds st:te pover is
decisive.

Lenin:

"In order to mexe this cuestion quite cle:r, I will first of cll,
cuote ¢ conercte exinule of St te Copit lisu., Everybody will know
this excmiples Gerueny., Here ve heve the 'last word' in modern,

lerge scele ecpitilist technioue ond picnned orgenizetion,
subordinetzc to Junker-Bourgeoig Imp.rizlisa. In plscc of the
militerist, Junkir-Bourgeois iwo:rdnlist stote, put ¢ stote but
of « different clcss content -- n Sovict, thot is a proleterien
st te, and yrou will hrve the gui tot:]l of the conditions necessery
for sociolisn." (4)

] h~ o 1e jate ; : 11 )
& \pgcnd guntrol of prouuction and distribution lecds
both to St: te Capitelis: :nd to socirlisa. It is -recisely
becouse it is imposeible to vdwrnee froa the present econouic
position of Rugsic without gessing theough what is common to both
Stete Copltelisa ead Socivlisu, netionsl cecounting snc control -
thet to frighten others znd oncself by t:li:dag ~bout 'evolving
@ toverds Stite Capiteliah® is sctusl theorctic:l stupidity...®

"In order to convince the reader th:t my 'high' vcluation of St-te
Cepitclienm is not wce hore for the first ti e, tut vas mede by
ne previcus to the Bolsheviks toiking pover, I will cuote the
followung from ay pruohlet, '. Thre:tening Cetestrophe cnd How to
Fight It', vhich ws writtea in Septeuber, 1917...'For Socirlisa
is nothing elee than on imnsdi:zte stes forward fron stete
monopolist copitelisn.,.St:te ionopolict Ceitolisp is the most
canplete ncterisl prepcration for Sceiclism, it is tae porch to it

- 1t 1s one of the steps in the ludder of history betveen which cnd
the eten ¢ 1lled sociclisn there is no intervening step.' (5)

"it present the post-office is &« businese orginized on the lines of
¢ st te gapitalist monopoly. Inpericlism is groduslly trensforming
#1l trasts iato orgrnizctions of o einili T type. ¥ (6)

"eeseosThe bourgeois reformist viev thi ¢ uonopoly ecpitalisy op
stote-monopoly crpitclisa is po longer cepitelissz, but ¢'n elrecdy
be torned 'etite Socielisu', or souetiing of th t sort, is o
very widesprsed error, Thc tructs, of eoursc, hrve not cres ted,
do not crcute now, end e.nnot erc:te full snd comvlete pleaning,
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But, howevor :mch of ¢ plia they ncy crcetessovc still reacin
under erpitrlisn--c capitclisam, it is true, in ity new strge,
but still, unquestioncbly, eepitclisn. n (7

"eeothe v .r has ccceler: ted the dovelopiaent of eepitelisay it
cdmrnced from capitilisu to iluperizlismg from monopoly to notionali-
zetions ¥ (3)

"Precrent econouic conditions hrve erused the dissppe: rince of
plenless cipitclisa. Up to the wer therce vere monopolics, tructs,
syndic tes; since the wer we huve hod stute monopoly...Engels
pointed out thrt to chrrecterize cepitelien rs solethisg distingudshed
by its drnlessners, nerns to overloo:: the role pleyed by trusts...,
Fngels' criticis: wrs thet 'whea we coue to the trust, thea plin-
lecsnese discnpervre! though there is c pitelicn, Thiz reicrk of
Engels is weridcularly appropri: te now, vhen ve hive 2 ailit-ry

st: te, when we heve st te-nonopuly erpit:lisne The iatrocuction
of vlenning into iadustry keeps the workcrs ensl:vca none the less
though it enables the ecpitzlists to g-ther ia their nrofite in -
zore planfull wey. e now witness the netoniorphocis of eseitr lien
into a higher, o rcgulated forn of c:pitilisawm (9)

Wicrxists hove never forgotten th:t violence will be on ineviteble
accomneniment of the collepse of c¢:ipitrlism on its full se-le :nd

of the birth of & socirlist society., inc¢ this violence will cover

a historicrl period, & vhole ers of wrs of the mort vwrried kinde, -
inpericlist wvrrs, civil wers within the country, the iantcorvesviag

of the forer with tihe lotter, nitionel wers, the eccncipetion of
nctionzlities crushed by the inperizlists ¢<nd by verious combinations
of imperirlist powers vhich will inevitobly forn verious clli:nces
with erch other in the ers of vest stite cepit-list rad militery
trusts snd syndic:tes.n (10)

Lenin would heve obviously h:d no difficulty in mrking nie vey through the
develomments of stote ecpitelisn todey, which sre on @ much lorger secle than
existed during his lifeti e,

Bukh-rin:

competition within the stote, it lets loose w11 the deviie of ¢

"Capitolian has attzisted to overcoie its ow: zasrchy by preesing
it into the iron ring of st te orgrnizaticn, But heving elirineted

vorld scuffle." (11)

"Sti te rnd private nonopoly enterprise- amerge into one entity within
the fromework of the et te ovpitrlist truste,,o meximua of
centrslization end ¢ mexdius of etrte pover cre recuired by the
ficrce competitive struggle on the world i riete The lotter two
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cuureseseform the miin foctors neking for st te orgrnizction of
nroduction within crpilellst cociety...The cxigencices of wrr, mnd
of irnariclist osrepsr-tions for wor, force the bourgeoisie to
cdopt a nev fors of cenit.lisn, to plece production :nd cistribution
under stote power, to destroy coupletsly ole bourgeols incivide
urlisa, " (12)

"It foliows frow the ebove thet (os fir ¢s cooitelica vill ret in
its foothold) the future belongs to econozic formes th-t :re clese
to stote copitelisca® (13)

"The oprocite tendeoncy, springing frow the woriziag eless, will oa
the othcr h-nd, be confrontea with a groving rscict: nce oa the port
of the conesolid: ted ~md org: nized bourgeoisic th-t h:f grovn to be
one vith the st-tec. Vorkers! gzins thct wore ¢ uurl henoizene

in the foruer epoch beccie zinoet imposszibles..Clise cntigonisas
become inevit:bly sharpened, This will trle slece zlso for :cnother
recsons  Stote eepitelist siructurc of society, bssidGes vorsening
the economic conditions of the working clsse, .:igcs the workers
fornelly bonded to the luperizliet st te....The vorsers cre deprived
of the frecdon to acve, ths right to strike, the right to belong to
the sgo-cclled 'subwersive! prrties, tie right tc choose tn cater-
prise, etce They rre trinsfor ed into bondsmen utteched not to tue
soil, tut to thc pnlemi. They beecuie white slaves of tac sredatory
iovericlist st: te, vhich has sbsorbed iato its body -1l productive
life, Thus the yrincinles of el:ss entrgonisus reech ¢ height thot
could not h-ve been ztt inzd hitherto. kel ticns between clisses
beeone most elerr, most lucid; the aythic:l conception of ¢« 'stite
eleveted cbove cl:sses' discupe:rs frou pecsles' coasciousness, once
the stite becotes & dircet entrepreneur ond cn orgcnizer of proe ’
dgaction.* {14)

So iccented were these concents emong the rovolution: ry sitrrists, thet Lenin
in his i:troduction to the vork from which the above nrteri:l is tcik=a, did
not even think it necess:yry to comuent upon them. Ue shell in & wouent see
that Trotsky shored in these views, vhich mevertheless vrnirhed froa tahe
consclousness of the Trotskyist movemént, to re:pre:r in the arjority view-
point, as revisioniem somehow ecuivilent to burcrucrstic collectiviem. WNo

one for z monent cen imegine thet the grert norxiste vere thus stiting their
belief in ¢ new lecre of 1ifs for ceoitilisz; or it: chility to overcone

its besie contr:dictions; or the lack of zbility of the proletirict to
overthrov espitclism, On the contrery, those idscs, the eoncerts of st te
ceplt:lisn, were the highest ra:ffimetion of the rivolution:ry —ers.cetive for
the vorking elsse 'nd for its venguerd porty.ind yet, soueties by implier tion,
sonetines direcctly, thesec ch rges thet we are extending the liie of cipiti iisn,
ére precisely the ch-rges which crc hurled #g inet the :cherents of the stote
cepit-list viewpoint within the revolution:ry movenent toduy. Tae coatr: ry,

o8 we sholl see, is actuelly the cise, Let us now sec vh't Trotsiy hed to sey
on the cuestion.
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"To this..«t 1k of the consistoent soei-lizetion of the deaocratie
republic') we Jd rxists reulied thut so long cs politic:l pover rearincd
in the hrends of tae bourgeoisie this soel-lization w s not socirlizre
tion ¢t £1l, tnd thrt 1t would not lecd to socizlisn but only to

stete erpitelism. To put it differently, the ownershis of w ri-us
frctories, rrilwsys, :nd so on by diverse erpit: liste would be ST P
seded by an ownership of the tot:lity of :ntersrises, reilwr 7S

‘nd so on by the very s e bourgecis firm, ¢'1lsd tihz st te.

In the s:me me-sure rs the bourgeoisie retiins golitic 1 Dower,

it vill, -s e vhole, continue to e:sloit the proj-teri-t through the
aediun of st te ecrpitelisn, just ¢s cn individucl bourgeois exuloits,
by aerns of priv-te cwmerchip 'hie own'! workers, The ter: 'stote
copdts 1len! wes thus sut forwrd, or b :il events employcd polesier 1ly
by revolution: ry drrxiste :g-inst the referaists, for the pur-ose
of expleining rnd .roviug th-t genuine soeic lizction besins only

~ftor the concuest of power by the voriing cl-ss, " (15)

"The reformiste hive ¢1lu ys deel red thrt soeiolisy will be rorlizod
through ¢ progressive n-tionrlizetion (is st-te soci: 1iz-tion). In
Frence this wrs Joures! progriu. OQur visw, on the other uone, hrs
slwcys been thet by this route we e:n never get beyond st te

crniti lisa, for so long s the bourgeoisie rearins in povar, St te
Copitelisa, rs the cclleective instru.cant of the bourgeoisie, will
continue to serve for the o, ression 'nu =x.loit tica of tae working
cl-ssSt (16)

"Th~t old wutch cog of ecoitelisa, Sromel Goioers, herd of the : F of L,
is concdueting ¢ erapeizn cgrinst the n:tionsliz-tion of r ilro ds
which is being ndvoc: ted in . :2rier, in Fr nce : nd othier countries

s o proarcer by tie siavletons +nd charl trns of roforiisie..

