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Letter to
our readers

MARXIST SYMPOSIUM 77

Tha Mareiat Sympasium arganised for tha sscond wesk of
September ia the firzl tima thal the International Marxist
Group has organised an even! of this nalure on such a
scale. The interest it has arousad, as well as the numbaer of
peoplewha have registered o attend It, signifies two laaluras
ol confamparary laft polities. Firsi, as we have
siressed belore, the phanomenal Incraases of Intarest In
Marxist ideas, and secondly, an indication Ihal the far left
Ia baginning to grasp the important ol this developmenl,

Wea should Imnkly acknowlsdgs that the plonaars In this
fiald have been the Communist University [CUL]. I was
hir success which acted a8 & spur to the organisation of
bath the ‘Marxisl Pelytechnic' [sponsored by the Socialist
Workers Pa garller this summer] and the Marxist
Symposium. We should point out, howewer, that the
decision of the CPGB leaders to disallow the distinguished
Soviel scientisl and dissideni, Zhorss Maedvedey, (rom
spaaking at the CUL was a retrogressive step which atiecled
tha claim of the organisation 1o be ‘independent’.

The Marxist Symposium wes organisad pracisaly io
discuss and debale issues with individuals and nisa-
tions athar than the International Marxist Group. Wa shall
ba publishing many of the lalks snd debates in future
issues of this journal, Moreover, wa are confidant that we
will learn from the limitations and shoricomings of this
years Sympeosium In order to ensure thal Marxist
Symposium 78 will be infiniely superior in svery way.

We would also recommand to our readers |he conferance
organised by the journal Critique for 21-23 October this
year. This confersnce, designed to commemorale the
sixtiath anniversary of the Russlan Revolution, will includs
a dobate batwean Hillel Tickiin and Emest Mandel on the
USSA as wall ae the first public appearancs in this couniry
of Femando Claudin, the awthor of The Communist
Movement: From Comintern to Cominform and a former
leader ol the Spaniesh Communist Party. André Gundar
Frank, the distinguished Latin American sconomist, will
also be speaking. Regisiration [£2.50] and further detalls
from: Tha Secretary, 31 Cleveden Aoad, Glasgow G12 0PH.

A HOT SUMMER FOR SOCIALIST CHALLENGE

Tha summaer of 1877 was certainly a hot ona for tha
British ruling class. |l sew & big leap lorward In tha struggla
against lascism with tha Lewisham anti-fascist mobillsa-
tians; it saw modest successas for the revolutionary leltt on
the alacioral froni In both local and by-slactions, and most
important of all It commamorated the first birthday of a
strike In North London. This strike al Grunwick, whose
aufcomea is not clear a8 we write, will go down in history as
ona of the most sustained indusirial actlons lad by lha most
oppressed section of the British working class — Asian
women.

Thesa developmants ware reporied fully by the new
nawspaper advariised In the last lasue of Intarnational. The
launching of Socialist Challenge lasi June seemead to be &
calcuiated risk as far as the Inlemational Mamisi Group was
concerned. The eccelaration of the cless struggle has alded
In the successful establishmanli of the new weekly. It has
succesdad in astablishing itzelf as = popular, political
paper, gaining & much wider readership during the summer
months than could have bean expecied. It has attracied
writers of diverse talents such as Tom Malm snd Devid
Edgar; lis corraspondance columna are the most lively on
tha left; and it has regulardy offered free space lo groups
who do not possess a regulsr publication. lts reporiing of
the Grunwick sirks won It an Imporiant new readarship on
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the picket line ltsell. This autumn Sacialist Challange ls
planning 8 new addition: s regular four-page ‘Review of
Books' three times a year. il possible it will attempt lo
institute similar supplements on music and cinema!
theatra/ TV,

The project behind Sccialist Challange rellects the
political spproach of the intemational Marxist Qroup: to
struggle for fer lalt unity and attempt to bulid & unified
revolutionary organisalion; and at the same time lo create
broad-based and non-sectarian class-strupgle tendencies
within the labour movemen! itsell. As such, two small
tar left organisations, Big Flame and the Workers League,
are considering serously their particlpation In the new
paper. The IMG regards Socialisi Challanga as a vital next
step in the struggle 1o bulld @ Marisl party in Britain. We
therelorahave na hasitation In resommending to our readers,
parlleularly those outside Britain, that they consider
a yearly subscriplion to the paper. Ovérseas rtes
are: £12.50 [airmali]; €9 [surface mall].

THE BREAK-UP OF BRITAIN?

An impartant new book has recently basn published by
Maw Lafi Books, It is Tom Naim's The Break-Up of Britain,
which has been widely reviswad In the bourgeols press ol
Seoiland and England. Naim's thesss sre extremaly contro-
versinl and Trotskylsts would have strong disagreements
with sema ol them. Many of the quesiions ralsed by MNaim,
however, are ol soms Imporiance end need to be fully
discussad by all soclalists. In tha naxt lssue we will publigh
what will bia tha first of & serles of review articias on Nalm by
the Scottish Marxiat Nell Willlamson.

MARX, ENGELS AND THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

Ken Tarbuck reminds us in this issue thal we have now
puperienced a decade wilhoul |ssac Deutscher. ‘Wa agras
with most ol ths santimenis expressad in the Tarbuck
tribute. Deutscher's thres volumes on Trolsky and mosi of
his other works are & vary vilal parl ol the armoury ol
revolutionary Merxism, and we would urge Our newar
readere 10 buy and read his books, In our naxl issue wa will
have the privilega of publishing an unpublished Deulscher
text on ‘Marnt, Engals and Ihe Ruesian Revolution' — @
coliection of thair views together with his own
commenlary.

INTERNATIONA

SUBSCRIBE NOW!

NAME: .....
A RESS | i ssstrisuanssmaimy e iiannas

THE OTHER BOOKSHOP

For readars In London wa hava plaasure In Introducing
The Other Bookshop, which has openad an 328 Upper
Btreot, Islington, London N1. It succeeds Red Books bul its
range ol books, s decor and its facilities are much
broadar, as many visilore are discovering. For readers
outsids London, calalogues are avallable snd can be
obtained by enclosing 20p |[posiage costs] al the above
sddress. The bookshop alsc hae a limited runge of books in
French, Spanish and German, snd hopes to stock all
sarlaus theoratlcal revlaws in those languages.

FAR LEFT UNITY IN THE US

On page 28 [and on page 50 of our lasl lssu#l can ba
found an adverlisement for publications of Ihe Revolutlonary
Marzisi Commities, & revolutionary group in the US
adharing 1o the theory of state capitallam. These
documents are of particular Interesl in light of the recent
fusion betwesn the RMC and the SBocialis! Workers Party,
Amarican supportars of the Fourth intamational; and have an
undeniable relevance far tha presen| discusslon In Britain an
the basis of far lelt unity.

NOW IS THE TIME TC SUBSCRIBE

With ihis Issus tha price of International goes up ta 75p.
Although sales of the journal are increasing steadlly, Lhay
ara not doing so last encugh 1o olisel rising costs. So we
ask all our readers 1o help us make a big sffort to expand the
circulation of Intarnationsl in the coming months. That can
sllow us o stabilise tha price at its new level — which, we
h-lfImI_;u. In gtill vary good value st only sround 1p par 1,000
words.

One way of helping to snsure a regular Incoms for the
jounal is to take out & subscription. Although the cover
price has Increased with this lssus, we mre holding down
the subscription rate untll sl least ths naxi lssue In
December. So 1ake advaniage of this bargain now. Readers
overseas should nots that cur rates for them are particularly
advantagsous In comparison with those normally cherged
by Journals based in Britain, Our name la no moidanl — Wa
wan! to make this an international journal of Marxist theory.
Help us to achlave this targel wilth {ha& minlmum delay!

e e it
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The State

and the Transition

to Socialism

NICOS POULANTZAS interviewed by Henri Weber*

Henri Weber: In a recent book' you argue that what is
needed is & complete break with the essentialist conceplions
of the state. In other words, with those which define il &s a
simple object-instrument, or as a subject with a will and a
rationality of its own 10 whom the ruling classes obediently
defer. Would you say that this essentialist conception was
also held by Marx and Lénin?

Micos Poulantzas: Basically we must examine what we mean
by the Marxist theory of the state. Can we find in Marx or
Engels a general theory of the state? In my opinion we can
no more speak of a general theory of the state than we can of
a general theory of the economy, because the concept,
content, and terrain of the political and the economic change
with the various modes of production. We can certainly find
in Marx and Engels the general principles of a theory of the
state. 'We can also find some guidelinés concerning the
capitalist state. But there iz no fully worked cut theory, not
even of the capitalist state.

The problem is more complex when we come to Lenin. In
Marx and Engels' works thers are no signs of an
instrumentalist conception of the state — I'm thinking now
of their political texts on France, ¢tc, — but this is less clear
with Lenin. There can be little doubt that some of his
pnalyses fall prey to the instrumentalist conception of the
state, that is. a5 a monolithic bloc without divisions, with
glmost no internal coniradictions, and which can only be
anacked globally and fronially from without by establishing
the counter-state which would be the dual power, centralised
soviets, and so on,

Does this conception derive from the fact that Lenin was
dealing with the Tsarist state (because even when Lenin
speaks of the Western democracies he always has in mind the
Tsaris: state)? Or from the fact that Lenin wrole Stale and
Revoluiion as a polemic againsl Lhe social-democratic
conceptions of the state-subject? Could it be that Lenin was
obliged, as he says himself, to ‘bend the stick too far in the
opposite direction®, and to say: no, Lhe state is nol an auto
nomous subjoct bul an instrument, an exclusive ool for the
mubing clasees.

So | would put a question mark as far as Lemin is
concerned, but it it clear all the same that an instrumenialist
concepiion of the state can be found in his texts.

*Thin first sppeared in Gritigoe communizte Ne. 18 (June 1877).

MARXISTS AND THE THEORY OF THE STATE

H.W.: You put forward a different conception of the siate
to this essentialist one. You say that the "state’ 15 oo more a
thing than ‘capiral’ is an object, that like capital it 15 above
all & social reladon. It is, to quote you, ‘the malerial
condensation of the relation of forces between social clusses
as it is specifically expressed within the state itsell*. You
argue that one of the advantages of your conception is thar it
helpe ro underline a strategically imporiunl fact: that the
state is not a solid monolithic bloc which the masses will have
to confront from without in a whole series of encounters,
and which they will have Lo destroy en bioc through an
insurrectional attack bringing abour the collapse of the siale.
Rather, since the state Is a ‘material condensation of a
relation of classes’, il is riddled with class contradictions. It
is an arcna of internal contradictions, and this applies 1o all
its apparatuses — nol only those where the masses are
present physically (school, army ...) bul also where they are
supposedly absent (police, judiciary, civil service). That is
your conceplion, summarised somewhat schematically.

Now I want to ask you a number of questions. First, what
is reallv new in this approach? In other words, [ have the
impression that Lenin did not consider the state an intrinsic
reality, independent of the class struggle and dominating it,
any more than did Marx (which brings us back to your first
answer). Both of them definitely stress the fact that the
nature of the state reflects the relation of forces between the
classes {one need only mention the Merxist analysis of
Bonapartism). Therefore the state, its instilutions and
personnel, its type of organisation and relationship to the
masses, is directly determined by the class structure, the
relations between Lhe classes, and the sharpness of the class
struggle. | think this is fundamental in determining how
Marxisis pose the problem of the state.

Furthermore, | don't believe thal either Marx or Lenin put
forward a theory of the monolithic state, without ‘contra-
dictions or divisions', of the kind that you are challenging.
Lenin, for example, completely incorporates In his sirategy
the struggle inside the institutions, even the Tsarist

1. LaCrgedai'Erar(Paria: PUF, 19TE).



institutions. He argues that communists must e active in the
Duma, the schoals, the army ... In the famous pamphlet
What is to be Done?, he denounces from the start the
economist reduction of Marxism and explains that the
revolutionary party has to send its militants into all
institutions and all spheres of society. He sees Lhese
institutions not only as the stake but also as the terrain of
the class struggle.

The difference between these conceptions and those which
are ‘fashionable” today — I am thinking cssentially of the
theorisations of the leaders of the Italian Communist Party
on the contradictory character of the state system today — is
that for Marx, Lenin, and revolutionary Marxisis, social
classes do not and cannot occupy equivalent positions in the
state. The ruling classes control the stralegic positions of the
state. They held the real power The exploited classes 0cCupy
or can occupy minar positions as personnel in the various
state apparatuses, or as clected representatives in parliament,
but these are generally all positions with extremely limited
powers. Thus the state which, to use your words, is ‘the
condensation of a relation of classes’, ‘riven by internal
contradictions’, ‘a terrain of the class struggle’, still remains
the primary instrument of bourgeois domination. Therelore
the key strategic queslion of any transition Lo socialism
remains: how do we deal with this state, how dp we destroy
it?

In fecl, Lenin's conception was not so much an insiru
mentalist one of a monolithic state as one based on the
understanding that, whatever its contradictions (and they
can be relatively great), the state remains an instrument of
domination by one class over another. Lenin does nol ignore
the Swiss, American and British smtes. He was perfectly
aware of Marx's writings on the possible peaceful passage 1o
socialism in this tvpe of state. | do mot accept that his
judgement was clouded by the Tsarist state so thar he
ignored all other reality.

The second guestion is this: hasn’t your constanl emphasis

on the contradictory chiaracter of the modern stape had the
effect — this is obviously the case with currenls like the
ltalian CP, CERES!, ele, — of blurring its class character
and obscuring the key problem of any stralegy for the
transition 1o socialism: the task of smashing the state as the
instrument of bourgeois domination?
N.P.: To return first to the novelty of my conception: We
always come up agains| the same problem. 1 think that in
Marx and Engels, and also in Lemn, nol tp menticn
Gramsci, whase contribution is very impartant, there are
certainly ¢lements of what 1 am trying to develop, In Lenin [
still maintain that more than an ambiguity remains, [or
Lemin was thinking not so much of an internal struggle
within the stale apparatus @as of the presence of
revolutionaries within it. That is something quite different.

The main axis of Lenin’s political struggle was for the
cenlralisation of the parallel powers outside the slate, the
building of an alternalive state apparatus which would
replace the bourgeois stale at a given moment. Therefore
Lenin, it is true, speaks of the presence of revolutionaries
within the state, but rather in the sense of a presence that
would help, when the time came, 1@ replace this state with an
alternative state, You don't seem (o appreciate the weight of
this intervention as such.

Anyway. what is certain is that within the Third
Internaticaal, | think, there was a tenwdency to view the state
as an instrument that could be manipulated at will by the
bourgevisie. Even if they recognised that certain contradic-
tions existed within it, the ides always persisied that no
proper revolutionary strugale could be led in the heart of the
state on the basis of these contradictions.

Now. on the other hand, we have the position of the ltalian
lcaders, illustrated by Luciano Gruppi’s latest article in
Diglectigues No. 17 on the contradictory nature of the state.
This is totally different from what 1 am saying. According (o
this theary of the contradictory nature of the state, which
has also been taken up in the French CP, one gection of the

state corresponds to the developmenl of the productive
forces; as a result il smbodies neutral, even pusitive
functions of the stale, because they correspond 10 the
spciglisation of the productive forces. In ather wards, there
are lwo states: a 'good” state, which ultimately corresponds
to the growth of popular forces within the stafe itself, and o
‘had" state. Today the *bad’ state daminates the ‘good’ state.
The super-state of the monopolies, which is the bad side,
must be destroyed: but the section of the state that
corresponds to rhe socialisation of the productive forces and
{he popular upsurge must be preserved.

This is a complete false conception. | agree with you: the
whole of the present state and all its apparaluses — sovinl
gecurity, health, education, adminisiraton, e1g, — coOmes-
pond by their very siructure Lo the power of the bourgeoisic,
1 do not believe that the masses can hold positions of
autonomous power — even subordinate oney — within the
capitalist state. They act gs a means of resistance, elements
of corrosion, accentuating the internal contradictions of the
state.

This allows us 1o escape from the false dilemmas in which
we are presently smck: cither viewing the siate as n
monolithic bloc (1 am being schemalic here), and thus
considermg the internal struggle as o totally secondary
problem — with the main if not exclusive objective being the
task of centralising popular power, the construction of the
counter-state to replace the capitalist state; or else secing the
wate as contradictory and therefore considering that the
essential struggle has to be mounted within the state, withio
its institutions — thus falling into the classical social-
democratic conception of & struggle coninined within the
stalc apparaiuses.

I believe, on the contrary, that it is necessary 1o develop
same coordination between them:

mﬂmnrlhm.mlﬂmﬁcﬂwmtﬁ: BRING O
the strategic terrain constituled by the slale. A struggle, in
other words, whose aim is not Lo substitute the workers stale
for the bourgeois stare through a series of reforms desigmed
10 take over one bourgeois state appututus afrer unolher and
Lhus congquer power, but a struggle which is, if you like, o

of resistance, @ struggle designed to sharpen the
internal contradictions of the state, 10 carry oul @ deep-
seated LransTormanon of the satc.

— on the other hand, a parallel struggle, 3 struggle outside
the institutions and apparatuses, giving rise to a whole series
of instruments, means of coordination, organs of popular
power al the base, structures of direct demnocracy at the base.
This form of struggle would not aim 1o centrelise 3 dual
power type of counter-siate, hut would have to be linked
with the first struggle.

| think we have to go beyond the classical strategy of dual
power without [falling into the (rap of the [talian CP's
sirategy, which is, in the last analysis, & SUAtegy located
solely within the physical confines of the siate,

[HE STATE AND DUAL POWER

H.W.: Let us just concentrate on this aspect of the guestion,
and then perhaps we can come back to the state via a detour,
| am convinced that we have to lead a strugele within the
institutions, to play as much as we can on the internal
contradictions of the state, and rhat, in the present contest,
every hattle for the democratisation of the instituticns and
the state 15 a devisive battle. Also that such a struggle within
the institutions must link up with » struggle outside 1o
develop mechanisms of popular control and to extend direct
democrucy. But it scems [0 me that what s missing from
your position, its blind spot, Is the anta gonism between these
external popular commitvees (in the factories, the neigh-

—
2. CERES (Centre d'Eludes, de Racharches, et d'Education
Hocialistes — Cantra for soclalist Studies, Rasesroh and Education)
is 1he arganised lorm taken by tha iaft wing in the Soclal sl Party.




bourhoods, etc.) and the state apparates which, whatever
struggle you lead within it, won't undergo any change in its
nature as & result. Therefore the moment of truth will
necessarily arrive when you have a test of strength with the
state apparatus, And this state apparatus, however democ-
ratised it is, however much it is weakened by the action of the
workers movemnent within its institutions, will nevertheless
remain, as we can see in [taly today, the essential instrument
of the bourgenisie’s domination over the popular masses.

This test of strength seems unavoidable to me, and the
proof of any strategy is the seriousness with which this
moment of truth Is taken into account. These who say, a bit
like you: there are struggles both inside and outside the
institutions, and it is necessary to coordinate the two, and
that's all; in reality, they don't take into account the test of
strength, this decisive confrontation. This silence speaks for
itself, It ampunts to considering that the coordination of
action oulside and inside the institutions ¢an, through a
long, gradual process, finally alter the nature of the siate and
society withoul a test of strength.

You know, what worries me about your presentation is that

you seem to be tiling a1 windmills, that is, against penple
who want {o meke the October Revolution all over again,
when that is in no way the case with the far lefi today.
We don'l think that the siate is a monolith which musi be
confronted and broken down exclusively from the outside.
We are absolutely convinced of the need for a ‘war of
position’, and we know that in thé West there will be a whole
period of preparation, of conquest of hegemony, etc. Bul
the fundemental line of divide, where you have o take a
stand, iz that some people sec this war of position as
canstituting in itself the transformation of capitalist society
and the capitalist state into & socialist society and a workers
state. Whereas, for us, this is only a starting point in
establishing the preconditions for the test of strength which
seems unavoidable to us whalever the circumstances. To
ignore this test of strength is therefore (o opt for one strategy
aver another.
N.P.: Well, now we are getting somewhere. [ agree wirh you
ontheguestionsof the rupture, of the test of strength; but 1 still
think that the repetition of a revolutionary crisiz leading to a
situation of dual power is extremely unlikely in the West.
However, on the question of the rupture, this test of strength
which vou talk about could only take place between the state
and the totally exterior force of the centralised orgamsation
of popular power at the base. Thal's the problem. 1 agree on
the mecessity of a break. But, ultimately, it is not clear that
there can only be a truly revolutionary test of sirengih if it
takes place between the state, as such, and forces complelely
ontside it (or identifying az such), that is, the movement, the
organs of popular pawer, centralised at the base as an
alternative power,

I can give you some very simple examples. For instance, let
uE look ar what happened in Portugal. You say that nobody
wints to repeat October, etc. But when | read what Bensaid
has to say in his book on Portugal ...

H.W.: Lo Révolution en marche’ ...

MN.P.: Bul it's exactly this conception that [ am fighting.
According to him, the crucial problem in Poriugal was that
the revolutionaries did not succeed in centralising all this
experience of popular power at the base, elc., 1o establish
dual power, an alternative centralised power which, as such,
would have confronted the stale. That would be the
unavoidable confrontation, the rupture. [ believe that there
will be a rupture, but it's not clear o me that it will
necessarily be between Lhe state en bfoc and what lies outside
it, the structures of popular power at the base.

It can take place, for example, right inside the state
apparatus: between one fraction of the armed forces which is
entirely at the service of the bourgeoisie and another fraction
of the regular army which, supported also by the popular
power at the base, by the soldiers' unionisation struggles ar
soldiers committess, can break with jts traditional role and
pass over — a whole fraction of the state army — to the side

of the people. That's the kind of thing that happened in
Portugal: there was no confrontation berween the papular
militias on one side and the bourgeois army on the other, 1T it
didn't work out in Portugal, it wasn't because the revolu-
tionaries failed to set up o parallel popular militia which
could have totally replaced the state apparatus at a given
moment, but for a whole series of other reasans ...

To talk of coordinating the internal struggle with the
external struggle does not mean at all that we necessarily
avoid talking of the rupture. But it means recognising that the
revolutionary break does not inevitably occur in the form of
@ centralizatinn of a counter-state confronting the state itself
en bloc. 1t can pass through the state, and I think this is the
only way it will happen at present. There will be » ruplure,
ithere will be a moment of decisive conlrontion, but it will
pass through the state. The organs of popular power at the
hase, the structures of direct democracy, will be the elements
which bring about a dilferentiation inside the staie
apparatuses, a polgrisaiion by the popular movement of @
large fraction of these apparatuses. This (raction, in alliance
with the movement, will confront the reactionary, counter-
revolutionary sectors of the state apparamus backed up by the
ruling classes.

Fundamentally, | think thar at the momenl we connnt
repeat the October Revolution under iy [orm. The basic of
the Ocrober Revolution wus not only the opposition pointed
out by Gramsci between a war of movement and a war ol
position. | think that Gramsci, too, basically retwns the
sehema and the model of the Ocrober Revelution ...

H.W.: Absolutely!

N.P.: What does Gramsci mean by the war of positions?
The war of positions is 1o surround the strong castle of the
gtate from outside with the structures of popular power, Bui
in the end it's always the same story. It's a strong castle,
right? So cither you launch an assault on it — war of
movement: or vou besiege it — war of positions. In any case,
there is no conception in Ciramsci's work that a real
revolutionary rupture, linked to an internal struggle. cun
pceur at this or that point of the state apparatus. 1t doesa'|
exist in Gramsci. But 1 myself find it difficult to believe that
a classical situstion of doal power can ococur Bguin in
Europe, precisely because of the development of the stare, is
power, its integration into social life, into all eress, ete. This
development and power make it simullaneously very strong
when confronted with a situation of dual power, and alko
very weak: for now the alternative power, if you like, can
somehow also appear within the state; the ruptures can also
lake place from within the state, and that is its weakness,
H.W.: The difficulty is in knowing whal ruplures we are
talking abaur. What 18 their nature, their extent? However,
we can be sure that breaches of this Kind inside the state
institutions involve positions that could have been conquerad
before or during the crisis, but are relatively secondary
positions. The essence of the stale apparatus, where the
reality of power is really concentrated, will not pass lo the
side of the revolution, And if vou think that a revolutionary
mass movement can polarise key sectors of the state
apparatus — can polarise, for instance, the majority of the
afficer caste — then in effect you hold that the state is
potentially neutral, You are in effect blurring the conception
of the class character of this apparatus, and of its leading

nnel.

I still think that the best example to take is thal of laly,
Here the development of the mass movement, in the
factories and elsewhere, has created a democratic movement
within the police, the judiciary, the civil service — in ail the
state apparatuses — bul these movements affect only the
periphery, the fringe of thesc apparaluses, and not their
core.

| will therefore freely admit that one of the essential
functions of a popular movement and g revolutionary

3. Paortugal: La Revolulion en marche, by Danlel Bensald, Carlos
Aossi and Charlas=AndralUdry (Parle: Ghrigtion Bourgols, 1976).
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strategy is to dislocate the stale apparatus and throw it into
crisis, 1o paralyse it, to turn it as much as possible against
hourgeois society. This is relatively easy in the schools, some
government services, etc., whose class character is more
mediated. It is much more difficult when you come to the
apparatuses of direct coercion such as the police, the army.
the judiciary, the higher echelons of the civil service, or even
the mass media, the television and press — though it's
possible, and we have it as an objective. But we musi have no
illusions on what we can achieve from this angle. There will
be no vertical split from top to bottom into two halves. We
will not establish dual power inside the state, capturing half
the state power from top to bottom and winning everyone
from half the ministers 1o half the postmasters to the side of
the popular movement! We will make some inroads. but that
won't do away with the continuing exisience of the state
apparatus, of the state as instrument of domination and
general staff of the counter-revolution. Hence the need to
deal wirh it ance and for all.

If 1 remain convinced of the reality of the concept of dual
power, clearly under different forms from those in Tsarist
Russia, and obviously linked to the growing crisis of the stale
apparatus, it is because | am convinced that the core of the
state apparatus will polarise to the right. We can see it in
[taly, we saw it in Chile and Portugal, and we can see it
everywhere the ruling class is threatened and where its
instrument of domination in consequence throws off its
liberal and democratic trappings 1o reveal the full nakedness
of its role.