& tronsfer of the orineisrl brenches of industry nd tronsport froa

the hends of the Indivicw 1 trusts into the hincg  f the "o tion', i.c.,
tiie tourgeols st te, tivt is, into the h aus of the .oet Loverful cnd
predstory copit-list trust, significs not the elidn-tiva of the -vil
but only its ~uplific tions {17)

"The strtbz-tion of econoide life, - g inst which croit-list 1iber-lis:
used to >rotest so much, Lis beecie 'a reeoitlished fret, There is
no turning b ek fro. this f et - it is {iposcinle to roeturn not

only to free eo.: etition ut ewen to the o.inrtion of trusts,

synile tes, oncC other ecanoric octuuses, Tod y the one rad only
issue ist tho shrll hencefort: be the be rer of st te-ized o o2 8
cuction -- the i: ari:list st: te or the st-te of tie victorious
proletarict?, " )
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It ie inde=d high ti e for the cour dos of the acjority to =y, rad sty
clerrly, whether this aethod of Merxist snclyeis hrs been neg- ted or
confiried by events since the 20's. It is high ti.c th't we be told whether
the rrou:ents :dvrneed ngninst stite ¢ sitclis: which vere roferred to cbove
rres ?) consistent with orthodox - rxisy, rnd (b) confir.ed or invrlidsted
by the historic developients throughout the worlc both in the adv neec rnd

in the beekwsrd countries ¢ well.

Thot the 4 rxists considered the cuestion of st te vover as ceelsive
©1so in rel: tion to chicnges in the for. of vroperty rel- tions on the lend "

c'n be seen from the following cozients by Troteky:

: ; ancition of the o csing of
: o 2gurle. Plekhonov, the chicf thesreticira of
dlenshevisa, reco.iendecd not tructing the futurec centr:l govern ient
with the lond funds of the country...'Consldering the sossibilities

of restor-ticn, n:tion liz tion i . agercus...' Ia his orinioa tac
tr-nsference of lond into the hi'nls of the state would h:ve baen
rdaisscble only in the cvent th t the st te itself belonged t~ the
workers..'The seizure of pover is cojjulsory for us' Plikh nov w s
scying, 'vhen we rre wking ¢ prolet rion rivoiution, But siace

the rovolution now iapeniing en be only setty-bourgecis, ve rre

cGmty bound to reofuse to seize owers! Plskhenov subordin: tzi. tao
question of the strugzls for power-and that was the Achilles heel
of his antire doctrinaire strategy=-to ths a priori sociological
definitlony or r thor noiencl twre, of the rovolution, nc not to

the rorl rel- tionship of its inherent forcocen (19)

"Plekhrnov s, of coursc, right when he »l:ced the g rirn cucstion
in unsever ble coanection vith tie cuestion »f sower. gut Lenin,
too, underst.od the n: ture of thrt conjuncture cnd rrther ors
deenly thrn Plekh-noven (20)

Involved here rre two issuecs.e In the first 1 ce 1t ¢ n be seen th t there
wos chsolutely no cuestion of whether or not the setty-bourgesisie could
under scie eireuast'necs n titm:lire the l'nd, tut th t tiie cuestion of its
orogressive chrr:eter would be cet:r.ined oaly by the ehrr.eter of the
stote pover-- th t is, by deteridaing vhica el es holds the solitier 1l nowver,
In this, rs well cs ray nuaber of oth.r uestiong, 1t will be seen thrt the
- jor emphrsie of the Bolsheviis wis not on waether or not thisor th t el ss
could perfor this or th:t 1e-surc, lut t1 t the srogressivencss of the
nersure itself wrs Ceteradncd by which el sc ¢ rrier it throushe The foilure
to understrnc this progerly hes :1lso lec to eonfusion on cort in : spects of
the theory of the Peruinent Revolutione But to this ve return ia tas sceond
section,
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In the second place, whet hes cetunlly h-upened in cur oveient
8 revecled iost clerrly in the Jdiscussion on Chin:- is th: t Pleih: nov hus
been stoud on his heid, but ruirins mevertheless reeognizsble cs Plekhinov,
e too huve Ysubordin- ted the cucsticn of the struz;lc for power to the =
priori sociologiccl definition of the revolution, :nd not to the re:l reln-
tionship of its inherent forces." Thot the working elcss pliyec o passive
if not negrtive role in the events in Chinc is ¢ ustter of record. Thet the
pritie acss force wes the versontry, or r:ther scetions of it uobiliized in
cn amy 1s recognized by c1l. Fact the vangurrd porty voe ¢ ecoanter-revolution-

- ¢ry, petty-bourgeols persent perty is cccepted by the sajority. ut over =nd

ebove the recl rel-tionship of the inherent clnes forces is uliceu the
notionclliz-tion of industry -- 1e.es, n o priori sociologic~1 definition of
whot constitutes the eherccteristic fors of orgrniz-ticn of ¢ workers ragiiies
Lerving cside the obsolute frlsity of n-tion-lizzticn ss the dofining £ ctor,
nevertheless we see thrt the coarndes rerson b ekwrris. Becruse there is
n-tionrlizstion, therefore it .mst be r prolet-rien revolution. In Rassic,

on the other hend, we cre so.ieti ies told th' t tne prolet riin chirceter is
deterriined by its origin ns o prolet:rian revolution, To this we slsc r tum
in the second asection.

In view of the entire ness of i terirl referred to cbove, we -ust
egain ask vho sre the revislonists? is & astter of fret, so little dic
Trotsky ecuate npticnali?nd orbvbrty with w‘orlcere st-te, 1% loret up

: : (ST th:t he wrote; "It is merfectly
obvinus th: t fro1 the ecanoﬂic st ndpoint the expropri tion of the bourgecisie
is Justified to the extent thrt the workers st te is ~ble to org:nize the
exploit-tion of enterprises upon new beginnings. The vholescle, overi 1l
notionclizetion which we cerried through im 1917-18 wes couoletely out of line
wvith the condition I hrve just now deseribeds The orginiz:tioncl potenticlities
of the workers stote lagged f:r behind tot:cl neotionrlizotions But the whole
point is th:t under the pressure of civil wir we hrd to ¢ rry this notioncli-
zotlon through." (21)

If ~1) this ic true, if only o rticl n:tieacliz-tion ¢ n t ke pl-ee
in -~ vorkers stote ond full netione lizzt4un in » ¢rdt list st te, then how
do we deternine vhich is which? Thic is the inecc peble cuestion, twist rad
writhe ¢s one ny, The onswer, iaslieit ~nd explicit, reiwcips sianly which
cless holds the politic 1 poucr.

Of neecceity, once the theorcticerl POSFiLillty of st te crpit-lisy,
with the st te ceting os the "eollective o:pltciist", -8 the "ice:l person-
ific - tion of the tot-l n-tion-1 copit I, is est:blishec, then the ceeielive
cuestion in cny inst-nce bceoes not whethcr oroperty is notion lized,
vhether 50% or 70% or 1C0%, tut whose is the st te, or whosc o ﬂrty is the
st-te; the deeisive - uestion becoiies - " sovd ‘Y ic e | ;

§: x‘;"
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Hov 4.4 it then th t .0 riists, 11 the grot darrvicte, h ve
secdnily cdep rtc. fro: the i rict eoncestion thrt -olitics i. ‘ut orb ol
the tuor-tructure, th t ceonouies i¢ the deeldin; £ ctor? . ¢ rti'l
‘acver lier in thie, th ¢ . rdete he o :1u ys hele econo des to be - -ei-ive
only in the long run, co th t for tr arition'l cric - the celitic 1 c.er
¢ n be, or r ther is, tho ceeisive fiegore  Thit 4 cac re ren thy it is

oscible Lo hove vorkers' st tee with little n tionslised nroperty, nd

¢ it st st tes vith c11 dzeisive cections of the econoy n- tion: Li-ed,
But thic is only xrt of the rnover.

The £ ct is, th: t the historic teadeney of ¢ -it lict society is

Lo rC centr:1izition, rnd ¢t a cert in ¢t se, ton ror totrl ceatr: 1i--tion,
tow rds the (brolute intcrrenetr: tion of cono ic ¢ politic:, of ceononie
power na politic:1l wover of roei 1 Jdodn tina a’ “nlitie 1 e i tion,

to the :oint there the tio ¢ n no lenjer be disti-giichsie Thic i not
only . tenceney, but in the (z-th :zony of ¢ it 1i-. it L-ec .os ‘n :irolute
neecesity, both froa the coint of viiw of o0 ¢ tiom o n tion 1 ¢ »it li-t
gt tee in the vorld .vrict, - nd "lro iro. thc Lcint of vie. o. the tot 1
power nee2i o ry to oncroere the arolet ri-te

For the irolct ri:t ec.eci 1ly does acliticil ac roci:l over
becots dnoivicibls, Thet ic ay Lenin s ie th t "olitics s the co:centr tod
enresrion of ceonoiesesoPolitics ¢ nnot but Livo arecedence Uvar SeG.c ics,
To rrgue differently ern: forgcttiaz the #C of . riis"{72)

Thot is vhy Trotsiy s i1 thet "Our 1ot 1:sort nt e non in the
ceono ie strug.le occuring on the b sis of the .criet i w- strte onver.
Refor:ist cisnletons :re the oaly oncs vho :re ine: > tle of Ir svin: the
cignificince of this we yone.o(23) There re wny who i v ;ine thrt our st te
inductry reosresents zenuine tite co it lic iy In the striet -=n e of this
tem os waivercelly ceceptec rong drrxictsse Thit ic avt t .11 tas c e,

If one does snek of strte e:nit lisi, then thic ie dene in very big -uot tion
nerks, so big tht thoy overshrdov the tera itoelil, ‘hy?  lor o vary ohvious
rerione  In ucing the tora it is faporalseible to iznore the elrse chorceter
of the stites...Tod'y in Ruscir the pover i1c ia the a nis of $he voriing
cl-sseeelader ¢ genuice st te e iteliey, thoi i wider boar;ecoic rule, the
grovth of ctrte e-oit lie: significs the enrichiont of th- bourgcoic et te,
itc groving rouor over the vor ing ¢l rse Ia our couatry, th:o grovta of
foviet £t te incuctry signifies tho grovth of roci: lis. itrell, « direct
strengthening of the sovop of the urolet ri- to" (i4)

In other -ords, the chrr chter of the n ticarlic- tion- i czboraiaed
by the chir-cter of the -t te, nc not vice vers .