DIRECT DEMOCRACY AND REPRESENTATIVE
DEMOCRACY

MN.P.: You are right on many points, but 1 think that we are
in any case faced with a historical gamble. The new stralegy
that must be adopted in the concrete situation in the West,
where my analyses prompl me to say that there cannot be a
situation of dual power, contains in effect the risk, the
abvious risk — and everyone is aware of it — thai the great
majority of the repressive state apparatuses will polarise
to the right, and therefore crush the popular movement.

Having said that, [ think that we must first of all bear in
mind that this is a long process. We have to understand
the implications of that. We talked about rhe rupture. But
it's not clear in fact that there will be one big rupture. On the
other hand, it's also clear that vou risk falling into
gradualism If you talk about a series of ruptures.
Mevertheless, if we're 1alking about a long process, we have
to come to terms with the fact that it can only mean a series
of ruptures, whether you call them successive or not. What
matters for me is the idea of a “long process’, What can you
mean by ‘long process’ if you talk at the same time of the
rupture?

H.W.: It means, for example, what we are seeing in [taly.
Since 1962, and very sharply since 1968, a relatively long
process has been unfolding. It already amounts o len or
fifteen years of a rising popular movemnent, of the erosion of
bourgeois hegemony, it has resulted in the development of
forms of direct democracy at the base, a growing crisis of the
state apparatuses, and it is ushering in a sharper and sharper
crigiz, and indeed the test of strength ...

N.P.: Yes, bul hold on. The process is relatively differen-
tiated all the same, because we've seen also what is
happening in Portugal. Then | would say that the most
probable hypothesis on which to work in France is the
Common Programme. In other words, that the left will
move into power, or rather into government, accompanied
by & simultaneous huge mobilisation of the popular masses,
For either there will be no popular mobilisation, in which
cate we will have 4t best a new social-democratic experience;
or else there will be a massive mobilisation of the popular
classes, coinciding with a left government, which implies
already a number of important changes at the top of the state
apparatus: in other words, the left, occupying the sumumit of

the state, will be led (willy nilly) to undertake a democ-
ratisation of the state, also from above. In Italy the PCI
finds itzelf in the corridors of power and vet at the same time
it lacks even the slightest: means of mobilising the masses or
altering the structure of the state apparatuses which a left
gavernment in France would have. There's your first
problem.

Secand problem. Let's take up the guestion of dual power
and the rupture which must smash the state apparatus,
because that's really the heart of the matter. Smashing the
state apparatus meant something relatively simple for the
Balsheviks. 1l meant that the institutions of representative
democracy, the so-called formal liberties, etc. are institu-
tions which by their nature are totally under the sway of the
hourgeoisic — not only the state, 1 say, bul representative
democracy. Smashing the state apparatus therefore meant
overthrowing the whole institutional set-up and replacing it
with something completely new, & new organisation of direct
or so-called direct demoeracy, by means of soviets led by the
vanguard party, etc.

This raises the following question. | think that nowadays
the perspective of smashing the state remains valid as a
perspective for the deep-seated transformation of the state
structure, But, in order io be very clear on this point and not
treat it lightly, we can no longer speak of smashing the state
in the same way, nsofar as we are all more or less convinced
— and | know your latest views on this question — that a
democratic socialism must maintain formal and political
liberties: transformed, to be sure, bul maintained all the
same in the sense that Rosa Liemburg demanded of Lenin.
We musn't forget that. To be hanest, Lenin couldn™ have
cared less about political and formal liberties, And Rosa
Luxemburg, a revolutionary who can hardly be accused ol
social democratic leanings, took him up on it

Il is easy 10 say that you have to mauntain political and
formal liberties. Bur for me it's clear that this also implies —
and here I'm going back to the discussion you had with
Jucques Julliard in Critigue communiste No. 8-8 — the main-
tenance, although profoundly altered, of certain forms of
representative democracy.

Whart iz meant by representative democracy as opposed o

direct democracy? There are certain criteria. Ihrect demoe-
racy means a compulsory mandate, for instance, with instant
recall of the delegates, ctc. If you want to preserve political
and formel liberties, 1 think that implies keeping certoin
institutions which embody them, and also & represeniative
element: that is, centres of power, assemblies which are not
directly modelled on the pattern of direct democracy. In
other words, national assemblies elected directly by universal
suffrage in & secret hallot, and which are not solely ruled by
the principles of compulsory mandate and instant recall.
H.W.: What have vou got against the compulsory mandate
and instant recall?
M.P.: Historically, every experience of direct democracy at
the base which has nol been tied to the maintenance of
representative democracy for a certain period has failed. To
do away completely with the institutions of so-called
representative democracy during a transitional phase, and to
think that you will have direct democracy, in the absence of
specific institutions of representative democracy, with
political liberties as well (plurality of parties, among other
things) — well, as far as | know, it's never worked. Direct
democracy, by which 1 mean direct democracy in the soviet
sense only, has always and everywhere been accompanied by
the suppression of the plurality of parties, and then the
suppression of political and formal liberties. Now, 10 say
that that's merely Stalinism seems (0 me (o be going a bit far.
H.W.: But o say that it is fundamentally tied to the form of
direct dempcracy is to po even further. Because in reality
there was an international and national context which meant
that it was difficelt to conceive of any kind of
democratisation while the revolution remained isolated. To
use the filure of the soviets in Russia in the 1920s to prove
your argument is gol convincing.




N.P.: Pardon me, it's not only Russia, it happened again in
China .....

H.W.: Withevenmorereason....

N.P.: And also in Cuba, not to¢ mention Cambodia; you
can’t deny all that. 1"'m quite happy (o blame Stalinism or the
objective conditions, bul il does begin to add up to
something in such waried national and international
conditions.

Togo back to the Russian Revolution, we all know thart for
Lenin the abolition of other parties was linked to the civil
war, That is how it happened concretely. Having said that, 1
wonder all the =ame il this abolition of other parties was not
already there potentially in Lenmin's conceplion or in certain
of his texts. IT one conceives that the truth of the proletariat
— its political class consciousness — comes from outside the
workers movement, from the theory produced by the
intellectuals, then [ wonder to what extent thai, tied io a
certein conception of direct democracy, does not lead
directly to the abolition of all democracy in line with the
well-known scenario, First of all vou say, as Lenin siaried 1o
say, democracy only for the proletarian parties, the parties
of the left. But then, what is a proletarian party? You know
what I mean. 1 dont have to spell it out: which is the real
proletarian party? Which is the real proletarian fraction of
the proletarian party? | know very well that you can't reduce
Lenin's theory of organisation 1o Whar Is Ta Be Done?, but
I believe all the same that a single party is potentially there in
the conceptions of Whar fxr To Be Done?, which still
remains the framework of the Leninist theory ...

Then, even in Soviei Russia, | wonder if what Rosa
Luxemburg said (o Lenin (*Beware, isn't thal going Lo lead
to ...), if even the first comments of Trotsky, the pre-
Bolshevik Trotsky, were not more relevant than the
explanations of the later Trotsky, the super-Bolshevik
Trotsky.

But finally, leaving aside the whole historical debate, 1
would ask whether today we can lalk about political and
formal liberties over a long perind, the period of transition
to socialism, withoul also having the institutions that can
give life to and guarantee this plurality and these liberties?
Do vou really believe that these liberties will continue 1o be
maintained, simply by their own dvnamic, under a sovier
democracy al the base (supposing such a system is passible,
it's thought of as possible, but | think that dual power,
anyway, is a situation that can't recur as suchj, if there are
no institutions that can guarantee these liberties — and, in
particular, institutions of representative democracy?

In the debate among [talian Marxists, vou know that the
discussion was launched by Bobbio.* Of course, one clearly
can't agree with all Bobbio's social-democratic platitudes,
but he did highlight one point. He said: ‘If we want to
maintain liberties, the plurality of expression, eic., then all 1
know is that throughout history these liberties have been
coupled with a form of parliament.” Certainly he expressed it
in asocial-democratic form. But yet, | wonder if there isn'L a
core of truth in that, if the maintenance of formal political
liberties doesn’t require the maintenance of the institutional
forms of power af representative democracy. Obviously they
would be transformed; it's nol a matter of Keeping the
bourgenis parliament as it is, ete.

Moreover, we have had some experience of direct
democracy in France since 1968, [t'= a bil too easy 1o use that
as an argument, bui you saw how it worked then!

H.W.: Youmeantheuniversity?

N.P.: Yes, I'm thinking mainly of the university, bui not
just there. Because when 1 talk about the need for formal and
political libertics, it is not just the far left | have in mind, as
some people have thought from my article in Le Monde; 1
am thinking also of the CGT and the Communist Party, ta
say nothing of the leadership of the Socialist Parry,

So vou would have forms of direct democracy at the base,
neighbourhood committees and the like, toally controlled
by the official left, without any institutional guarantee of
formal Hberties .... well, come on. Even the formal and

political liberlies of the far left can only he guaranteed by
maintaining forms of representative democracy,

Finally, you know that 1 don’t <laim to have complete
answers. There is a problem traditionally summarised in the
expression ‘smashing the state’, but we're all aware that we
have to maintain political liberties and pluralism, and hence
also to a certain extent the institutions of representative
democracy. | would not hesitate to say also that, precisely
because we talk of maintaining rather than purely and simply
abolishing the so-called formal liberties, we can no longer
use the term ‘smashing® to define the problem, but rather
that of radically ‘transforming’ the state. Do you believe in
pluralism?

H.W.: Of course. We belizve in it and we practise it.

N.P.: But for your opponents as well?

H.W.: Certainly. Even for the bourgeois parties, it's there in
writing.

N.P.: Aha, cven for bourgeois parties. Now, not 1o be 10D
naive, there are things one has 1o say, because we fear for
ourselves as well .

H.W.: Of course,

N.P.: It's all very well to say so, but 1 want to know what
forms of institutional guarantee there would be — they are
always secandary, of course, but they matter. In what kind of
institulions would this pluralism and these liberties be
inseribed, in what kind of material institurions would they be
sustained and guaranteed? IT we're talking only of forms of
direct democracy at the base — in other words, stroectures
still massively dominated by the traditional left parties —
that hardly eases my misgivings, | can conceive of direct
democracy a1 the base through general assemblies at
Renaull, or in Marseilles or Rheims ... but unless weareina
really revolutionary situation where everyone feels totally
invalved, constanily in the sireets, etc., which doesn’
happen every day, then | don't know if thal is sufficient 1o
guarantee that liberties will be maintained ...

1 certainly wouldn't like to find mysell, as | have s0 often

in my past political life, in general assembliss of direct
democracy which vote by a show of hands on command and
where, afier a while, you sec X, Y or Z prevented from
speaking ....
H.W.: Mo, bul your picture of workers democracy is very
one-sided. Democracy is hard to practise in general, and the
more democratic il is, the harder il is 10 practise it. The
casiest regime to follow is enlightened despatism, but then
you can never be sure of the enlightenment of the
despot ....

Still, on this guestion, [ think first that this counterposition
between representative, delegated democracy and demoscracy
at the base is a fraud. There is no such thing as democracy at
the base: there is always some delegation. There is a system
which aims to resolve a fundamental problem, that of
re-rootling politics in the real communities...

N.P.: Henri, I'm sorry to interrupt you, but | think there's
some confusion here which we won't get oul of through any
kind of trick. Take Critigue communiste No. 8-9. On the one
hand you have Mandel, who clearly puts forward the soviet
system, revised and improved.! Then you have the guestion
posed by Jacques Julliard®: will we have to have & national-
type assembly, based on universal suffrage and periodic
elections, without compulsory mandates? Yes, says Julliard

while for Mandel there is no such necessity. Julliard
poses the question and [ tend to agree with him on the
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necessity for a national assembly, in the form of a
parliament — radically transformed, of course.

That wasn't Lenin's view, because Lenin was faced with
the Constituent Assembly, if I may remind you! So, once the
Constituent Assembly had been elected, well, it was
dissalved and never functioned. The drawback was that the
majority was held by the Socialist-Revolutionaries, with all
the risks that that entailed. So for Lenin it was a simple
matter.

COORDINATE THE SOVIETS WITH PARLIAMENT?

H.W.: On this question, 1 think first of all that this
democracy can be codified perfectly easily. There is no
reason why it should correspond to the kind of manipulatory
sessions that have occurred in the student movement. Clearly
so-called direct democracy can be something very grolesque
and anti-democratic — a sort of ‘assemblyist’ democracy. But
it can also be something highly codified.

What seems important lo me, and it"s not a trick, is to roo
political activity and political life in communities which are
real communities and not nominal aggregales of the
geographical constituency type, These real communities
must be work -communities (in the broadest sense; factories,
schools, barracks ... if any are left) and also neighbourhood
communities, in other words, real area units. But that can be
codified perfectly easily: the secret ballot can and must be
included. The right of recall must exist too, but on a rational
basis: you can have immediate recall of factory delegates at
any time in the case of problems of work; and you can have
annual or biennial recall, as in lialy — because there are
already some experiences there — of delegaies al & higher
level, who are dealing with different kinds of problems
which obviously cannot be followed on a day-to-day basis by
the worker at the base. All this can be regulated at least as
well as bourgeois-democratic procedure.