Thrt 1= vhy Burhrrin erid . th t Me wuct soi o a2 er rnd Zeeo it fac
arke no nolitie 1 conecsrions. .ut ve ¥ e uny econodc coac:zsionc,
But the f' et of the actter ir ve rro 2r.iing eeonvile econcr:iicus ia ore.r to
cvold 1rking noliticrl concereions.® (15)
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In ¢ ors gener:1 fori, foliowiag on Lenia's :9:ro.ch, bu.l rin

@oes on s foliowr: M, tae production rel tions e mnot ue overturn a vithout
lﬁo u setting the >olitic l con ¢l tion of those ru. tions; ga the o &f
= 3 - d 3 Pe)

; e el cs (our ¢ioh: sle '_-.1.) for .*olitirs ie the concen—. |
tr tcd expl'e sion of eccmo iFe (ro)...se uxe...de ling vith tuin,,.x in the
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rel tions re being cltere¢ hr the lever of ;olit:n.c l: uthority, it follovs

th t econa:y is Gotorinad by s0licyees(s7) It ic not surpricing ther.fore,

th t the rrocesc of r pavor-zd influopee of the ru;erctructure (iolitic 1

ideology, comr uecst of pov ery 2 2Me ti u of taic over in resh:oing the

'*rccuction rel tiong) is of long cur tion, fillin7 'n cntire historicl
;€7100eeee® ((_8) . .

th:t Bukh: rin 1i: exjhoelziag herey, of cource, is tho role vhich the
vorking ol ¢s snd the soct conecious i ctor, tiic xrty, the "prelitic 1
icdeclogy" plcy 2a the prolati rirn rovolution; the el.-c rad the . rty,
ceveloning fron tac wrturdsl eircu wt nees, in turn ffeet the b oricl
conditions rnd becoae the “ceisive £ octore The act cociety eroresnces iteelf
in the trn=ition ceriod ia rolitic: Ll o ory, vhich h ¢ 1r: dy beco:s indic-
tinguisch: bly aergod with cccno e nd coeind novcr.

ucfority melicever thet Chine is o coriors! st te, thet ihe
ccp rules s Bont P rtist represent: tive of the voriiing el s, indecd th t it
nrde the rovolution o - Bonsor rtivt reprewcu‘b tives, T h2 st te ¢ it 1list
tendency v intiins thit Chin: is - ccit lict socicty - thit 7.0 lercore
ship of the CCP, which cbsorbed 1. rm scetiovas of the ol oourcgeoisie, cervern
cs the collective e nit-lict, s the 1de: 1 perconifie-tion of e:pit-le For us,
for orthocox :i"rxists, ther: e:n be no such thinb ve wonco-rties in ¢ workers
st tes Lt the herrt of i rxdsu 1c thie siiple 1dcr - the vorkers rule dircetly
or not -t .11,

Th: ecoafusion on the p ort of th: icjority :rises fro. tac fret th t
ciplt: list coclety in ite de th :gony bare th fora of the sceioty struz-
Gling to be born. The tvwo soecirl erguans n: tioncli.c inourtry, Coisetition
bettcen indivicu 1 e pit-lists or srouys of c: it umt‘ Girs 2 erre lho
st te ploar production. i oneooly of iorﬂi o tr o do 1v 3et hlichews ot
the 1 ~t the tvo sacicl syste. I S Yiae] .HMLM%.&&;.

s ditetively bisic one -- the yele iau so.ition o ¥i. rords. gl re.
Eut the gre:test scurce of u.n.ificulty 14. 2e 1a this -= th t the (cpencnee
of bourgeoir soclety for its exdstence ucoa ctty-bourzcuis :"rtiou with
roots in n. control over th: v ises, hitherto rol tive, beeo og i the
finrl st gos of e it 'lisa n cbsolute <eiendence. Into the v cuus

cre’ ted by the interplay of three f ctors - dec y of ¢ it lisi, revolt




of masses, lack of revolutionary leadership -+ steps the petty=-
bourgeois parties which place themselves at the head of the
revolting masses, give the appearance of moving with the revoluw
tion, and then channelize and decapitate it,

But because the majority has permitted its attention to be
distracted from the main question =~ the role and position of
the working class -- it has allowed the outward similarities to
lead it into seeing the birth of the new in what actually is the
death convulgions of the old. It has mistaken the forms of
dying capitalism for the birth of a workers! society,

How a Yorkers' State is Born 0,00

A workers' state must come into being in a manner different
from that of all other preceding societias, The working class
In order to establish its rule, first seizes political power and
then uses that power to take over the economy and assure its
continusd domirance,

The capitalist class came to powar in the opposite way, It
established its dominance ovar the aconomy long before it had
control of the state, It was already a power when it united
with the monarch against the feudal lords, It was already well
in control of the econony before it selzed state power. It
used state power, not to bring capitalism to birth, but to
consolidate its already established position, and establish the
arena for its expansion,

This historical difference batween the road to power of the
bourgeoisie and that of the proletariat is explained by Marx
and "ngelse, In the Manifesto we read that:

"All the preceding classes that got the upper hand, sought
to fortify their already acquired status by subjecting society
at largs to their eonditions of appropriation., The proletarians
cannot become mastars of the productive forces of socisty except
by abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation, and
thereby also every other previous mode of appropriation. They
have nothing of their own to secure and fortify.." (29)

The bourgeoisie when it seized political power, was fortifying
1ts "already acquired status" in the economy. The proletariat,
with "nothing of their own to secure and fortify," must first
selze the state, It is not possible for the working class to do
what was possible for the bourgeoisie, which, as ™ngels puts it
"eesbuys its gradual social emancipation for the price of immediate
renunclation of its own political power," (30) The bourgeoisie
could come to power gradually or could maintain its power 1n the
primary field of social-economic relations, while renouncing
"1ts own political power", But for the proletariat political
and social power is indivisible. Its social dominance is summed

D >
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up and can be expressed in no other way than through its
political power. .

It is the separation between control of the state and
control of the economy which is possible under classical
capitalism which permits and invites the phenomena of Bonapartism,
both in its period of ascendaney, and in its decay. It is this
separation which explains why the seeming elevation of the state
above the contending classes is not in confliet with the interests
of the bourgeoisie,

But the precise characteristic of the proletarian revolution
and of the workers state which differentiates it from bourgeois
society iIn 1ts classic form, its unique quality, which unifies
soclal and political rule, makes working class Bonapartism a
W'\theoretical as well as a practical impossibility. The workers
ruls directly, or not at all,

Trot

(!
Thotsiys

g Vit thean
In order to maintain that a workars' state can exist while °7r V1™
the proletariat is politically expropriated, an analogy has been lik. (o~ Maw
borrowed from the history of bourgeois soclety, the role of
Bonapartism, But precisely because the fundamental difference
betwsen bourgeois and proletarian ravolutions is thus far ignored,
the inhearently self-contradictory nature of this analogy, results
in the multiplication of contradictions in diract vnronortion as
it 1s concretized and applied,

In the first place, the concept of Bonapartism was introduced
by Marx in relation to the role of the second Bonaparte, of Louls.
Trotsky, in attempting his analogy had to utilize Napoleon. And
here, right at the outset, the difficulties begin, For Marx,
Bonapartism reflected a erisis regime characteristic of a social
system which was already beyond its progressive stage. More
accurately, it was a crisis not of any social system, but spece
ifically of the bourgeols order, Paranthetically let us note
that Marx dealt harshly with those who saw resemblances between
Bonaparte and Ca=sarj with those who usaed the t-rm Caesarism to
describe the crisis regime of Louis but at the same time failed
to recognize the decisive reason for the unworkability of such
an analogy, attractive as it s-emed on the surface., And the reason
for Marx was simply that the two t~rms were charactaristic of two
differant social systews, two differing classes,

In any case, Trotsky at the least recognized that in dealing
with a social system which has not bacome historiecally outlived,
1t 1s impossible to set up an analogy with one that 1s, Trotsky
thereupon turned to the earlier Sonaparte, to Nanoleon, whose role
was supposedly similar to that of Stalin; who expropriated the
bourgeoisie politicall{ but who maintained the progressive property
relations, just as Stalin did in relation to the working class.



But in overcoming one difficulty, the newly invented
Bonapartism plunges into another, at least as serious.

Materialists hold that the role of Napoleon was necessary
and historically progressive., Negative and evan reactionary
elements there were aplenty, but on balance, as a whole, the
progressive elements outweighed the rest, Marx said that "Under
the absolute monarchy, during the first revolution, and under
Napoleon, bureaucracy was only the means of preparing the class
rule of the bourgeoisie." (31)

The bourgeoisie was not yat praepared, not yet strong enough
to rule in its own name. Bonaparte organized bourgeois society
so that it could function efficiantly, He consolidated the gains
of the bourgeoisie against the old feudal order on the right,
But in addition, and of greater consaquance, he protected it
against the left, against ths encroachments of the plebeian strata
of French society, from those elements which threatened to carry
the revolution beyond its historiec 1imits and possibilites,
Napoleon, in a word, reflected the intarests and needs of the
bourgeoisie, His regime was historically progressive,

Let us for the moment not challenge analogies drawn up in
this ahistoric manner, which ignore the diffearences in the social
systems, Let us ignore the substitution of a Bonaparte of the
birth for a Bonaparte of the decay of the social system. 'hat
then? #hat i1s the role of this Bonapartism in a workers state?
Is its historic role to prepare the class rule of the proletariat,
who, like the bourgeoisie in the French revolution are not yet
ready to rule in their own name? The conclusion of course is
that Stalin, whatever defacts he had, played a historically
necessary and progressive role, Or, on the other hand, is the
relationship between the Bonapartist bureaucracy in the workers
state to the proletariat more akin to the relationship between
the pleblan elements and Bonaparte in the French revolution? 1In
other words, did the working class attempt to push the revolution
bayond 1ts historic limits and possibilities, and was the role
of the bureaucracy that of rastoring the balance?