The problem is not to say whether we are for or against
representative democracy: In modern sacieties, all democ-
racy Is representative. IU's & question of knowing whether the
form of representation means giving up power of the real
delegarion of it with the possibility of control. 1 would say
that the forms of democracy which carry on bourgeois
traditions are actually equivalent to giving up power.

What it boils down to then is handing over power Lo
specialists for a Jong period and taking no further interest in
hetween iwo elections. Therefore to struggle for democ-
ratisation is to try 1o struggle against this system, which rests
on a structure. And the most effective way to struggle
against this structure is precisely to root political activity in
the real communities. This is what we have to develop. To
involve people in political life, they have to feel that they
have control over the decisions which affect them: 1o have
control over these decisions, they must form a community,
discuss together, be able to carry some weight, etc.

Ifit is the atomised individual who comes face to face with
the political machinery — in other words, the individual as
conceived by the bourgeoisie — then they withdraw into the
sphere of private life; and every seven years they demonstrate
their dissatisfaction or their satisfaction. That is the problem
as we sec it. That is why we want to change the political
system in order (o base democracy on real communities — &1
work or in an area — with duly codified forms of
representation which prevent abuses, etc. We think that
such a structural alteration would mark a gualitative
progress towards political democracy, because it would give
people a real chance to run their own affmirs. Bur a
precondition for this is that it must be one of a whole series
of ather measures, or else it will be deprived of all content.
There must be a significant reduction of working hours, for
instance. 1t is obviously very difficult for people lo devote
time Lo management, factory problems, and questions of
the economy and society if they have to work mare than
thirty hours a week,

You say: parliament must change, etc. Bul it is necessary o

explain in what sense it must change. What must be done
away with is the system whereby an MP is elected for five
years [rom a vast geographical constituency, thus establish-
ing the conditions for the greatest possible autonomy of the
MPs from their electars. In effect, that means another
inslitutional system.
N_P.: When we talk about coordinating forms of repre-
sentative democracy with forms of direct democracy, that
obviously means that we don't want to continue with the
existing system but advance beyond it, that we wani Lo
overcome the complete divide between a caste of
professional politicians and the rest of the population.

This advance and coordination implies, at least for a long
period, the existence of national assemblics as centres of
power. For ultimately, if all the power emanates from work-
communities and their representatives, then the risk of a
corporatist degeneration is obvious. The extension of
democracy, the proliferation of decision-taking bodies,
poses in fact the problem of centralisation, of lendershap.
And then you have two alternatives. One is thal the
revolutionary party — or the coalition of left parties
dominated by it — does the job. Bul we all agres that this
pariy does not exist, The only party which could assume this
role today is the Commumst Parly, and we all know whal
that would mean ...(to say nothing of the fact thal Lo assign
this role to the ‘party’ is manifestly to open the way [0 the
single party, and even an ‘ideal’ party which becomes a
single pariy can only end up as Stuhmsi). The ather
alternative is a parliament elected by secret, universal
suffrage. That is the only alternative 1 can see. Without the
party, the central council of soviets cannot play this role, It
has not played it anywhere. 1f things worked our to some
sxtent in Russia, in China ete., that's becanse ‘the’
communist party centralised things, and we know what the
nltimate consequences were.

Furthermore, one day we will have 1o come 10 terms with
the following fact: the compiexity of the present economic
tasks of the state, a complexity which will nor diminish bul
increase under socialism,

What I'm afraid of is that behind your ‘rooting of power in
the work-communities’ there lurks in reality the restoration
of the power of the experts; in other words, that you would
cscape the dictatorship of the leadership of the single party
only to fall captive to the discreet charm of technocratic
despotism, Don't you think it's strange that all the
technocrats of the Socialist Party swear by sell-
management! It means for them at most thal there are a few
discussions, after which the experts take charge of the
economic tasks of the siate!

And then vou have the concrete situation in France today.
What you and | are talking about is the ideal model of
democracy. We have completely forgotten that we are faced
with a concrete sitnation in France: that of the Common
Programme and the likely victory of the Union of the Left.

Faced with that, we can of course conclude that nothing
can be expected from the Common Programme, that the
united left in power will be devoutly social-democratic to the
point of pursuing & new authoritarianism which can only be
thwarted by centralised counter-powers al the base, and
therefore our only hope is that it takes up office as soon as
possible so that the masses understand what reformism is
and turn away from it.

My analysis is different: either there will be a tremendous
mohilisation at the base, or there won't be one. In the latter
case, that's il: we are destined (o go through a new social-
democratic experience. It'll be a bit hike it was under
Allende, though that experience had a much more shaky
elecioral foundation than the Common Programme will
have. Afier all, Popular Unity won with only 30 per ceni of
the voue!

However, if there is a massive mobilisation, then things will
start 1o happen. But then we will all find ourselves in a very
specific situation. Everyone: both us and the left in power. |



don't say us against the left. For there will be two camps and
we will be in the orbit of the left, whether we like it or not.

We will then be in a situation characterised by a crisis of the
state, but not a revolutionary crisis, The left will be in power,
with a programme much more radical than has ever been the
case in Italy: committed to implementing it, which will really
upset some of its components; already embarked on a
process of democralisation of the state, faced with an
enormous popular mobilisation giving rise to forms of direct
democracy at the base ... but at the same time limiting itself
to the project of the Common Programme.

So the real problem is to know how we can intervene in this
process in order (0 deepen it. In this context, what does seem
clearly impossible is the perspective of centralising a workers’
counter-power, factory council by factory council, soldiers
commiltee by soldiers committee. Furthermore, | must say
that this would seem to me to be an extremely dangerous way
to proceed, Such a course is the surest road 1o the total
recapture of power by the bourgecisie, which — as we
mustn’t Torget — remains throughout this period an active
{and how!) protagonist in this process.

Sa what <lse can we do? How can we force the left to
proceed effectively with the democratisation of the state, to
link up its institutional power with the mew forms of
direct democracy? That's the problem. And if one thing's
certain, il's that we aren’l going to resolve the problem with
such hazy notions as the ‘real work-communities’,
metaphysically endowed by their very nature with all the
virtues that used to be attributed at one time to the “Party’.

WHAT REVOLUTIONARY STRATEGY FOR FRANCE?

H.W.: The situation which it seems to me would definitely
lead 1o the failure of these mobilisations and their defeat is
that which would result from the application of the present
strategy of the Union of the Left: one where, as you say, the
left takes office, and where the mass movement is sirong
enough to force it to implement the Common Programme.
Because then it will attack the bourgeoisie’s interesis
sufficiently to make it angry but not enough to put it out of
action. And then we will be in the absolutcly classical
situation where the ruling class loses patience — both
nationally and inlernationally — and where it still retains
the kev economic and political levers of control, and in
particular the state apparatus; because aithough part of the
stateapparelus may break away in France, the bulk of it will
on the contrary polarise to the right. The bourgeoisie will
therelore have the reasons and the means to retaliate. The
popular masses, on the other hand, will be relatively disarmed
by decades of sermons on the peaceful road Lo socialism, the
‘contradictory nature’ of the bourgeois-democratic state, e1c
We risk finding ourselves in the classical situation of being
defeated without a fight.

That's our analysis. Like vou, though, we say that if there is
nomass movement — something which seemsinconceivable to
me in the medium term...

N.P.: And to me [oo...

H.W.: Right, then if there is ong, | think that the problem will
be posed in terms of organising around objectives — not of
immediarely destroying the bourgeois state, that would be
seneeless — but around economie, political and international
obiectives, what we call transitional objectives, and which are
effectively written into the logic of the emergence of dual
power...

M.P.: There! Yousee...

H.W.: But hang on, let me tell you what | mean by that. I
clearly means, at the economic level, struggling for the
expropriation of hig capital and establishing workers control
of production at all levels, culminating in a workers plan to
solve the economic crisis. This is the central axis, which aims
not merely 1o defend the living standards and working
conditions of the popular masses but also to oust the

bourgeoisie from economic power, both in the factory and in
the state, and to organise the working class to take control,
10 take power,

At the political level, we undoubtedly have to fight for the
extension of democracy rather than shouting ‘elections are
for fools’. We have o fight for proportional representation,
regional assemblies, & trade union for soldiers, elc., s0 as 1o
expand political democracy as much as possible, because this
is also the way in which the bourgeois statc will be most
weakened. At the international level (and 1'm summarising
here) we will have to counter the offensive of US imperialism
and itz allies by developing new relations with the Third
World countries and, above all, by involving the popular
masses of Southern Europe and beyond ... That's a
necessary condition of success, and it is also possible because
a new situaton is developing in Europe,

This axis can develop the organisation of the masses at the
base, in the factories and the neighbourhoods, supporting
these objectives and fighting to realise them. And the logic of
these ohjectives is centralisation.

The logic of workers control in the factory is workers
control over the economic palicy of the state. The workers
who take contral in a factory run up against the problems of
the market, credit and business practice. And the logic of
their action is coordination and centralisation at the level of
the indusiry, the region, the nation. Thus you have the
emergence of an aliernative workers power against that of
the bourgeois state, And the confrontation seems inevitable
o me.

I have no doubt that this confrontation will draw support
from the internal divisions of the bourgeois state, 1 even
jhink that the more the mass movement is organised as a
powerful pole of artraction outside the state, with its own
alternative project, the deeper and more importunl these
divisions will be, But that there will be a conlrontation
hetween this mass movemen!, organising and centralising
itsell outside the stale apparatus, backed up by fs
representatives and allies within this apparatus, and the bulk
ol the bourgeois state apparams, orgamsing and ventralising
the resistance of the ruling claszes — seems to me inevitalble.
You can't finesse indefinitely in such a siluation.

Otherwise you have to say, like Amendola and his friends
in the [talian Communist Party, thai the transition o
socialism is not immediately on the cards. Amendola
declares that the transition 1o socialism is not a relevant
question today, for reasons of international policy and
chiefly for reasons of national policy. He says: most ltahans
don't want socialism. We have to get that into our heads in
order to understand what can be done. We have just had
thirty vears of unprecedented economic expansion; the
Italian people are the freest in the world, they have achieved
the greatest gains over the last ten years, and 50 on. Al
bottom, most people are artached to the system, and that is
why they vote for the right-wing coalition led by the
Christian Democrats. They complain, but they are noi
ultimately prepared to go further and make the sacrifices
which would be required by a revolutionary conquest of
power, Consequently all talk about the transition must end,
we must stop playing little games which consist in pushing
people a little further than they want (o go, and struggle 10
democratise and improve [talian society.

Mow that's a line which hangs together, it's coherent,

N.P.: Notice, however, that Ingrao doesn't say the same
thing ....

H.W.: Mo, he doesn't. But the politics of the lwlian CP arc
the poliics of Amendolz using the language of Ingrao.
Berlinguer's job is to do the translation... Well, it's a
coherent policy which considers that for a certain period we
are in a historical stalemate. | don’t agree, I am ready to
argue against it, but | recognise that it is not contradictory
within its own terms. What irritates me is, er...

N.P.: What irritates you is what 1'm saying ....

H.W.: That's it! {Laughs) It's what CERES and the left of



the Italian CP say, because it is incoherent...

N.P.: Mo, [ don't think so. and 1'll give you & concrete
example, I think the disaster of the Portuguese Revolution
occurred precisely because there was a confronlation
between the Group of MNine and Otelo de Carvalho, the
spokesperson of the workers’, neighbourhood and soldiers’
commissions. I1f we are to suppose thet there will be a state
apparatus essentially mobilised on the right, and Carvalhist-
type movements of the base lined up against it, then [ say:
forget about it, you've lost in advance. So you have o go
back to Amendola’s position. Amendola's position is
certainly coherent, but it is reformist. Your posilion is very
coherent, but totally unrealisiic.

Because if you consider the essence of the siate apparatus
as it is in France, and then the forms of centralisation of
popular power .... Well, it's obvious that it will be crushed
befare it's taken more than three jumps of a flea! You surely
don't think that in the present situation they will let you
centralise parallel powers to the state aiming to create a
counter-power. Things would be settled before there were
even the beginnings of a shadow of a suspicion of such an
organisation,

S | make a contrary analysis. [ think that in the present
situation il is possible to undermine much more imporiant
fractions of the state apparatus; and 1've given the example
of Portugal. You can say that it is different. All right. But
what interesis me in this example is that, particularly in the
army, there were much more important divisions than simply
between the entire officer corps mobilised in the service of
capital on one side and the soldiers commitiees mobilised
alongside the workers movement on the other.

‘What happened in Portugal? If it was a disaster, that is
because there was a break, a confrontation betwesn the
structures of popular power, the Carvalhist-type move-
ments, and the Group of Nine. And Cervalho himself
recognised that the form taken by the centralisation of these
popular counter-powers was in many ways responsible for
the disastrous rupture which took place between (his
movemeni and the group led by Melo Antunes.

RUPTURES IN THE STATE APPARATUS

H.W.: [ really think that that was a very secondary reason
for this rupture. The basic reason was thal Melo Antunes
and the ‘military social democracy’, as they were called
there, were engaged in the process of stabilising Portuguese
capitahism. He was even one of the spearheads of the
operation, the principal military ally of Mario Soares and his
international supporters.