The analogy with Napoleon, which is not Bonapartism, properly
speaking, does not balong to us, One of its conclusions belongs
to the Pabloites and Stalinists; the other to the bursaucratic
collectivists and the theoreticians of the manag=rial society,

Nor can we aprly the analogy with Louls Bonaparte, who
represented the interests of & clasi‘which.was no longer histore
lcally progressive. This was Bonapartism as conceived by Marx,

a crisis regime which seemingly elevates itself above the contending
classes in order to serve hetter the interests of the ruling class,
We leave 1t to the more imaginative to construct the workings of
this analogy as it would apply to a workers state,
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The Bonapartism of bourgeois soclaty, possible in the
first place because of the division between economic and
political power, is in the historic interests of its class and
plays a necessary and progressive function from the point of
view of its class. Because of the basic differances between
the bourgeois and proletarian revolutions; because the proletariat
in contradistinction to the bourgeoisie, can express its social
dominance in nec other way than through politiecal power, there
can be no such thing as working class Bonapartism, The working
class rules directly in its own name, or not at all,

Special Situationg

The theory of proletarian Bonapartism, historically unjustified )
and misleading as it was, nevdrtheless was used originally to €1mwnw\o4
explain a limited and exceptional phenomena, tha "degeneration" Bowogrrtih theor
of a workers state, It has now been extended into the area of '
the establishment of degenerated and deformed workers states,
Within this category it has movad from the achievement of workers!
states through military-bureaueratic means (Fastern Furope), to
the conversion of a Stalinist party into a leftecentrist party.
(Yugoslavia);-to:the econversion ofoa peasant-into & working«class
party and the substitution:of the pedsant¥y a% a classi for.the
proletariat in' the achievement of the prolétarian’reveolution (China),

er Ahe worty -

This "special" theory which has as its raverse side the
equation of workers! states with nationalizad property, is not,
with the growth of state capitalist formations, specilal at all,
It knows no limits, except the proletarian revolution. Each
"special" situation is soon raplaced by another, esach in its turn
distroying ever-widening sections of the most fundamental Marxist
theory,

At the base of the difficulty lies the inability to grasp
and apply the orthodox Marxist conception that capitalist relations
of production can be exprassed through nationalized property forms;
that when the working class does not seize powar, or is expropriated
from power, repardless of whether the bourgeols relations express
themselves in classic form or in the form of nationalized property,
< they remain bourgeois relations,

State Canitalism vs Bureaucratic Collectivigm

But suppose, say some, all of this is true, does it not still
remain necessary, if we are not to lose ourselves in the world of
theory, important as that might be, to distinguish between
nationalizations in which the old bourgeoisie has been replaced,
in some cases through mass actions from below, even if the
proletariat and its party have not bsen involved, and national=~
izations which take nlace, so to speak, from above, and in which
there 1is no break in continuity in the make-up of the ruling class?
How can there be g bourgeois state or a bourgeois counter-revolu=-
tion in a workers state without a bourgeolsie?
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Tha main difficulty hers 1is not primarily a difficulty of
theory. The difficulty is a fear that despite the overwhelming
theoretical evidence and the unanswerable arguments of avents,
if we accept the possibility and actuality of state capitalism
and the Jecisive quality of political power, are we not in
actuality leaving ourselves wide open to a theory of bureaucratic
collectivism no matter what we call it? A theory which provides
for a new stage intervening between capitalism and socialism; that
the possibility implicit in the concept of working class Bonae=
partism, the lack of preparation by the working class to rule in
its own name, might actually be the conclusion? Nothing could
be further from the truth,

The theory of bureaucratic collectivism states that Stalinism
is a new ruling class, neither capitalist nor working class,
What the laws of motion of the new society are has never been
explained., What are its limits, what will bring about its downe
fall? Th= answers to these questions ramain buried in Shachtman's
subconscious,

According to Marxist theory, a new society comes to birth
only when it has a historic mission to perform. Feudalism,
which grew out of slave economy, even though not directly,
developed the productive forces and, tharefore, in its early day
was progressive. Capitalism, which developed the productive
forces further, was in its early day progressive also, Fach
soclal system carried out its historie task, and each in the
period of its hirth and expansion was progressive,

If the theory of bureaucratie collactivism is to be consiste
ant with Marxist theory and with historical exparience and if,
as Shachtman says, such systems alrsady exist, then Shachtman
must also say that bureaucratic collectivism == and not socialism
=~ 1is on the order of the day. And that, as "part of the
collectivist epoch," it will qualitatively raise the productivity
of labor, the productive forces, sufficiently to fulfill the
historic mission of a new society, The theory of bureaucratic
collectivism 1s aquestioéning of theidbility of the working class
to come to power in this apoch of decaying capitalism, If a new
social system has made its appearance, then it must run its
course, and Socialism is utopla,.

That the theory of bureaucratic collactivism leads to a
quastioning of the ability of the working class to take power
1s a prognosis already confirmed in the behavior of the Shachte
manites, It is because they have no scientific basis for a
revolutionary perspective that the Shachtmanites have already
adapted themselves to the Reuther bureaucracy, It is because
their theory leads to a denial of the ability of the workers
to take power that they are moving towards the adoption, on the
basis of lesser-evilism, of the position of support to the United
States as against Russia, The utopianism of proletarian revolution
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leaves them only this choice «= Stalinism or U,S. imperialism, .

(Ve might note, parenthetically, the parallel phenomenon
of Pablo=Cochran. The centuries=-of-deformed-workers=state
concept, which also results in a denial of the role of the
proletariat, has led to adaptation both to Stalinism and to
the trade union bureaucracy. And a clinging to the workers
state nature of CP nationalizations has not saved Pablo-Cochran
from their petty-bourgeois orientation,)

While the theory of bureaucratic collectivism leads to a
denial of the ability of the proletariat and to a denigration
of the ilmportance of the revolutionary party, the theory of
state capltalism reaffirms and strangthens the lMarxist persvective,

The nationalization of industry, the planning of the
economy by a capitalist state, solves nothing for canitalism,
The laws of motion of canitalism are not repesalad when the
concentration of capital in the hands of monopolies becomeas the
concentration of capital in the hands of the capitalist state,
Surplus value must still be ground out of the working class at
the fastest possible rate. The working class resists, The
class struggle intensifiss, No new historic mission exists
to give capitalism new life. State capitalism is only a new
form for the same old essence, The decay of capitalism is
irraversible and tha taking of powar by the working class ig more
than ever on the order of the day. State capitalism solves not
one basic problem of capitalism, - On the contrary it raises class
antagonisms to an impossibly high pitch.

The theory of state capitalism reaffirms the Marxist position
that whatever else the petty-bourgeois party, in the absence
of the revolutionary vanguard, may be capable of, it 1is not
capable of making a workers' revolution. Only the workers can
do that, and only a revolutionary party =- the party of the
Fourth International <- can lead the working class, Nothing
is given to the Social Democracys The role of the Fourth
International is as extensive and vital as evar, Nothing is
given to the petty-bourgeois 8talinism. The economics of this
analysis is presented below,

Lhe Bourgeolsie and Petty Bourgeois Nationglizationg

The recognition of the fact that the capitalist state
increasingly emerges within the orbit of the world market as
the basic unit of ecapitalist competition should lead us to
approach the problem of nationalizations carrisd through by the
petty bourgeoisie with great caution,

Indeed, 1lnstead of searching for some means of explaining
how proletarian revelutions ara carriad through, bargain basement
style, by a countererevplut lonary petty-bourgepis party, we



would seek instead to explain how the bourgeoisie is forced Cor Lugers
T d more to utiii the petty bourgeoisie to maintain RS

the socia of capital, and how, in the process, by no means
always logical and peaceful, the bourgeoisie, reflecting the needs
of capital in the epoch of the death agony of capitalism, adapts
itself, by raising up a section of the petty bourgeoisie. It

must be mace clear, however, that this adaptation is a reflection
not of the further viability of the class, but of its final act,
It has the strength to drag itself to the location of its final
resting place, but not more,

What then is the nature of this class? Because the great
Varxists hased themselves always on the imrediate possibilities
for proletarian revolution, they had no reason to, nor could they,
concretize theory to the point necessary in this period of the
death agony of capitslism, Nevertheless, the answer to this
important question lies implicitly, and in many cases explicitly,
within the confines of orthodox Yarxist theory.

In the sections that follow we discuss separate, though
parallel and interconnected tendencies in evolution -~ the
organic fusion of which results in the stste Tngels described
as "the collective capit-list," as "the icdeal personification of
capital."

Ihe Bourgeoigie Rules in Different Forms

The bourgeoisie, like the social system it represents and
the capital it personifies, has a history of birth, development
and degeneration. Neither its content nor its relationship to
other sections of society, except to its direct oprosite, the
proletariat, is given for all time. The feehle shoots of bourge
ecls relations were nurtured and directed in the period of merc-
antilism by an alien class grouping, the monarchy, through the
mechanism of the state. The period of itg classical existence
under laissez-faire, necessary as it wasg for 'arx to isolate it
clinically in order to study the pure form, was at best simply
a transitional era., In the period of death agony, the bourgeoisie
is attended, as in the period of its birth, by parts of an alien
class grouping through the mechanism of the state,

i

Just as in the process of zbsorbing the alien grouping
which attended its birth the bourgecisie ¢hanged its own char-
acter, so too does it bhehave in the period of its destruction.
The dictatorship of the petty-bourgeois Jacobins marked the
emergence of the bourgeoisie as the dominant class; its end is
marked by a dictatorship of sections of the petty~bourgeoisie,
which, through the medium of state capitelism, oppresses and
controls the workers., The petty bourgeoisie integrates itself
with sections of the o0ld bourgeoisie, and thus, lacking the
leadership of the proletcrian peérty, dooms itself along with the
class with which it integrates.



There are several ways in which the changing character — Vifiecict ¢sie
of the bourgeoisie might begin to be indicated, 411 comrades R P T
are awarey, in a general sense, of the standard divisions into
conmercial and owning, industrial, and financial bourgeoisie;
representing not so much different aspects as different stages
in the development of capitalism. The economic historian
Pirenne has this to say: "I believe that, for each period
into which our economic history (since the I'iddle Ages =- A,P.)
may be divided, there is a separate and distinet class of capite
alists.

"In other words, the group of capitalists of a given epoch
does not spring from the capitzlist eroup of the preceding
epoch. At every change in ~conomic organization, we find a
break of continuity, It is as if the capit=1ists who have up
to that time been active recognize that they are incapable of
adapting themselves to conditions which are evoked by needs
hitherto unknown and which call for methods hitherto unemployed
ess In short, the permanence throuzhout the centuries of a
capitalist class, the result of a continuous development and
changing itself to suit changing circumstsnces, is not to be
affirmed, On the contrary, there are as nmany classes of carite
alists as there are epochs in economic historys...

"It shows that the crowth of capitalism is not a movement
along a straight line, but has been marked by a series of
separate impulses, not forming continuations of each other, but
interrupted by crises..." (32?