The basic reason for the split in the Armed Forces
Movement had nothing to do with the SUV movement
(*Soldiers United Will Win'). The SUV appeared very laie on
in the day: after the Group of Nine, in fact, and in reality as
a consequence of it, So there is a confusion of causes and
effects in your example.

But that isn't the problem. 1 would like to see you develop
your argument further. We don't seek difficulty for
difficulty’s sake, and the same applies to confrontation. If
we were convinced that there could be a majority split in the
French state apparatus in favour of the popular movement,
then obviously we would be for playing that card for its full
worth, even taking some risks in the course of il. But you
know this state apparatus. By what miracle would it fall into
the camp of the revolution? That's what [ would like you to
tell me concretely, What reasonable, even risky or daring,
hypothesis can be made for @ majority rupture in this state
apparatus?

M.E.: I°ll tell you. For example, let's look at the army, the
palice, the judiciary. Because 1 still base my perspective on
the internal crisis of these apparatuses, Take the judiciary: a
third of the magistrates are members of the magistrates'
union ... that's very important. And there's a second
element: the left in power, even in its own interests, will have
to introduce important changes not only in the personnel but
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also in the structures of the state. After twenty years of
Gaullism there is so much patronage, so much institutionali-
sation of the Gaullists or Independent Republicans in the
state, Even on the simple basis of ensuring the dominance of
its own political elite, the left government will be forced to
make changes in the institutional forms as well as the people.
In the judiciary, for instance, if they don't want o end up
very quickly in an Allende-type situation, they will be forced
— | repeat, even from the viewpoint of continuing the elite
system — to break the power of the Council of Magistrates,
to change the normal rotation of judges, clc.

And then that, linked to the mass movements al the base,
will allow you to weigh up the possibilities of a split.

Take Admiral Sanguinetti. Just two years ago he was the
head of the French MNavy, and an Important current al
officers share his views. Read his statement in Politique-
Hebdo: he's in favour of delegates from the ranks, a defence
policy independent of the US, etc. ... In other words, we're
talking about an army which is prepared to respect a certain
legality, which would not be plotting against the regime [rom
the start,

My hypothesis may be wrong, but | think yours is totally
unrealistic ...

H.W.: Every revolutionary hypothesis seemns unrealistic.
N.P.: More or less, and evervihing depends precisely on thal
nuance,

H.W.: There was nothing more unrealistic than the
Bolshevik hypothesis in 1917, the Maoist hypothesis in 1943,
the Castroisi hypothesis in 1956! To be realistic is always 1o
be on the side of maintaining Lhe status quo ...

N.P.: Don’t forget that being unrealistic has frequently led
also to disasters and bloody defeats. But vou can also make a
maore realistic hypothesis of the revolutionary possibilities,
presented in a different way ...

To deal also with the problem of the police. After what has
happened in the police in the last few years, we can
justifiably suppose that a left governmeni will have no
alternative bul to take significant measures 10 democratise
the palice ...

Then, given that you have the crisis of the state, of which
there are indications: given that the left is obliged — again in
its own elementary interests — Lo initiate changes; given that
it can proceed to do thal because of its powers under the
Constitution and the strength it derives from the mass
movements al the base; given all that, | think this is the only
plausible solution.

It's all the more so because we cannot ignore the actual
forces on the ground. In reality, your hypothesis is not based
solely on an evaluation of the objective possibilities of a
revolulionary crisisin France, Irisalso based, implicitly, on the
possibilityof theextremely rapid and pawerful development af
a revolutionary party of the Leninist type, fo the left of the
French Cammunist Party. Your whole hypothesis is based an
that. 1t"s there in black and white in Mandel's interview on
revolutionary sirategy in Europe.

But | don't think that this is at all likely. First, hecause of
what | said before about the new reality of the state, the
economy, the inlernational context, etc. And then, because
of the weight of the political forces of the traditional left,
particularly in a country like France.

Your hypothesis implies, for instance, that the LCR' will
grow from 7,000 militants to ten or twenty times thai
number in & few months! That’s never happenad anywherel
Mot in Chile, not ...

H.W.: In Portugal, and still more in Spain, we've sccn
something not so Tar ofT it.

N.P.: You're joking! Compared with the Communist Party,
especially in Spain, these forces are insignificant, But it's not
just that. IT you analyse the Communist Party g o simple
social-democratic party, organisationally as well as polii-
cally, then you can certainly reckon on a rapid and massive

7. The LCA {Ligue Communiste Revolutionnalre — Ravolutionary
Communisi Leagus) s the Franch section of the Fourth I nlermational,




recomposition of the workers movement, as you say. But the
fact is that they are nol social-democratic parties,

While there remains a mass Communist Party, a rapid and
structured growth of the independent revolutionary left is
out of the question. We zaw that with the MIR in Chile.

S0, if we stick with your hypothesis, perhaps it is coherent

and realistic, but it"s fifty or sixty vears ahead of its time, We
must not hlind ourzelves to the failure of the far left (from
this point of view) over the last lew vears in Europe.
H.W.: You are right to underline thal our perspective is
based on the hyvpothesis of & profound recomposition of the
workers movement. But il seems to me thal vou look too
statically at the movement as it exists. I's a movement which
has already evolved a great deal in the space of five or ten
yvears from the point of view of its restructuring. 1 agree with
you that the CPs are not social-democratic parties, but they
have entered a phase of crises and flux, of internal
differentiations, of which only the firsi signs are appareni
today

Of course, if you start from a static hypothesis, by saying:
that is the relation of forces for a whole historical perind,
then obviously you can only be right. Because the reformists
arc largely hegemonic, and the revolutionaries — apart from
their lack of preparedness, their disunity, ete. — do not have
& sufficient implantation in any case. Then only a reformist
perspective has any credibility. The only hope, in these
conditions, would be to act to push the reformists as far left
a3 possible, and eventually to straighten them out, This is the
penpective adopted by CERES. Hut as | see it, this depends
on a fved conception of the workers movement, something
which s largely belied by ils recent evolution in laly as well
ai France, not 10 mennon Portugal and Spain.

Take the results of the far left in the French municipal
clections in March 1977: they were a surprise, bul a surprise

which should make us think, What does it mean when the lar
left wins eight or ten per cent of the vote in the most working
class areas of certain cities? It is a vote of no confidence in
the policies of the main leflt parties. The relation of forces
inside the workers movement isn't just a question of parties
and organisations. You must also take inlo account the
attitudes af tens of thousands of worker militants, politically
unorganised, or organised in the CP or 5P, who have
developed a sound distrust of the existing leaderships
through a series of expericnces since 1968, In the event of &
victory of the Union of the Left, and the worsening of the
crisis of Lhe system, these militanils and many others might
well refuse o take a ‘pause’, and seek a socialist solution
mstead.

If the far left manages to link up with these militants, to
present them with a serious anti-capitalist alternative, then
there could be a drastic change in the relation of forces with
ihe reformsts.

This is all the more true since, | repeal, the entry of the CP
and the SP into government, the implememation of the
Common Programme, will bring their internal contradic-
tions to boiling point. There is in fact no chance of achieving
the transition to socialism in France if & large number of CP
and SP militants are not polansed to the left and don't opt &t
the crucial moment for a ‘leap forward' rather than a
‘retreal’.

But for them to do that, vou must precisely have a credible
anti-capitalist alternative to the left of the CP. Otherwize,
critical as they are, they will follow their (~adership. It 15 this
alternative pole, based in the mass movement, equipped wirh
a strategy and programme [or & socialisl solution, warking
o recompose the whole workers movement, that we are
fighting to build.

In reality, we're probably geitung to the bottom of our



disagreement. Perhaps it's not 50 much Lo do with the need
ta break up the bourgeois statc apparatus — including from
within, through the internal rupture of ils apparatuses — as
with the means of achieving it. Some people think that to
reach this goal it is necessary to avoid doing anything which
could cement the social cohesion of the state and polarise it
to the right. For them it is moderation and ‘responsibility”
which is most likely to expose the internal contradictions, In
reality, what they have in mind here is the top level of the
stale apparams.

For us, on the contrary, it 1s the development of & vasl
anti-capitalist movement, its independent organisation and
activity — outside the stale apparatuses, though also within
them — which creates the conditions far & rupture.

N.P.: For me, a significant movement of the far lef1, critical
and autonamous, is essential to influence the very course of
the experience of the Union of the Left. But not for the same
reasons as you. Nol because the far left could constitute a
real alternative political and organisational pole, as you say;
an the one hand, it’s incapable of it, and on the other hand,
because | no longer think that there is a real anri-capiralist
alternative outside or alongside the road of the Common
Programme. There is currently no other way possible. So the

question is not of acting in such a way that the left abandons
its reformist road and opts for the good and pure
revolutionary road, a road for which the far left would act as
a signpost. The question is to extend and deepen the raad of
the Common Programme and to prevent social-democratic
stagnation, which is not necessarily written into it like
original sin.

The far left can thus play a role not as a pole of attraction
leading somewhere else but as a stimulus, a force opening up
the perspectives of the Commen Programme and raising its
horizons. Then, because the far left is not limited to its
arganisational aspect (which ultimately is the least impor-
tant), itcantake upaseries of new problems that the united and
institutional left is quite incapable of dealing with. There is &
finul reason why the far lefl is absolurely cssential: as an
active reminder at all times of the nead for direet democracy at
the base — in shorl, as a safeguard, let us say, pgainst any
eventual tempiution by the left government (o seek an
authoritarian solution, In other words, a role more of
criticising than of outflanking.

May 1977

12




The

oviet

Economy
Today

TOWARDS CAPITALISM OR SOCIALISM?
ERNEST MANDEL

(This article was first published in the June 1972
issue of fnternational Socialist Review, New York)

Those who are acquainted with the history of the Trotskyist
movement cannot but note with a certain amusement that
the debates on the class nature of the Soviet Umion which
developed within the Trotskyist movement thirty or forty
vears agon are now resounding in the public arena. That
which a short time ago was considered an ¢soleric debate is
now the object of ‘big power' politics. Maoists and
Khrushchevist leaders hurl at one another the accusation of
having ‘restored capitalism®, or even having established a
‘reactionary bloody dictatorship®.

Amusement should nol give way to surprise. The destiny of
the USSR, from ils beginnings, has been intimately tied to
that of the world socialist revolution. The ebh of the world
socialist revolution cansed a historically unforeseen detour
fior Soviet society, a detour which the Trotskyist movement
glone has grasped theoretically in all of its internal dialectic.
Citherwise there have only been disillusioned discussions of
the depth of the defeat of the revolution, or even on the more
than problematical future of all socialist revolution. But the
new leaps forward, the new rise of the international
revolution create not only better material, social, and
political possibilities for the regeneration of the USSR, they
slso mourish a renaissance of Marxism, which makes the
gusstion of the ‘class natore of the USSR once again the
sebicct of impassioned debate.

Sisce there were no living Marxist tendencies other than
Treoaskvism during the years 1933-1953, the present-day
Sscussion inevitahly feeds off the products and by-products
of the discussion among Trotskvists.

Twa meihodological questions

Sowie soosety (and a fortiori the societies ol Eastern
Europe mowe of less patlerned after il) s not a definitive
socmal formation having stable contours, occupying a precise

historical place in the social evolution of humanity, I is
neither a capitalist nor a soclalist society but a society of
transition from capitalism to socialism combining features
of the socialist future with those of the capitalist past and
surroundings. Without doubt, the essential achievement of
Leon Trotsky's analysis of the nature of the USSR is that of
having formulated the fundamental question in this way. For
a long time the exclusive possession of the Trotskyist
movement, the concept ‘transitional sociely' is beginning
little by little to break into the broader currents of the lefl
vanguard.'

Two methodological questions merit clarification, how-
ever, before approaching Soviet society in this manner.

Marx insisted that it would have proved impossible to
deduce the fundamental nature of the capitalist mode of
production, of even of the natre of commodities
themselves, or of productive labour before capitalism
arrived at maturity.? Before the industrial revolution, in the
era of manufacturing, commercial, and banking capital, it
was impossible to formulate the laws of capitalist
development, which explains nolably why minds as
profound as those of the Physiocrats could blithely declare
thal only agriculturel labour was productive

The same thing is true for the transitional society from
capitalism to socialism, Attempting to deduce the general
laws of evolution of this society from the Soviet example
alone, not to mention the Chinzse example — that is, from
specific cases clearly lacking maturity resulting from a

1. For sxampla, Paul M. Bweary, Charss Satisingim, some of the
opposiionist Czechoslovak communists such as Karel Bariceek (oee
Les Temps Modernes, Descembed 1908), stc

2. Karl Mare, ‘iatfeauctian & @ eritique de l'sconcmie polliigus’, In
Coniripution @ i crligee de Msconomies pobiliges [Phcidd EAINIGAS

Enainlea, pp 148-175).
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special combination of historical circumstances — is as
impossible as attempting to deduce the laws of capitalist
development from English society after 1649 or 1688,

Of course, Marxism as a methad of social analysis (and
therefore of social prediction) is infinitely superior to the
empirical origins of hourgeois political economic theory. But
no more than any other science can it detach itself completely
from the conditioning of the social infrastructure on whose
base it develops. We will not know, nor fully understand, the
laws of development which govern the dynamic of the
transitional society fram capitalism 1o socialism (the society
of the epoch af the dictatorship of the proletariat), and in
particular the laws that direct the movement towards & fully
developed socialist society, until such a society has at lasi
made its appearance under conditions which are ripe for its
development. This would be in a highly industrialised
country where the proletariat is a large majority, manages
the economy and the state itself, and is definitively secure
from all external threats. From now till then we can try 1o
develop a foreknowledge of these laws by successive
approximation, We will not have & confirmed definitive view
of them. This means that the final word on the theory of the
USSR will not be said until the question has been resolved in
practice. Thatistosay, when the question no longer exists. This
conclusion would not have displeased the author of the
Eleventh Thesis on Feuerbach.