Narx puts it this way:s " “here I, Guizot sees only placid
tranquility and idyllic peace, most violent conflicts, most
thorough-poing revolutions, were actually developing... Entire
¢lasses of the population Cisaprear, 2nd new ones with new
conditions of existence ard new recuirements take their place,
A new, more colossal bourgeoisie arises. While the old bourg=-
eoisle fights the French Revolution, the new one conquers the
world market," (33)

Rising in the period of decaying capitalism, the new
bourgeoisie of pure state capitalism has no progressive historic
function, It is merely the other side of the failure of
prgletarian lesdership. It is merely another form of bourgeois
rule,

Ihe Bourgeojgie - Agent of Capital ,

lngrem et [
But before we outline the recent history of the bourgeoisie, ...
let us establish the essence of this class, in terms of orthcdox ... .
Marxist theoryq PAPAELN R
~

For materialists, in the last analysis, a class is determined
not by the amount or form of its income, nor by its source, but



by the role it plays in production.

"Conditions of distribution are conditions of production
viewed sub alia specia," Varx said. (34) "Vhat constitutes a
class?" he asks. " , . . At first glance it might seem that
the identity of their revenue and their sources of revenue does
that.... However, fror this point of view physieians anc
officials would also form two classes..." (35) That is why
larx says that "the capitalist is merely capital personified and
functions in the process of production as the egent of capital."

(36)

Kany comr~des believe that the motive force of capitalist
production is profit. That concept as a popularization, is
right as far as it goes. But to stop there is to fall into all
kinds of subjective traps. The logical irplication of production
for profit is that production becomes a source of personal
revenue for capitalists, and what is actually only an incidental,
a secondary phenomenon, seems to be the driving force and
social aim of capitalist production.

Actually, the social purpose of capitalist production is
the accumulation of capital, i,e., the capitalization of surplus
value =-- not for income for the capitelist but for the further
expansion of production. That is why there has been some mise
understanding of larx's repeated phrase about capitalist
"production for the sake of production," Accumulation for accume
ulation's sake, production for production's sake: by this
formula classical economy expressed the historical mission of
the bourgeoisie,... If, to classical economy, the proletarian
is but a machine for the production of surplus value; on the
other hand, the capitelist is in its eyes only a machine for
the conversion of this surplus value into additional capits1,"(37)

| In carrying on production for the szke of production a cap-
italist class serves as the agent of capital, as its personifica-
tion," Except as personified capitel, the carit:list has no
historical value, and no right to that historical existence.q..
And so far only is the necessity for his own transitory existence
implied in the transitory necessity for the capit-list mode of
production, But, so far as he is personified capnitrl, it is

not value in use and the enjoyment of ther, but exchange-vzlue
and its augmentation, that spur him into zction. Fanatically
bent on making value expand itself, he ruthlessly forces the
human race to produce for produetion's sake; he thus forces

the development of the productive povers of society, and creates
those material conditions which alone can form the real b sis

of a higher form of society, a society in which the full and

free development of every individual forms the ruling principle,
Only as personified cspital is the capit-list respectable. As
such, he shares with the miser the passion for wealth as wealth,
But that which in the miser is a mere idiocsyncrasy, is, in the
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capitelist, the effect of the socizl mechanism of which he 1is
tut one of the wheels." (38)

In other words, despite its appearcnce, capitalist
produetion is not rprocduction for the personal profit and enlarged
¢ rasumption of the cepit:list class. The capitalist's subject-
-+» motive coincides with, is in harmony with the object of
~:nltelist production. "It will not do to represent capitalist
i oduction as sorething whic» it is not, that is to say, as a
«soduetion having for its imrediate purpose, the consumption of
¢20dsy or the production of mezns of enjoyment for capitelists,
~wis would be ov- rlonking the specific character of capitalist
sroduction, which reveals itself in its innerrost essence. The
co2ation of (this) surplus value is the object of the direct
.rocess of production..." (39)

This is how Farx sums it up. Despite tre surface anpearance,
it 1is not the bourgeoisie whic» rakes use of capital -- it is
capital vhich utiligzes the bourgeoisie as its agent, as its
sirsonifications As such, the bourgeoisie is free to function,
but only within the laws of erpitalist production. For no sooner
coes the indivicdual c:ritalist's prime consideration become
profit th:t can be consumed and not capital a~rcumulation, then
he 1s inexorably eliminated from the scene as agent of capital,

From this basic point of view, the tourgeoisie is defined
as the class which has for its function the disnosal of capital
in general, and within the rrocess of production functions as the
manager and ruler of the productive rrocess. !arx puts it this
way:s "The authority assumed by the capitalist by h1s person=
ification of canitrl in the direct process of production, the
social function performed by him in his capacity as a msnager
an¢ ruler of Eroduction, is essentially different from the

authority exercised upon the basis of production by means of
z.aves, serfs, etc.

Upon the bzsis of capitolist production, the social
@nzracter of their production imposes itself upon the mass of
Jireet producers as a strictly regulating authority and as a
BieiAal mechani-m of the labor rroce-s ~radvated into a comrlete
figrarchy, This svuthority is vested in its bearers only as a

wrsonlficstion of the requirerents of labor standing above the
taborers." (40)

Luxerbaourg, whatever her confusion on other aspects of
Larxist econorics, understood this well, In her criticism of
the revislonist Ternstein she sayss "By 'eapitalist! Pernstein
does not mean a ca’egory of production but the right to property.
To him capitalist is not an econorle unit but a fiscal unit,

&nd 'earital' for hir is not a factor of production buvt simply
a certain quantity of money.q+.s¢By transporting the concept of
capitalism from its productive relations to proverty relations,
and by speaking of simple individuals instead of speaking of
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entrepreneurs, he movesthe-guestion of socialism from the
domain of production into the domain of relations of fortunes
~ tnat is, from the relation between Capital and Labor to the
reistion between rich and poor." (41)

Caners and Cont the Productive Proc

In classical capitalism, the relationship to the means of H“*”f“ﬁ
p7wluetion is expressed through personal ownership in a simple Sce9aesicow
©ae o one manner, The entrepreneurs, those who preside over Dvsn- (ot mb
the disposal of capital, and who function as the managers and

rulers of and within the productive process, are those who own,
tr hich hortr

¢ wh hand w f expressing the power ¢
pr _over the @ of cepit: nd_of functionin
panager and ruler the f ct s and ownership,

are vested in the sare person, Put as the process of the
accumulation of capital takes rlace,y increasingly vast amounts
of capltal become necessary, it fir-t, in the partnerships,
individual capitalists pool resources. Then joint stock
companies make their appecrance, followed by corporations, and
so on. The search for capital reaches into layers of the pop-
ulation not remotely connected with the productive proce-~s or
the bourgeoisie, through the sale of stocks, bonds, etc.

The vast funds of the insurance companies, collected from
the dimes and cuarters of the lowest sections of the population
become, in America, for example, the chief sources of capitel
invested in large scale agriculture. Pension funds, actual
deductions from wages, become another chief source of capital.
Personal fortunes increase tremendously, but on nowhere near
the scale necessary to continue the process of canital accumula-
tion from that source alone, Ownership, that is, as a title to
income, becomes increasingly separated from the actual process
of production, and alongside the active bourgeoisie, there
levelops @ class of rentiers, Ownership still remains at this

4"§tage as an irportant defining characteristic of the bourgeoisie,
out it no longer serves as the defining characteristic.

Thus at first, ownership and control are synonymous; then
vure~ship decomes decisive, not as suchy but in relation to the
>nirol it permits over far vegter amounts of capitsl than is
2. can be owned; control then separates itself incressingly from
owrership, a rentier bourgeoisie develops. The stzte intervenes,
accentvating the process of tre division between ownership and
sontrol already under way, Without the intervention of the
proletarian revolution, state ownership follows «~ control and
ownership are again synthesized, but in the state, the ideal
oersonification of caritsl, the collective capitalist, This
process does not take place at the same tire or in the same
precise and logical form in all countries, or even among different
industries within the same country, but the direction of the
development is unmistakable,
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Brady describes the general process up to a certain stage
thus: "Ownership is being cumulatively separated from
menagement and control, just as previously the laborer was
separcted from ownership. But the matter does not come to
rest there. Although the owners of corporate securities
.ie steadlly drifting into the status of a rentier class...
the changed status is no longer traceable entirely to a
redustion of equity rights through stock and dehenture classife
1cations or to mere blocked holdings strategically placed at
the head of a control pyramid such as the holding comrany. In
the huge corpor:te corplexes of all mejor capitalistie countries
there are growing up inner blocs of bureaucratically selfe
perpetvating interests; these blocs may have next to no owner-
ship stakes in the vast properties, which, nevertheless they
are able to manipulate,.. So far as these inner governing cliques
are concerned, one by one all the old ovnership frontiers are
being abandoned, and power flows out fror the inrer sancta like
water through a shattered system of dykes",, ."within the several
corporate segments of this almost consanguireous community of
interests, de factor control has heen gr-dually nerrowed down
until it is typically held by very small, =lmost entirely self=-
perpetuating and largely non-owner directorial and managerial
cliques," (42)

—~+— This group, which tends to divest itself of ownershin Tale o prooietoan

rights, presents no difficulty whatsoever to arxists, Thether
they own, or do not own, whether their income is derived from
salary, or part salary and psrt dividend and interest, does not
concern us, It is their relation to the process of production
which defines their class status, which, in turn, is manifested
by their stand rd of living as opposed to that of the working
clafg.l They are the agent of curital, the personification of
capital,

Kuczynski, after presenting a series of statistics on one
aspect of this cuestion, describes his conclusion in the
follcwing words: '""hat is the meaning of this relative develop-
rent of salaries and dividends? There are various reasons,

The most irportent is that the big erployers come to rely, for
their perconal erpenditure, more and more on salaries in contrast
vo former times when they relied rainly on income from dividends.
By cutting down on c¢lvidends, they are able to increase the
accumulation of capital, strengthen the financial reserves of
their companies, and thus increase their wealth and their means
of production." Thus, precisely in the act of subverting the
concept of ownership, the bourgeoisie underlines its role sas

the agent, the personificstion of cepital in its drive for self=
expansion, (43) ’

<
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Hereln liles the scientific, rather than the vulgarly
popular revly to the claim of democratization of ownarshivp,
of a nailon of stockholders and thus small capitalists == it
is anh answver derived not from gsource of income bt from role
in oroduction, But this 1s at the same time the answer to the
bureaucr tic collectivists, and the adherants of the thesis of
managarial revolution. It is precisely becausa these petty= .
bourgaois are preepccupied with the question of ownarship,
source of income, etc,, becau.e they are not Marxists, that
they fall to understand that the soe-called managers, because
of their role in oroduction, and desvite their lack of owner=
ship titles, are hourgeois to the cors, are vart, and the
fncreasingly decisive part, -f the bourgeoisie.