But, even if there does not exist in the USSR a system of
production which has already fully revealed its own laws of
historical development, incontestably there does exist a
definite socio-economic formation which has i1s own
internal logic and which follows a socio-¢conomic dvnamic
that must be understood and explained, The difference
berweena particular socio-economic formation and a mode of
produoction is that the former, being the product of a concrete
historical process, combines the features charscteristic of
different modes of production and is not comprehensible
except in the light of combined and ureven development.
But without understanding which mode of production
predominates within it one cannot correctly analyse a
socio-economic formarion, let alope predict its  future
dynamic,

The distinction between a socio-economic formation and a
mode of production has escaped Bettelheim. [n one of his
numerous approaches to the problem of the nature of the
USSR, he reproaches us for putting theory ‘ocutside of
history'. He does not understand that it is he who puts
history outside of theory.’ | have never maintained that
Marxism was onfy capable of analysing ‘capitalism in a pure
and abstract form®. | have simply said that an analysis of
capitalism as it really is, as it has concretely developed,
cannot be made scientifically without taking the analysis of
‘pure capitalism’ as its point of depariure. If not, it will fall
into the trap of vulgar empiricism. Bur clearly one canmot
confine the analysis to ‘pure capitalism' without falling inlo
abstract dogmatism which eliminates history — i.e.
combined and uneven development.

A perfect illustration of this methodological error is
affered by Bettelheim's theory according to which the
survival of commodity production in the USSR and other
bureaucratised workers states proves the inability of the state
to appropriate ‘all’ goods for itself. Bettelheim does not even
ask himself whether, in the course of socialist construction,
the appropriation of *all" goods by the state corresponds to
the ‘logic' or necessity of planning, Lo the needs of the
relations of production born of the overthrow of capitalism,
or to the needs of the *associated producers’. He reasons
from conditions specific to the USSR, China and Cuba —
the conditions of scercity and ‘primitive socialist accumu-
lation®. Bui wha! abou! a transitional society in France or the
US? What about the progressive satisfaction of basic needs?
What obout the expansion of centralised accounting made
possible thanks to computers? [sn't it more logical 10 assume
that the richer society becomes, the less the state will need to
‘appropriate’ every nail, every apple, or even every transistor?

1a

Isn't the construction of socialism essentially the withering
away of commodity production? Will this withering away nol
be characterised precisely by a decregsing necessity for
centralised appropriation of all products of labour?

It is perfectly true that at the base of all problems of the
transitional society lies, alter all, the insuflficient develop-
ment of the Torces of production.' This development is
already in conflict — on a world scale — with the capitalist
relations of production. It has not reached the heights of
truly socialist relations of production — at least in countries
where capitalism has been overturned. But to reduce this
problem (o one of ‘appropriation’ of products is to evince a
singularly near-sighted view of the ensemble of socio-
cconomic and political comtradictions of a (transitional
suciety in a country like the USSR which was under-
developed at the start. Above all it leaves aside that which
must be the point of departure for all Marxist analyses pfa
definite socio-cconomic formation: the relations of produc-
Lo,

To what extent do market relations survive n the USSR?

The resurgence of discussions on the question of the USSR
has given new lifc w & debate which was thought to have
been resolved, i.c. the debate on the reasons for the survival
of market relations in the USSR. Gilles Martinet accuses me
of dogmatism because 1 ¢laim that the means of production
in the USSR essentially, that is as long as they do not
circulate outside the state sector, are not commeditles. His
conclusion is sublimely naive: ‘The misfortune & (hat this
production and this [commadity] circulation exist. E pur £f
muwove," (“And yer it moves'. Words attributed to Galileo,
who was forced to recamt his support of the Copernican
theory that the earth moves around the sun rather than
forming the stationary central paint of the universe as
Church doctrine held — Eds.) As if commedity production
were & natural phenomenon that one ‘records’ like an
eclipse of the sun. As if it were nol u question of one of the
most complex social phenomena that only a thorough
analysis of social relations — the relations of production —
can clarify.

In the famous Section 1V of Chapter | of Capiral (Vol. 1),
devoted to the fetishism of the commodity, Marx defines in
the most clear and suceincl manner the roots of commodity
production and the nature of the the commodity. Let two
citations suffice:

‘As a general rule, articles of utility use-values] become
commodities only because they are products af the labour of
private individuals who carry on their work independently af
each ather. The sum total of the labour of all these private
individuals forms the aggregate labour of society. Since the
producers do not come into contact with each other until
they exchange their products, the specific social character of
each producer's labour does not show itsell except in the act
of exchange. In other words, the labour of the individual
asserts itself as part of the labour of society, only by means
of the relations which the act of exchange establishes directly
between the products, and indirectly, through them, berween
producers.”

And, in contrast to this characteristic situation for a society
dominated by private labour and private property, Marx

4. Charies Datteihaim. La Tranaition vers FECONOMIe socialiste (Paris
Editions Francols Maspers, 1888, p.157). We will mtum 1o & Mo
detalind consideralion af Battainelm's ideologiosl evalulicn, which took
& niaw Lurn in Ris most moani work, Calcul sconomigue of formes de
progriefs.

& But only in ihe fagl anafydis. There sre 8 wholo soro af madiatng
laatoes hetween (s *ultimate cause’ and tha aoncrale historical process
which can Imposs direclion on (he process. Theas include: ihe roke of
revolytionary landarship, the level of consclousness af tha prolalarial,
its level ot activity and ssll-orgunisation. 1 would B8 vulgar machaniotls
thipking tn sea all these lechors as aulemalic rafiactions, pure emd
simpis, af tha level ol developmend ol I proouctve formes ol saoh
1taps in sach country,

u.qgmu Muartingt, (e conguele ged pouvairs (Perdo: Lo Sewll. 1908,
p.aa2).




describes a few pages later the situation characteristic of a
society based on social ownership of the means of
production:

*Let us mow picture to ourselves, by way of change, a
community of free individuals, carrying on their work with
the means of production in common [gemeinschaflilick —
E.M.], in which the labour-power of all the differemt
individuals is consciously applied as the combined labour-
power of the communily... The total product of our
communmity is a social product. One portion serves as fresh
means of prodoction and remains social. But another
portion is consumed by the members as means of
subsisience. A distribution of this portion amongst them is
conseguently necessary., The mode of this distribution will
vary with the productive organisation of the community, and
the degree of historical development attained by the
producers. We will assume, but merely for the sake of a
parallel with the production of commodities, thal the share
of each individual producer in the means of subsistence is
determined by their labour-time. Labour-time would, in that
case, play a double part. lts apportionment in accordance
with a definite social plan maintains the proper proportion
between the different kinds of work to be done and the
various wants of the community, On the other hand, it also
serves as a measure of the portion of the common labour
barne by each individual and of his share in the part of the
total product destined for individual consumption. The
social relations of the individual producers, with regard both
to their labour and o its products, are in this case
perfectly simple and intelligible, and that with regard not
only to production but also to distribution.™

Let us remember in passing thar Marx foresaw an evolufion
of the mode of distribution under socialism. The famous
mechanical conception according to which there would be a
‘law of correspondence’ between the level of development of
the productive forces, mode of production. and mode of
distribution everywhere and always in each socio-economic
formarion and even in a iransitional societv is perhaps a
product of Stalinizm, but certainly not attributable 1o Marx.
We will return to this later.

What Marx specifies in these Iwo passages 15 rthat
commodity production does not arise from the lack of
‘centrally appropriating everything', nor from the absence of
‘exact accounting'. It arises only from the indivdual
character of lebour, When the labour of the producers is not
immediately recognised as social labour, and is recognised
assuch only to the extent that the products of their labour are
sold on the market (and in the proportion to which their
‘individual value' is realised), then and only then is there
commodity production,

It is sufficient to travel around the USSR or eny of the
‘peaple’s democracies” to see whether the means of
production are in fact the products of *the labour of private
imdividuals’ related to one another only through the mediom
of the market. Obviously, this is not at all the case. One
cannot go &nd buy & factory in a real estate office and pick
up the keys, nor can one even buy machine tools in a store. E
pur 5i muove. Capital goods which 'circulate within the state
sector” are not the product of ‘the labour of individuals’, are
mot privale property, do not change owners, they are not
sokd oa the market and therefore are not commodities,
regardies: of satemenis of 'economists’ from these countrics
who are charged with defending cerfain sockal inlerests
racher thas scentifically analysing reality.

In the Grumdrise,” morcover, Marx hiad already developed
the same idea by opposing in advance the argument of (state)
accounting . A strict book-keeping will h{e necessary at the
beart of communal . This accounting will be even
more serict than it is today. But it must not' be confused wilth
the commaodiry nature of ton, which means that the
social character of labour is only recognised past festum,
“after the blow’, after the sale of products, while in a socicty
based on collective property, labour is recognised as social

labour when it is performed.

What is the meaning of the formulation ‘directly social
character’ or ‘non-directly social character’ of labour?
Simply put: in a commodity-based economy the activity of
enlerprises is derermined by rheir success on the market. 1§
the commodities are not sold or are sold below their value (of
average profit), return on investments cannot be realised, the
constant capital cannot completely renew itself, part of the
workforce will be laid off. The work they have performed
'has not been recognised by the society as social labour’. In a
planned economy. factories which produce capital goods
maintain their activity independently of therr ‘financial
sucoess’. Investments — at least the essential ones — are
determined by the plan, not hy the success of the ‘company’
on the market.

With regard to the question of the social nature of labour,
a commaodity-based cconomy and a planned economy are
strictly opposed, one being a system of private property and
the other a system of collective property. In the first case the
law of value rules; that is, the social value or lack of value of
the labour of individuals can be established only after the
fact. In the second case it is the conscious allocation of
material resources among diverse productive activities that
rules. All labour performed under these conditions has an
immediate social character aven if i is supplied on a level of
productivity belaw the social average.*

Let us now bring to bear the converse prool. What is the
case with consumer goods, implements, and capital goods
sold on the kolkhoges and craft cooperatives? In this case
there is certminly buying und selling, since a change of
ownership takes place. When u state store sells a suit 10 a
worker, the garment, once collective property, becomes
privaic property. The transaction is not just a book-keeping
iransfer. And behind the juridical character of the
transaciion, Lhere still remains the socio-economic con-
sumpiion fund discovered by Marx. In distinction 1o the
distribution of capilal goods among the state enterprises,
distribuiion of consurmer goods among individuals ks nor
regulated by the plan, Thus, work performed in the
enterprises producing consumer goods is not automatically
social labour recognised as such. A poruon of these products
may prove unsaleable, Their ure-value connot be realived {f
their exchange-valiue is mol revlised.”

The Soviet worker cannot use a suir if it is too expensive, o
seems to betoo expensive, And, if the garment remains unsold,
thelabour expended for its production is pure loss, In contrast,
nothing prevents the state from making use of the machinery
even il its prime cost was extremely excessive. In the first case
the use value is wasted, In the second it 15 realised. That is a
difference which no mountain of more or less scholastic
arguments can dispose of either in theory or in practice.

6. Hart Marx, Capital, Yolume 1 (Chicage: Charles H. Kerr & Company,
1912, pp. 83-84 and pp. 90-81)

7. Karl Mare, Fongemenls de la criligee de Neconom i politigue (Paris
Editions Anthropos, pp. 170111}

H. Thare iz a jusiiiicalion lor thia phenomenon which |8 bolh sconamic
and soche-palitical. From the soclo-political poinl of view, since he
maans of production are collecling property AllOCAI8 10 INe production
units by the collective whole, and aince the productivity of fsboor
depends lar mane on this capital endowment than on the Individuat or
collectiva aflan of @ group of workers, || would be |llogical and unjual K
first aliocate below-average lools of production 1o & group of workers
and Than panalise Iham for ihe consequences. From an sconomic paint
af view, Irom (e momant that (npurs and pulpols orm ted, tha
‘loas’ occasionad by Ihe use of ool of production that are beiow
average in elficiency i clearty leas than the logs that would result from
mot using them at &, This ks true because all other maone effichent
productive resources are alrsady baing usad.

2, Pherm Haville missas tha paint whan he I-ﬁul.‘ ‘Private appropristion
ol preducts, ke consumetion, haa (ol all individual character [0 the
USSR]. (Le Seimire Socighizte [Paris: Editions Anthropoa, 1870, p. 7011 1
im one thing lo say that the gedsrs! guanfum of the producers”
consumplion (8 sacially predetermined — It would be also in the
soclellst sociely described by Mo I @& quils &ndthar thing 1o claim
that the specific disrbanion of the ganeral guantum amang a whols
numbar of oiffarant goods and servicoe cepees to be findividual. Thia is
mol the case in the USSA. 1t |3 pracisaly In the ansa of specific
distribution that ‘private appropriation aof goods’ manifests it indlvidual
charmcisr No eonatraint forces e workers o soend ihelr weges
‘accoiding 1o Lhe plan'.



The conflict between the ‘law of value' and the ‘logic of the
plan’

Ever since Evgenii Preobrazhensky published his New
Economics, Marxists have generally admitted that the whale
transitional period between socialism and capitalism will be
marked by a conflict between two fundamentally different
economic dynamics, that determined by the law of value,
and that determined by the social relations of a planned
economy. The first dynamic tends to distribute and redistri-
bute economic resources in accordance with the dialectic of
commodity production — i.e. liquidity of demand, the
search for excess profits, and competition. The second tends
to distribute and redistribute economic resources independ-
ently of the market in accordance with the priorities
consciously established by those who plan the economy.

Berween the two there is an infinity of possible
combinations. In the economy of monopoly capitalism,
planning technigues are utilised to ‘correct’ fuctuations in
the market that would prove too catastrophic. In a planned
economy the mechanisms of the market can and should be
used for the more rapid realisation of the needs of the
consumers, and for a better adaptation of resources o meet
these needs. But all these combinations do not prevent
canflicl between two socio-economic dynamics which are in
the lang run irreconcilable, The feld of decisive battle is
clearly that of large-scale investment. The logic of the
market economy leads investment in a direction opposed to
the logic of planning. The economic movement itself
embraces two different economic forms — cyclical
fluctuations in the first case; uninterropted development
(although not always necessarily at the same rate) in the
second.

We see here how specious is the argumentation that makes
everything depend on ‘complete appropriation’. If real
collective ownership of the means of production exists, the
planned character of strategic investments is assured.
Knowing whether the ‘state’ appropriates 99, 95, or only 90
per cent of the means of production that are produced is
important for assessing the solidity of the regime, the weight
of the centrifugal forces in the economy, and crises on the
horizon; but it does not modify the plenmed nature of
large-scale investments by the market,

We can also see how specious is the distinction many
authors seek. o introduce between ‘ownership as an
economic category” and “ownership as a juridical category”.
Clearly there is a whole mass of sophisms in the eguation
‘nationalised ownership equals peoples” ownership'. These
were completely eaposed by Trotsky.' But what dis-
tinguishes ‘nationalised ownership of the means of
production’ from private ownership in the economic and not
just juridical sense of the term is the general orientation of
investments, In the first case they are determined on a
national level. In the second case they are decided on the
company level. The rest proceeds from this.

Certain critics have accused me of ‘reifying’ planning by
talking of the ‘logic of the plan’.!" Doesn’t this term signify
attributing human qualities to fhings, and obscuring the
human relations which are behind the movements of things?
On the contrary, the truth is thal these critics do not
understand that planning embodies definite relations
belween people, that is, definite relations of production.

There are too many critics who reduce the
relations of production to simple relations between
shose who work and those who command their
labour’, in other words to imfernal relations within
enterprises. This is one aspect of the relations of production
in pre-capitalist society, as in capitalist society. It is equally
characteristic of the posi-capitalist society of transition
berween capitalism and socialism. But there is another asperl
of the relations of production that escapes them. In all
societies based on an advanced division of labour, where
objectively there is socialisation of human labour, where no
‘unity of consumption’ can exist in isolation from other
unities, there are bui two ways in which the social nature of
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labour can manifest itself: a posteriori through the medium
of the markel or @ priori through the medium of the plan.
Far from being & ‘thing’, or a ‘relationship between things’,
planning is, then, a definite ensembie of the humen relations
of production which assures the directly social character of
lebour furnished by the producers,

Sweezy has adopled an analogous position with respect to
the historically irreconcilable conflict between the plan and
the market. He has drawn the correct conclusion that the
transitional sociely may move back toward capitalism as well
a5 lorward toward socialism. Trotsky had drawn exactly the
same conclusion thirty-five years ago.'* But Sweezy has
improperly concluded that everything depends on ‘willful'
decisions within the buregucracy. The “technocratic” wing of
the bureaucracy would be the wvehicle of capitalist
restoration, while the old authoritarian bureaucrars like
Brezhnev and Kosygin would try to halt the process.”” Such a
conclusion completely eliminates the *depoliticised’ prolet-
ariat from the process, a trail that characterises Sweery's
ideas concerning the imperialist countries as well (se¢ the
conclusion of Monopoly Capitalism). This underestimates
the key role which the relations of production play in every
socio-economic formation, including that of the USSH.

The ‘passage [rom imperative planning to indicative
planning’ — to take up Bettelheim's thesis as presented by
Martinet — means precisely the disintegration of the
relations of production which, as we have just seen, underlie
planning. It means concretely the reintroduction of lay-offs
in industry, the reappesrance of massive unemployment, the
reorientalion of the economy toward priority development
of thase branches that respond best 1o ‘liquid demand’ (both
internal and external) rather than (o thoke that assure economic
and social growth, optimal or desirable for the long term. It
is at least premature and overly pessimistic to suppose (hat
all these radical transformations would be possible in the
USSR without bringing an abrupt halt to the ‘depoliticisa-
tion' of the Soviet proletariat. What occurred in Czecho-
slovakia in 1968, and above all what has occurred in
Yugoslavia since the ‘economuic reform’, demonstrates in any
case that my ‘optimistic’ hypothesis is well-founded: /¢ will
be impossible to dissoive the planaed relations of production
barn of the October Revolution in the USSR without first
crishing the furious resistance of rhe Soviet prolearial.
The restoration of capitalism can no more come abour
‘gradually’ than its abolition. It too would come about
through & sudden, violent, and radical overturn of the
relations of production.

To show how wrong those critics are who attempt to regard
the narionalised ownership of the means of production as
‘purely formal’, I have attempted to demanstrate Lhe logic
of the economic ‘reforms' now pending in the USSR in a
polemic against the English supporters of the theory of “state
capitalism’:

‘Contrary lo what superficial Maoist and semi-Maoist
critiques in the West assumed... the reforms do not mean
that capilalism is being reintroduced in  the Soviet Union.
They do not mean that profit becomes the motive force of
coonomic growth, i.e, stars to direct investment “‘spon-
taneously'’ from branches where profit is lower Lowards
branches where it is higher. Mo real competition in the
capitalist sense of the word (i.e., competition for selling on
an anarchic market) occurs, Means of production have not
become commodities. Rather, what has occurred is the use
of apsendo-market tooptimise resource utilisation quite along
the lines which the later Oscar Lange postulated already
in the Thirties,

i), Lmon Trotwky, The Sevolufion Belraped [New Yori Pathimasr Press,
1970§, Chaptard,"Sacksi Relation 'n'heSoviet Unkon,'

11, For sxampls, © ris Hw an, Whremarfonsl Sooialism, Cecembed
1080 Junuary 1970, , d (ne,rinted in Readings i Slale Capitidism,
143, 2ovd edn. 1977).

12. Lean Trotaky, 'ne Revelurion Befroyed.
13 Monthly Aeview, Vol. 30. No, 10, Marsh 1988, pp. 1817,
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Promises and fulfilment 1975 1980
Original Fulfil- Brezhnev's Khrushchev's
plan ment targets targets
Coal m tons 695 701 800 1.190
Elactric power billion kWh 1.085 1,038 1.360 2,850
Qil m tons 496 491 630 700
Gas billion cubic metres 320 289 418 700
Steel m tons 148 141 185 250
Cement m tons 125 122 145 234
Grain m tons 1956* 180% 218% 302
Meat m tons 14.3* 14.1*% 15.3% 31
Milk m tons 92 3% 87.5* g5%* 175
Eggs billion units 46.7% 67.7 59.5 113

tAnnuai average 1971-75. Actual production for 1975 was: gramn, 140m tons: meat. 15 2m tons and miik, 90.8m tons.
Sowress: up to 1970 Soviet economic year books (Narodnoye Khozyaistov SSSR). 1375 ariginal plan: Pravda. November
25. 1371, 1975 fulfilmant: Pravda. February |, 1876 1980 new targets: draft directives; Pravde. December 14 19785,
1980 ald targets: Programme of the Communists, presentad by Khrushchey to 22nd party congress on October 18, 1361.

‘But do these reforms mean a smooth and rational use of
the planned economy's resources, in order to achieve the
maximum growth of oulput? By no means. They only
substitute one sel of contradictions for another. Income of
the burcaucracy is now increasingly tied to the factory's
weneeess’ on the ““market™. But this “success™ does not
depend only, or even essentially, upon a rational utilisation
of given resources available to the factory. It also, and above
all, depends upon the technology of the factory (i.¢,, new
investment taking place) and upon a given relationship
between the “‘prices’’ the factory has to pay for what it
“buys'’, the amount of labour it has to use and its
wages bill on the one hand, and the “‘prices” the same
factory receives for what il “sells’” on the other hand. As
long as these prices, the mass and form of investment, the
amouni of labour and wages, are determined by the
plan, the burcavcrat will quickly feel cheated by the new
arrangements. He will say: "You want us lo perform
‘optimally’, but you fix things from the start, that such a
pesformance is, in fact, impossible’’,

“So the economic reforms musi unleash a constam
g-of-war of a new type between the plan and the
burssucrats administering the units of output. The old
tug-of-war was cssentially about allocations (the bureaucrats
systematically overestimated the factories’ needs of workers
and material, while they under-evaluated the productive
capacity of the same factories). The new tug-ol-war will be
about the power of decision. The factory managers will
demand the right (o hire and fire workers as they like. They
will demand the right 1o “‘nagotiate’” wages (regionally,
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locally, or even by branch or unit) according to “‘market
conditions”. They will demand the right to retain the major
part of the “profit’” of “'their" factory to be invested there.
They will ask for a rising {and specific) share in total
investment to be realised autonomously by themselves,
inside ““their'’ factory. They will above all demand that they
shoutld fix the prices of the producis they *‘sell”” as they see fit
to do {i.e. as the “market”* dictates). And the “planners™
will of course stridently resent all these demands which run
counter to the elementary principles and needs of central
planning.

‘Let us assume for a moment that the factory managers
were to be successful in their demands, and gredually
conguer these supplementary rights (this is the actual
formula used today in the Soviet discussion: "'Increasing
rights for the factory managers’”). What would be the
outcome of that process? Surely, we would have to drop the
inverted commas around the words ““market™, ""buy" and
“eall', Surely, each factory making ils own investment,
tryving to establish its own prices, negotiating its own wages,
would have become an independent firm, and the market
would then **arbitrate’ between these firms and give birth lo
prices which would no more be determined by plan, but
would result from the inter-play of market forces. Surely, in
that case, capital would flow from less 10 more profitable
branches. It would no more be the plan but this flow of
capital which would then determing the lines of the national
economy. Surely, more and more firms would then find it
profitable to export part of their goods instead of selling
them on the inner market, and would cstablish direct



conmections with foreign firms which would increasingly also
sell on the Russian markel, as well as export capital 1o that
country, Surely, the growth of individual investment would
inevitably lead to over-investment which in a market
economy could only be corrected through periodic crises of
overproductionand unemployment....

‘In that case, of course, the Soviet economy would
have become a capitalist economy, for everybody to see and
acknowledge the fact, even the dogmatic and myopic
Mandel. Buf would it be a "state capitalist’” economy?
The whole process started because the income of the factory
manager being tied to the lactory’s “profit”, the manager
had received a strong cconomic incentive to determine this
“*profit** by his own decision (i.e., to establish control over
most of the decisions on which that profit depends). But
once he actually succeeds in doing this he has an even
stranger incentive to remain tied to **his"* factory for the rest
of his life, and to transmit these “ties"’ to his children and
family. Imagine how cheated he would feel if, after having
suceeeded in making a factory a ‘‘profitable” concern, he
would then be transferred 1o another factory which makes a
losss (with the loss of income which this would entail for
him!). So the process could only end by the reintroduction of
private property. And when, even before this ultimate
outcome, the ties with foreign firms become stronger, villas
bought on foreign coasts and mountains, bank-accounts
established in foreign hanks and used for some “‘profitable
investment'* (¢.2. the purchase of foreign stocks and bonds)
would become additional stepping stones in Lhis process.'™

In reflecting on this projection — ell the points of
departure of the conflicts described exist in present-day
Soviet society, and are reflected in the economic literature of
the USSR. The mystifying character of Bettelheim’s thesis of
the ‘dual nature of factory ownership', and on the dual
nature of appropriation, is verified once again. It veils the
irreconcilable struggle between Iwo economic dynamics,
which, to be sure, reflect in the [ast analysis two
diametrically opposed class interests, Just as capitalism and
private ownership of the means of production are not
reconcilable with an economy in which the strategic decisions
governing economic development are independent of the
decisions of companics and of the criteria of individual
profitablity, in the same way socialist planning and collective
ownership of the means of production are irreconcilable with
an economy in which the central decisions governing
development are determined by the market and the industrial
profitability of enterprises.

Why is there a partial survival of market relations?