As a matter of fact, it is orecisely those who do not
understand the nature of the bourgeoisie, who exvnlain and -
d=fine it by essantially secordary consi&erations, it 1s they
who also 2xp’aln the econonic crisis of eapitalist society in
essentially secondary, 1.9,y under-consumptiorist, terms, and
for the same reasons, That is, those who define the bourgeoisie
in t~rms of the process of distribution rather than the nr:cess
of distribution rather than the process of nr-duction, also
see 1n the relatively limitaed wages of the workers, and their
inability to buy back what thay produce, as the basic contrae=
diction in capitzlist society,rather than in the character
of the workers as tne producers of surplus value, Thnis dual
nisundesrstanding leads sinultaneously to their erection of a
new stage f socletal development interveninrs betwean caoitalism
and socialism, and their inability to explain the basic law
of motion of this new society, its basiec gontradiction whieh
would lead to its ultimate destruection. To some extent this
has also been a problem for iiarxists who do not as yet grasp
the concent of state‘capitalisn and why it cannot solve any
pro:}en of canitalist society. But to this we return in another
sec ONe . ‘ - . ,

In any case, it is precisely the growing division Notanatnat cing
between ownership and control which explains why the lowd solde peas e
bourgeoisie can never be bought out of existence, why the '
shattering of the hourgeois state apnaratus must be accomnanied
by a shattering of tha social relations of production; the
replacement of the »1d state by a soviet democracy is accompanicd
by a replacement of the old social relations of production by
new relctions, deascrihad by Lenin: "In evary socialist
revolution «« and consequently in the socialist revolution
in Russia which we started on November 7, 1917 -« the prineipal
task of the proletariat, and of the pooresst peasantry which it
leads, 1s the positive or creative work of setting up an
extremely intricate and subtle system of new organi,ational
relationships extending to “he plannad pr-duction and .
distribution 0" the goods required for the existence of tens
of millions of people, Such a revolution can be successfully
carried ut only if the maiority of the population, and
primarily the majority of the toilers, display independent
historical creative spirit." (44%) - ’

(R
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The increasingly decisive section of the bpurgeoisie expresses
its class relation to production in control, rather than in
ownership., And again, it is precisely the preoccupation with
ownership, income, amount of wealth, which hasg led some of our
comrades into an importsnt error in analyzirg Fngland under the
Labor Party, "hat was decisive in England was not, as some
would have 1t, that the bourgeoisie was compensated for selling
1ts ownership rights in the nationalized industries, but that
the control over the process of production remained in the handsg
~f the active, 1.e,, non-rentier bourgeoisie, along with sections
>f the labor bureaucracy, which becare incistinguishable from the
vlder section of the tourgeoisie.

Compernsation of the owning tourgeoisie, no matter how much
roney is involved, or how wealthy it leaves them, is unimportant,
s0 long as they are replaced by the workers in the st:te and in
the process of production, in the forms of ore-rization which
are alone suitable for this replacement. Lenin put it this ways
"Ifarx said that under ocertain conditions it is more expedient to
‘buy off this gang,' that is, the geng of copiti lists,y’ 1.e, to buy
from the bourgeoisie the land, factories, works, and other means
of production." (45) 4nd Trotsky:s "The sare phenomena, on a
vastly larger scale is represented by the cuestion of eXprope
riation with or without compensation, Expropriation with compens-
ation has political advantages, but is financially difficult;
expropriation without compensation has finzneisal advantages,
but is difficult politically." (4&6)

Before we leave the section on the separetion of ownership
and control, one significant point should be corrented on, Robert
Gordon, in a scholarly study of this problem (47), informs us
that the separation between me Jority and minority ownership on
the one side, and management control as such on the other, has
developed to the greatest extent in the ciant public utility and
vransportation corporations. That is, those units requiring by and
targe the largest investment in constant capitzl; those units most
«ffected by the declining rate of profit, are precisely the ones
with the greate<t separ:tion of ownership and control. And
Turther, it is precisely this type of enterprise which Engels
roints to as most likel- to be the fireat tc be taken over by the
;itete. Thus, even more concretely, are the elements developing
‘owards state capitalism, tovards s hourgeois state without an
wwning bourgecisie, made manifest.

“he Intervention of the State

The chengine economic needs of carit-lism in its decline has
~alsed to the position of asent of canital a group of corporate
nanagers. This group, which ray, ancé often doesy come from the
petty-bourgeoisie and even the workinz class, expresses its new
pourgeois s atus not throurh ovnershi s but through control, through
the "social function perforned by (it§ in his (its) capacity as




manager and ruler of production." o (
' .ij'ivovx, o
Parallel with the increasing separation of ownership and Si&‘:ﬁuwwd“
control in industry, pushed by the ever-increasing centralization s ™
of capital and the continuing revolt of the masses, =« reaching
% point at which the old, classical, competitive, capitzlism no
wonrer has the internal resources to recover from crisis and
sepression and to go about its business of the accumulation of
capitel, the capitalist stote takes an incre:zsingly decisive role
“n the control and finally in the ownership of the meens of
sroduction and attempts to co-ordinate all elements in a plan,
rut the relationship of the state to the productive appar- tus
ras, llke every part of bourgeois society, a history,

The state appears in its first relation to caoitslist
trofuction as the necessary and benevolent mentor, In its
~ercantilist phase, under the Tudors in England, Colbert in
france, the Kameraiists in Prussia, it determines what is to be
oroduced, how muc-, of what quality, at what price and where it
1s to be sold; it determines wages, hours, conditions of labor,
of housing, and of t»e place of erployment. This powerful and
necessary impulse to capit.list accumulation succeeds well enough
to be replaced by the laissez=-faire state, (relative to its previous
role), In the latter part of the 19th century, in relation to
countries appezring late on the world scene, like Germany, Japan,
and to some extent Russia, it must assume the task of organizing
and centralizing the drive to catch up with and surpass the
accumulation of cepit-1 and the level of productivity, the rate .
and amount of surplus v lue, achieved in the advanced countries,

If not to the same extent, it is the sare tyne of intervente
ion which took place in the mercantilist era, except that the rate
of accumulation must be so much more rapid. By the twentieth
century, more precisely around the period of the first world war,
the state again beging to intervene in production, this time
however in a qualitatively different role, as the organizer of
ine defense of capitalism in its pcriod of decay. The contradiction
inherent in the economic law of motion of capitalist society, the
sendency towards the declining rate of profit, comes more and more
v> the fore, and it is joined by the increasing organization,
+asistance, znd revolt of the working class, %e discuss the
w2lescoping of this process in the backward countries below.

Within this process a new bhourgeoisie begins to take shape,
vu show signsg of its physiognomy. It is reflected in the growing
-nterpenetrations of the industrial and financial bourgeoisie in
“ne state apraraztus on the one hand, and the assumption of direct
-oles in production bv the politicos on the other, Industrialists
necome leading members of the Nazi party and the state apparatus,
the Nazi party leaders bhecome industr alists (as controllers, not
"ecessarily as owners). In "ngland, under the Labor Party, the
‘ndustrialists sell their ownership rights but become part of the
state arparatus controlling the productive system,
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Brady sums it up this way: "Executive authority and policy=-
forming power are concentrated in the same cooptatively renewed
ranks, and these recognize that the key to power is twofold: (1)
consolidation of 2ll the 'ins' in a solid interest-conscious
bloc; (2) a popular following, the key to which is alliance
with any faction, movement or party which has or may acquire
propular following without disturbing the general social structure
nf cormand and subordination. This means compremise with the
nouveau pulssant as they are co-opted into the noverert on all
matters relating to 'the teke'-~ an old practice in relatione
3hips between political rings and powerful vested interests all
cver the world, but now generalized to »ntire national economics,
and rationalized with an eye to sterilization of 'take! knowledge
and demand for participation below the upper ranks," (48) Here 1is
4 superb start to a ceseription of the "ruling" bureaucracy,"

‘‘ne Patty=-Bourgeoigie As the Polltical Arent of Tgurgeois Rule
Parallel with the process of the separation between ownership Bow
:nd control, and with the growing intervention of the statey the ()¢ -l.e.

increasing intensification of the clags strugrle develops new
political needs for the maintenance of capitalist rule. The
general crisils of coritalism in its death agony gzives to the
petty-bourgeoisie with rccts in and control over the working class
the political task of maintaining the bourgeois state, It is the
organic fusion of these three tendencies, by no means carried out
without conflict, extending even to civil war, in which the new
bourgeoisle, the bourgeoisie of state caplt 1ism, takes form,

But again, unlike the new bourgeoisies which srose to undertake
new tasks in the manner described by l'arx, t-1s bourgeoisie, hasg
no progressive function, no viability, no chanece for extended
life, It presides over the crgarization of hourgenis society in
its absolute, final form. It can solve no rroblems of bourgeois
society.

As long ago as 1870 Eacels had already noted that "It is a [ Tmf
reculiarity of the bourgeoisie, listinguishing it from all other
classes, tha* a point is being resched in its development, after
hich every increase in its pover, that is, every enlargerent of
its capital, only tends to make i% mcre and more incapable of
retaining rolitical dominance. 'Behind the big bourgeoisie

-7and the proletarians. In the derree ag the bourgeoisie develops
+.s incustry, itg cormerce, and its means of cormunicsztion, it

~1lso produces the proletariat. Lt a certain point, which must

not necessarily appear simultaneously and or the same stage of
development everywhere, it begins to note that t-is, its second
©21fy has ovtgrown it. From then on, it loses the power for
~xclusive political dominance, It looks for allies with whom to
share its authority, or to whor to cede all power, as circurstances
ray demand," In 1870 "these allies are all of a reactionary turn,
't 1s the king's power, with hig army and his bureaucracy; it is
vhe big feudal nobility; 1t is the smaller Junker; it is even the
zlergy." (49) The clergy, the nobility, the small Junker rule
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with and essentiaslly for the bourgeoisie.

- :
But beginning with the period of the death agony of hgxaf
capitalism, these allies no longer suffice to maintain capitalisme (sjor
With the increasing organization, power and revolt of the hurtvacey
proletariat, the bourgecisie needs allies who can control the s

masses, This becomes historically decisive,

It has long been recognized in the revolutionary movement
that the soclal democracy acted as the main prop for bourgeois
society, and that later, the 8talinists performed the same role.
The dependence of bourgeois society on its azllies becomes, however,
greater and greater,; until, at the last, it becomes an absolute
dependence.

Whereas in earlier stages the labor petty-bourgeois bureaun-
cracy was mustered into service only in periofds of crisis, once
the crisis becomes chronic, the labor bureaucracy must remain in
service, l.e., must become part of the bourgeois state apparatus,
end the decisive part at that, Earlier, "labor repreosentatives"
are given portfolios in wartime, The popular front goverament is
a stage bayond. Through its integration into the bourgeois state
apparatus, desplte its origin in the working class, the trade
union bureaucracy becomes part of the bourgeoisie proper, Its
role becomes that of quieting the working class politically, but
In the last stages of the chronie crisis it must take over the
role of the bourgeoisie in the direct control cver and management
of the economy,

Trotsky points to this path in his last, unfinished article,
"Trade Unions in the Epoch of Imperialist Decay."

"There is cne comion feature in the development, or more
correctiy the degeneration of modern trade union organizations
in the entire world," he writes, "It is their drawing closely
to and grewing together with the state power. This process is
equally cherzcteristic of the neutral, the SoeialeDemocratic,
the Cormunist and 'anarchlst' trade unions, This fact alone
shows that the tendency towards growing together is intrinsic not
in this or that doctrine as such but derives from social conditions
commen for all unions." (50)

Irg.end, classic land of mature capitalism, exhibits the
tlassic T:atures of degeneration, The social revolution in Fngland
%will have to be carried out against the British Labor Party
bureaucracy, against "a trade union raised to power" which has
nationalized the decisive sections of the econony. It will be
a scelal, not a political revolution,

#iz.Cuentihrow" of Bourgeois Rule

The transfer of power from one section of the bourgeoisie Ovv'sre-~
~0 another, newer section, does not take place smcothly in all & ;@—unjr
countries at all times, Civil wars between sections of the
bourgeolsie have been known before. Political revolutions

. s e T
AT rayeintds
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transferring power from one section of the bourgeoisie to

another have been krown before, Long before the growth of )
fascism, Marx had already insisted on this phenomenon, especially
in the famous Fighteenth Brumaire. There is nothing contradictory
or peculiar about a violent overthrow of the.old bourgeoisie
taking place in Asia or in Latin Amerieca or in Fastern Euroge

in favor of a new group, ruling in a different form and hiding
under the cloak of nationglized property the essence of con-
tinuing capitalism. Power has changed hands all right. It has
moved from one section of the bourgeoisie to another,

Bourgeois rule has ranged in form from the fascism of
Germany and Italy to the labor bureaucracy of Great Eritain.
“he difference in form can be exnlained by the difference in
time in history at which the transfer of row~r from bourgeoisie
to petty bourgeoisie took place; in the specific and different
Telations between classes in the different countries; in the
various other features whic- differentiate the capitalisrm of one
country from the capitelism of another country,

The capitalism of Britain is different ‘n its secondary
characteristies from the capitalism of India, as it in its
surn differs from the capitalisr of Germeny., The forms of
bourgeois rule differ accordinrgly.

The differences in the vay ‘n which rower trensfers from
one secticn of the bourgeoisie to ancther means that there is
a difference in the tac'ies of the retty “ourgeois and bourgeois
organizations which carry through the change, What ig essential,
however, is that regsrdless of “heir method, their result is the
same -- the maintenance of the bourgeois state and the bour geois
relations in production. Thig is not to say that in our tactical
approach we will not take into account these differences, which
are of great importance. This discussion too we reserve for
another occasion: now it is time to turn our attention to
"economics," the basic question, which provides the unifying
xey to all the aforegoing materizl.

Political Economy Froletarian Democra R

o Fyol- s da eon
Clara Zetkir at the Fourth Congress of the Communist G e o

‘nternational said that: "The economic policy (of the Russian =~

Hevolution) was to create the steadfast energy of the revalmen »7 & @@

tonary preletariat, It was to revolutionize society. The

iroletarian state ig fully conscious that the greatest wealth

¢f Soviet Russia is its toilers, , . " (51)

To some corrades, even rerhaps tec these who are somewhat
2¢quainted vith Lenin‘s insistence on the decisive character of
me3s initictive and vith Trotsky's criticisms of the effective-
253 of *the plan because it was imposed from the top, the state-
mante of Clara ZTetkin ray seem like an acceptable, but oratorical
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exaggeration, It is the contention of the adherents of the
state capitalist viewpoint that Zetkin's statement was a sober,
scientific _statement deriving from orthodox Marxist political
economy. It is this direct derivation that we are concerned
with, and w-ich we begin to outline below,

Ve carnot, however, without going too far afield, attempt
to develop the immense theoretical and statistical material
which falls in this category. That we reserve for a separate
treatment., Nevertheless, we hope to indicate the significance
of the approach, its outlines, and the manner in which the
detailed exposition will be developed,

Within these 1limits, the first point to be made is this:
the concertion of a shortage of surplus valve, obviously the key
problem in the backward covntries, appears at first to be the
opposite of the situation in thre advanced capitalist countries.
This is only the appearance -= and in grasping hold of the
underlying reality we at the sare time seize the key to the
decisive role of the proletariat and its party in the revolution,
and in the transition to the communist society =~ a role which
no other class and no otrer party can play. We are enabled to
understand that proleterian derocracy 1is not simply the more
desirable road to socialism, but is an objective economic .
necessity without which none of the basic contradictions of
capitalism can be solved. ™ithout proletarian democracy, the
state -~ with or without rationalized prorerty, with or without

¥—a plan, with or without a state monopoly of foreign trade -
remains a capitalist state,

All of usy in the course of a populer exposition or a W ot
soapbox talk or a conversation with a worker in a shop, have
at one time or another, in one form or another used the formula
"the workers cannot buy back what they produce" as the
explanation of the underlying contradiction of capitalism and
the ultimate objective cause of its destruction. This formula,
whatever justification for its use might still remain temporarily
in America, must nevertheless te recognized as a basically under-
consumptionist and reformist arproach, ard not the analysis
advanced by revolutionary Kaerrists,

Aovumdls
gerantsiioole

It should be understood nevertheless that there was great
objective justification for the use of tris slocan in the period
of expanding capitzlism, just as there is great danger in its care=
less use in the period of the death agony of capitalism,

In the first place, the recurrent and cyclical crises
haracteristic of expanding capitalism, as opposed to the
parmanent secular crisis of capitalism in its death agony, did
~riginate in large part from temnorary disruption of the necessary
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equilibrium between consumption and produetion.

In addition, Marx, Engels and the early Marxists were to
a large extent involved in the building of a trade union movement,
giving organizational expression to the simplest level of class
consciousness. Ideologically, the main struggle in t"1s regard
was with the petty-bourgeois "socialists," the "iron law of wages"
theorists who saw no point to the organization of trade unions
and the struggle for imrediate demands., The struggle presented
itsedf in short as a crisis in consumption rather than as a
struggle over the immediate control of production. From the
‘bourgeoisie proper, on the other hand, the remnants of the
- classical economists held to the idea of an economy functioning
freely, and automatically adjusting itself according to natural
laws with which no men or class should or could interfere,

Say's law of markets which held in effect that every act
of production automatically provided its own market is a good
example., Thus the popularization put forth by the early Narxist
movement was the resronse to the objretive situation of a stille
expanding capitalism, to the ideology of the petty-bourgeois
soclalists and of the bourgeoisie, and to the irmediate needs of
the class strurgle which was as yet, by and large, still con-
fined to the area of the extension of consumption rather than to
the struegle for control over production,

But in the period of the death agony of capitalism, of its Al jre.onr

permanent crisis, it is the latent, underlying contradiction
which becormres irmediate, -~ the contradiction in production,
It is the declining rate of profit, in the period of expanding
capitalism only a tendency, which comes ever more clearly to
the fore as the cause of the permanent crisis of capitalism in
its death agony,

’Q o( ,~,4.,){ %

It is precisely in this period of caritalism that the retty-
bourgeols socialists and the spokesmen for the bourgeoisie
chanre their tune. Today the formula that the cause of crises
is due to insufricient purchasing power on the part of the masses
of people is accepted by the welfare st=te economists, the
Keynesians who are to capitalism in its death agony what Ricardo
and Smith were to capitalism in its progressive period. The
Keynesians no longer believe in the automatic functioning of
natural laws, but call for the intervention of the state with a
plan. It is not at all strange, for example, that Joan Robinson,
a Keynesian anologist for capitalism, in her "Essay on Marxian
Economics" finds a close and growing affinity between "modern"
economists and lMarx on all questions relating to treatment of
crises except, of course, the theory of the falling rate of
profit which anpears to them to be "confused and redundant."

» The petty-bourgecis socialists and the labor bureaucracy
¢lso, as we know, hold on for dear life to the formula "workers

WAL
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cannot buy back,' etc,, which plays a far different role today
than when it was first advanced., Increase wages is their cry,
inérease effective demand and your markets will increase and

your products will be sold, and capitalism will go on forever.
And if the individual capitalist won't do it, well then the state
will have to intervene and get it done anyhow;

~ For revolutionary Marxists, as we shall see, the basic
contradiction of capitalism does not lie in limited markets,
in the problem of realization. These are indeed derivative
and reacting phenomena, tut the basic contradietion lies in
production and in the falling rate of profit: This is why it
was correct for Trotsky to assert that the law of motion of a
state capitalist society presents no difficulties at all to
Marxists, because the central source of crises in capitalist
soclety, the law of the falling rate of vrofit applies to
classical and to state capitalist society alikel

In this sphere too the bureaucratic collectivists, the
"theoreticians" of a new soéiety intervening between capitalism
and socialism whose laws of motion they have never attempted to
definey betray their fundamental capitulation to the pressures
of cepitalist ideology. They, like their petty-bourgeois proto=-
types; see in under~consumptionism the key contradiction in
capitalism; they see in the nationalizatiocns, i.esy in the
elir.lnation of private property in the old sense and in the plan=~
ned intervention of the state the means of overcoming underw
consumption; they therefore also see a new society whose life
span they cannot measure, whose objective contradiction they
do not know,

Ihe Fundsienta; ti

"

 Cv;tfa

Marxists evaluate the historic progressiveness of any @wﬁs%wa Bn
society, indeed its claim to existence, by whether and at what o lorser Mise
rate 1t reises the rroductivity of human lahor. ltages of ”E Dd'(;gdw
social organization outlive their progressiveness when they can hbear grasiton’
no longer, relative to the potentialities which have been -
developed, raise the productivity of human labor at a sufficient
rate. Gualitatively ne societies establish that fact in the
last analyses only by a qualitative leap in the productivity
of human labor, '

As far as capltzlismr is concerried, Narx says that "Its
historical mission is the ruthless development in geometrical
progressicn, of the productivity of human labor." (52) It
does this conscious not of any historie mission but through the
"aim and motivating force of capitalist production, the self-
expansion of capitals" snd then "The means, this unconditional
development of the groductive forces of society, comes continually
‘nlo confliet with the limited end, the self-expansion of
~x1sting capitals . , The real barrier of capitalist production
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is capital itself." (53)

The mechanism of the fundamental conflict is the rate of
rrofit, It is also a standard of measurement, From a functional
point of view, the rate of profit determines the rate of the
accumulation of capital in proportion to its existing size, It
is the means by which capitalism measures and expresses its
abllity to increase, maintain, or decrease its rate of
seli-.expansion, v '

The declining rate of profit develops itself as Marx explains:
“'e meet here once more the previously analyzed law, that the @U%wec;‘aw@
relative decrease of the variable crpital, or the development A
of the productive power of labor, reguires an increasing mass (il of ontiT
of total capital for the purpose of setting in motion the same ‘
quantity of labor power and ahsorbing the same quantity of
surplus labor," (54) This law is of course familiar to us
all. But what is interesting is that here larx has, so to
speak, reversed the telescope. Previously we became acquainted
with it from the viewpoint of the working class and the reserve
army of unemployed, It is now reversed and we are looking at
the law from the angle of the movement of the capital,

et us take another look. In order to simply stand still,
to absorb the same amount of surplus labor, an increasing
amount of capital is necessary., In order to fulfill itself
in crdar to expand, in order to ruthlessly raise the produc%ivity
wbhtean 13bow in geometric fashion, it must increase the mass
2 betal wapltel in geometrie plus fashion. Only in its most
riporrig days could capitel approach success. And precisely
<1 DTA00TELOM ag it accumulates, as it raises the productivity
i bunan iabor. its rate of profit, its ability to maintain
ate of 2z-~ummlation upon the expanded foundation decreases.

Y

_ 449 1 sertain stage there may arise a "plethora" of capital,
but Marx sayss "The so-called plethora of capital always refers
to a plelhcra of that class of capital which finds no compen-
sation in its mass for the fall in the rate. v o (59) At

a certain stage in the development of capitalism, which
establishes the neriod of its death agony, that which is

implicit comes more and more to the fore, Marx describes the
absolute siage: "There would be an absolute overproduction

of capital as soon as the additional capital for purposes of
capitalist production would be equal to zero, The purpose of
capitallst production is the self-expansion of capital, that

e+ the appropriation of surplus labor, the production of surplus
vaiuc, . o as soon as a point is reached where the increased
¢aplital produces no longer, or even smgller quantities of surplus
value than it did before its increase, there would be an ab-
solute overproduction of capital.," (56)

In other words, the overproduction of capital becomes the
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underproduction of surplus value. The mass of the surplus
value becomes insufficient, in relation to the mass of the
total capital, to maintain the process of the self-expansion
of capital.

It can be seen at the outset how Marxism cuts through the
arguments of the under-consumptionists, of the Keynesians, of
the labor bureaucracy and reformists of all varieties, It can
be understood why Marx could raintain that crises are preceded
by periods in which the wages of workers are generally at
their highest point., It is not a questicn of market, or
realization, but of the procduction of surplus value., The in-
crease in the market, il.e., in the abllity of the workers to
buy back vhat they produce, does not alleviate the basie
capitalist contradiction., On the contrary, by cutting into the
surplus value available for the process of the self-expansion
of capital, it accentuates the crisis,

The Confirmation

As we have indicated above, we cannot atterpt a detailed Sﬁyd§
development of this point; we can merely indicate the areas Lobere wirvsi

in which the work is to be done,

Material is available indicating that the relationship
between production of means of production, and production of
means of consumption which Marx indicated as the prerequisite
for expanded reproduction, i.e,, accumulation, in Volume II of
Capital, tends to become Irore and more untenable for capitalism
NG nacassitates not Migher wages or the expansion of production
of means of consumption, but precisely the opposite,

"'& propcse to rresent material on the secular inflationary
tendencies beginning with the period of the death agony of
capitaiism in contrast with the tendencies in a "normal," that
isy a heslthy and expanding capitalism and which is a reflection
of the underlying contradiction of capitalist production and the
level to which it has reached,

Ve will discuss the relationship of debt to production and

indicate that debt, and not primarily consumer debt, although
that as well, tends more and more to increase at a pace more

~rapid than the increase in production, That is debt, mortgages

or. future nroduction (and income) increases more rapidly

than the production .on which it is besed, creating tremendous
amounts of what Marx called "fictitious capital," from which,

of course, a great deal of the appearance of "plethora" develops,
Included here would be an analysis of the extent and the nature
of the national debt,

Ve will present material indicating the tremendous inerease
in capital investment necessary at this stage for a limited
and highly disproportionate increase in production.

(a?’

A
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In the course of these discussions, the nature of the
Industrial Revolution should also become clarified at the same
time as the 1limits of the present technological changes
(automation, etc.) become obvicus.

In a somewhat different vein, but of the greatest
irportance, is a discussion of the Transitional Program, which
receives its mightiest confirmation precisely in the factual,
as well as the theoretical analysis of the nature of the
death agony of capitalism on which it is based. The concept
at the heart of the Transitional Program that meaningful
advances in the standard of living of the working class as a
whole, in contrast to the period of expanting capitalism, are
not possible; that the struggle for real advances such as 30 for
40 strike at the heart of a capitalist system in its decay and
can therefore lead beyond the capitalist system -~ all of these
profoundly revolutionary concerts receive profound objective
verification, ’

The statistical material for all of the aforegoing i1s based
primarily upon developments in imerica. But in addition, the
clear-cut nature of the bankruptcy crisis of Ingland, classic
country of capitalist development, shows beyond the shadow of
a doubt the absolute empirical verification of the mighty
generalizations of Marx,

IThe Soluticn of the Contradictiop

But, and this above all, we will talk about the role of Cuptolizim
the working class which precisely at this stage of«the capitalist,w&,§

crisis, becomes increasingly recognized even by the bourgeoisie ﬁ¢gg;;gé;

as the most powerful force in the productive nrocess itself, , o

Capital; caught in the jaws of the contradiction which l'arx !%TCﬁa‘hf”

outlined, must seek to < the productivity of lab thout preaciaby,
creasing the c t capit Up to roughly the beginning Y

of the Twentieth Century, statistics indicate that the movement
for the increase in rroductivity generally took the form of
vast increases in the organic composition of capital, The
emphasis then shifted to the search for means of increasing the
prroductivity through, so to speak, internal reans.

After the First World War the Taylor and edaux systems
became the focal point of attention within the bourgeoisie. The
term "Cecon® Industrial Hevolution" beszn to be used in relation
to rationalization such as the Ford system. Bonuses, profit-~
sharing, incentive pay, and of course and above all, the direct
whip of the speed-up or stretch-out were not the product of
greed for super-profits, but the result of the declining rate
of profit., The bourgeoisie spends uncounted millions in
"human engineering." "hole sections of the educational system
under the leadership of wen like Vayo and " hitehead are devoted
2Xclusively to industrial relations and the study of means of
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increasing the productivity and tapping the creativity of the
working class. <Suggestion plans, which attempt to tap this
creativity arising from immediate and constant participation
in the process of production become a major source of ecapital
saVing. i

Unable on the one hand to crush the working class
resistance to speec-up and to cuts in the standard of living,
and on the other to involve the class as a whole as the
creative factor in production, the capitalist class in America
ls forced again to begin huge investments in constant capital,
Jow far it will be able to go *n secrapping the existing
technological structure, in destroying present capital cannot
be accurately indicated. BRut the tremendous cost of such a
project will make exrlosive the up-to~-now controllable infla-
tionary surge. And of course every effort of the bourgeoisie
1s being bent towards making the working clase bear the
staggering cost of an operation which they have begun, but which
will be completed under the auspices of the vrroletariat.,

In the midst of their difficulties, some of the keener Dol semat. o'y

apologists for the bourgeoisie have asked whether socialism v o
would not be a stagnant order, whether the raising of the J
productivity of human labor would not come to an end under a mresiel paset.
vorkers' regime., Our answer is simply this -- that only within .,

i1ts own society will the greatest rroductive force of 711, the e #

proletariat, for the first time begin to use this force, Thig The Ulhimie
1s the fountainhead of all revolutionary theory and practice, ‘
~—1the basic unifying concept of 211 of Marxism, The
indivisibility of political and social vover of the rroletariat
finds its rost fundamental expression precisely on the nost
irportant question, the raising of the productivity of human
labor. Proletarian democracy is not an ethical norm. It is
not alone a question of politiecal and of social power. It is
ihe expression of the new stage of the relations of production.
It is the objective economic necessity. “ithout it, nationalized
property, monopoly of foreign trade, planning; are simply forrs
which capitalism ezn and has adopted, It remains the essence.

(onceiion

For the proletarian revolution to take rlace, for the

workers' s ate to be achieved, for the socialist foundations

of the communist society to be laid, the »or' ing class must

believe, must 'now, that it is their reveluticn, that it is

their state, that they ar- oroducing for themselves. This stage

represents the end of the conflicts of class society between being
' and consciousness, between subjective and objective, between

means and ends,

It has been aptly put that Marx saw the limits of progress
which could be achieved through the expansion of capital and
the degradation of men, Only the working class as a political,
social and economic force can tesr the rotten bourgeois order



-"*0-
to pleces and reorganize society on human foundations.,

Lenin summed it up this vay: ", . . Socialism demands a
conscious mass movement towards a higher productivity of labor
in comparison with capitalism and on the basis which has been
obtained by capitalism. Socialism must accomplish this movement
forward in its own way, by its own methods -- to make it more
definite -- by Sgoviet methods." (57)

We have up to now outlined the developrent of state
capltalisr in a relatively abstract manner as it takes place
in the advanced industrial countries. It is now time to

indicate concretely the corbined forms this process takes in
the colonial and semi-colonial countries, above all in China.

FEF
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