Some critics have accused me of ‘surreptitiously’ reintro-
ducing market relations through the medium of ‘a thing, i.e.
scarcity” into the USSR after having peremptorily declared
ihem in contradiction with the relations of production born
of the Octaber Revolution. Let us examine more closely why
consumer goads have remained commodities in the USSR and
the ‘people’s democracies'.

We have seen that, according 1o Marx, there will be a
madification of the mode of distribution after the establish-
ment of a new mode of production based on collective
ownership of the means of production. In his Critigue of the
Gotha Programme, Marx distinguishes two successive modes
of distribution: (a) distribution according o amount of work
done, through the means of labour ‘vouchers’ in the phase
termed socialism; (b) distribution according to need in the
phase termed communism.

Moreover, Marx categorically states that distribution
according 1o labour implies the survival of bourgeois right
and corresponds 10 bowrgeois norms of distribution.

Today we can affirm, on the basis of experience and the
theoretical conclusions which follow from it, that before the
phase termed ‘socialism’ there will be another preliminary
phase termed ‘the transitional period between capitalism and
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sociglism’, during which not only bourgecis norms of
distribution will remain in farce, but the distribution of the
major part of consumer goods will take place through the
medium of a universal equivalent {i.e. money).

The explanation has been given many limes. Ler us go
through it once more. Let us suppose that the day following
the overthrow of capitalism, money is completely suppres-
sed, but relative scarcity of consumer goods remeins. The
producers are given allotments from the consumption fund
in the form of ‘labour vouchers'. Non-productive members
of society {children, retired people, the sick, eic.) receive the
same sort of vouchers. Now, the circwlation of (hese
vowchers is [nevitoble. If they arc expressed in lerms af
tangible quantities of goods and services (like the coupons
of @ ration book) the difference in need for different umits of
consumption will bring about this circulation. Non-smokers
will exchange their ‘cigarette vouchers’ [or ‘chocolate
vouchers'_ If they are expressed in common measures, the
desire to differentiate certain items of consumption from
others with respect to time will bring about the same
circulation. (Forexample, the measures may beone-tenth of an
hour, or one-hundredth of an hour of labour. At the
present average productivity of labour this is effectively the
kind of ‘wmt' that would have to be used and notl the
wark-hour. because many consumer goods are presontly
produced in far less than an hour of work.)

Moreover, a voucher on which is printed ‘one-tenth of an
hour of labour' and which is freely exchangeable for a
variety of different goods and services &5 already a wniversal
equivalent.

Now it happens that the necessity of strict accounting of
labour performed is imposed on this transitional society. Bul
we are dealing with a society in which the growth of
productivity is particularly rapid. One hour of labour today
will produce only 90 per cent of what an hour of labour will
produce next year, and it elready produces 110 per cent of
what an hour of labour produced last vear, In one sector,
productivity is more advanced than in another; in one
enterprise it is on a higher level than in another.

In distinction to what occurs under capitalism (and in every
market economy), under the regime of collective ownership
of the means of production, workers will not be rewarded on
the basis of the greater or lesser productivity of ‘their’
enterprise. But precisely for this same reason society has to
agpregate its labour expenditures in am extremely precise
manner, and compare in a manner no less precise the
expenditures of units of production to the “average’ by
national and international sectors. This aggregate account-
ing must be carried out with the aid of a common standard,
for example a labour-hour at the sverage annual level of
productivity between different sectors of industry. But it Is
clear that this ‘labour-hour® is far from identical with the
standard hour of labour (ten times one-tenth of an hour of
labour) used for the assignment of vouchers (o be drawn on
the consumption fund. The lormer includes the differences
in productivity, the larter excludes them. The former changes
from vear to year, the latter should remain relatively stable.

A third difficulty arises when it is a question of making
long-term projections (of the plans for development). By
calculating in ‘labour-hours’ from a base year, clearly we
will end up after a certain number of years with new ‘hours’
which are twice as productive. Bul a steble standard over
fime is indispensable for long-term planning. The use of &
stable currency as a standard of measure iz consequently
preferable from all points of view: for facililaing
calculations and economic accounting, for facilitating the
comparison between the share of revenues going 1o
consumers and the aggregate productive effort of sociery,
for facilitating the standardisation of consumption by the
producers over time, and if we wish, for making as clear as

14, Ermas! Mandel, The inconsisfencies of State Gapiraifam (Landan.
international Marist Group, 133*4:11. 14-18 — reprinted |7 Aéadings in
Srata Caplialigm, MU, Engdedn. 1677)




possible all socio-economic relations.

The monetary form of distribution of consumer goods thus
Nows from the relative scarcity of these goods in the
transitional period between capitalism and socielism. [t has a
socigl contenr 1o the extent that private ownership of
consumer goods survives, with the concomitam at least
partially non-social (unplanned) character of the labour that
goes into their production. The form, as well as the content,
begin o disappesr in proportion as fundamental needs are
satisfied, as distribution ‘according loneed’ can be extended 10
a number of essential goods and services. It is a long process
which will extend throughout the transitional period and will
ke prolonged even under socialism. In contrast, in the
production of capital goods and in economic calculation and
accounting, a monetary form is a technical simplification,
which doss wmor embodv the same social content.
As long as collective ownership and social planning of
large-scale invesimeni decisions are in effect, monetary
forms will not imply markel phenomena.

Thus it 15 a guestion of two different types of relations of
production — even if they are closely entwined within the
Soviet economy. The dynamic of this interaction can now be
specified. The survival of bourgeois norms of distribution
reacts upon the planned relations of production to the extent
thal they creale — under a regime of scarcity! — a strong
incentive for linking incomes not only to the inpurt of labour
but also to the relative productivity of labour, since this has
been calculated and is therefore known. This linkage may be
individual or collective. 1t can disintegraie or accentuaie the
solidarity of workers within an enterprise, a locelity, or an
industrial sector. It will always ocoeniuale the inegquality
amang the associoted producers, and will therefore be o
suiyective force for disunily among them.

The calfcularion of the net cost of each product and each
enterprise, indispensable for serious planning of growth in
the transitional epoch, just the same creates a strong
incentive Tor calulaling the individua! profitability of
enterprises, which then becomes a force for objective
dissociation of the plan {the relations of planned production
described above),

These two processes correspond o imtrinsic, objective
contradictions in the rransitional phaze which no amount of
subterfuge will overcome. Correct policies in a revolutionary
direction, large-scale participation of the masses in palitical
life and economic decision-making, = high level of
consciousness of the proletariat, all facifitare a solution 1o
these contradictions. A progressive bureaucratisation of the
mechanisms of management, the appearance of a
privileged bureaucratic straium monopolising the manage-
ment of the economy and the state, the elimination of the
masses from all conscious participation in this leadership all
aggravale the contradictions.

But the roots of these contradictions are objective and
historical. They correspond to a level of development of
the productive forces which does not yet allow the new
relations of producrion to consolidate themselves spon-
taneously in a climate of expanding social wealth and
creative enthusiasm of the producers. Marx is careful in
the two texts which we have mentioned always to enumerate
mwo conditions, one objective, the other subjective. The
subjective condition flows only in the last gnalysis from the
objeciive condition and can at the same time temporarily be
m advance of the katter. The disappearance of market
refstions in the arca of consumer goods corresponds (o the
possibility of seeing both precise calculation of labour
expenditures and precise ‘rewarding’ of producers according
to their individual input of labour progressively die out ar the
same fime. The more the productive forces expand, the mare
‘@imribution according to need’ will extend itsell to
successive sectors of goods and services, the more *privale
ownership’ of & series of ‘consumer goods’ will die out in the
face of abundance, the more ‘increasing income” will cease
to be the motivation for the economic activity of the
individual — and the more the new relations of production
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will be definitively consolidated without any inlerference
from ‘markei relations’, ‘monetary calculations’, or
‘tendencies toward private enrichment’.

The role of the Soviel buresucracy

But let us not forget that the USSR is not a classic
‘transitional society®. 11 is a buregucratically degenerated
sociely after having been bureaucratically deformed from
the time of the civil war as Lenin specified in 1921. It is
impossible to describe the socio-cconomic dynamic of this
specific socip-economic formation without mentioning the
particular role the bureaucricy has plaved for at least fortv-five
YCArs,

Authors like Bettelheim and Sweezy, confronted with
their own political past and with the disagreeahle necessity of
defining the role of Stalin and Stalinism in the process which
creates the threat of capitalist restoration in the USSR,
generally avoid this difficulty by not mentioning it. The
Maoists enumerate ‘proofs’ of capitalist restoration which
were alf present in the USSR in Stalin's time to an equal or
even greater degree than today without drawing the most
minor theoretical conclusions from it.'* Bettelheim exiricates
himself with a sudden manocuvre: the process is ‘political’, it
hax nothing in common with a more or less extended
takeover by commaodity production. “The new bourgeoisic’
took power al the Twentieth Congress of the CPSLUL" If we
ask rhrough what changes in the relations of producrion did
this restoration of capitalism, this counter-revolution,
manifest itsell, we are told that ‘politics must be put in
command'. Doubtlessly the ‘transifional socieiy’ (which
these authors used to call ‘socislism®!) and ‘capitalsm’
functioned _for decades with the same economic mechanisms,
with the same laws of development, and with the same
fundamental contradictions, withouwt our metaphysicians
being in the least bit surprisad by ir...

The bureaucracy is mot 2 new ruling class. It does not play a
fundamental or indispensable historic role in the process of
production. It does not have an historical mission (0 assure
“accelerated economic growth'. The proletariat could fulfill
the same [unction perfectly well under certain often
specified socio-political conditions. The supporters of the
theory of “state capilalism’, as much as they hate the
bureaucracy and never speak of it without foam on their lips,
aciually assign an infinitely more important and
progressive role to it than Trotsky and the Fourth
International would acknowledge. Far us the bureaucracy is
only the product of an accident of the historical process
jost as there were numerous accidents in the historical
process characterising the epoch of transidon between
feudalism and capitalism (e.g. the exercise of political power
in Great Britain by the Whig nobility after the 'Glorious
Revolution” of 1688 and by the semi-feudal caste of Prussian
Junkers during the era of the triumphant, imperialist
German bourgeoizsie between 1870 and 1914, 1o mention just
two instances). For the theorisers of “state capitalism®, the
burcaucracy becomes a necessary instrument of “primitive
accumulation’ in Russia.

Because it is not a new class buir simply a parasitic
outgrowth of the preletariat, the bureguracy has no pofitical,
social, or econonmic means al s dispasal o make the defence
of i{tx own special material interests coincide with  the
development of the mode of proguction from which it draves
its privileges. In capitalist society, competition based on
private ownership assures such a concurrence; each capitalist
attending to his own interests assures the development of the

15. ‘Leninism or Social-impariglism’, Feking Aeview, Mo 17, 24 Apeil
1T

16 Maninly Reviaw, Vol. 20, Mo. 10, March 1889, po. 5-7. This s clearly
a '‘gonvanient’ way of brushing aside the fecl that despile The Culturkl
Apuolytion’, aif ine lundamental contradiclions thal chartactensed the
Aussia of Stalin Khrushchay and Brazhney exist in oresanl-gay China,
Thin Is true not only becauss the low lwvel ol development ol (R
produciive forces do nol parmil  (Re CHADDBATARCE ©f  MAarke!
ralations, bul alaa backusé thara 14 Rafdly ary managament of the
econamy by the ‘sssociated producers’.
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system with the maximum ‘rationality’ concejvable within
the framework of the anarchy of the laws of the market. Ina
transitional society between capitelism and socialism,
managed by the associated producers, the same concurrence
comes ahout: the producers’ interest in reducing their labour
¢ffort, and at the same time increasing their consumption,
creates the mechanism through which planned growth can be
realised; not automatically in optimwm proportions, but just
the same within limits that assure the continued development
of social wealth.

There is nothing of this in the USSR nor in any saciety in
which the bureaucracy has usurped the management of the
economy and the state. The special interesis of the
bureaucracy are essentially the maintenance and extension of
their own privileges of consumption. The monopoly of
management is conceived only as an instrument for attaining
this end. Nationalised property is only defended with this
end in mind. To discover & fanaticism for ‘production for
production’s sake’ on the part of the Soviet buresaucrats, as
comrades Kuron and Modzelewsky have done, is lo
misundersiand a lundamental trait of the conduct of the
Saviet bureaucracy from 1923 1o today: the burcaucracy has
mounted an uninterrupted series of oppositions to the needs
of economic planning, all of which tend lo make growth fall
below the level easily attainable under the concrete
conditions of time and place, not to speak of optimal
growth.

No social caste in history has ever administered the social
surplus product in @ disinterested fashion. If the Stalinist
epoch is characterised by the elevation of the bureaucracy 10
a social caste, conguering monopoly control of the
management of the state and the economy, then it follows
that the consumer interests of the buregucracy act as the
socigl motive force of econnmic growth. And since the
relations of production born of collective appropriation of
the means of production {i.e., planning relations) demand an
economic growth of a different sort, there i= a constani
conflict between the two, The many ‘tensions’, ‘crises’, and
sreforms’ of the Soviet economy since the first Five-Year
Plan (i.c., since the privale seclor was largely eliminated
from the Soviet economy) can be attributed to this conflict
of interest. The commodity ‘form' taken by the fiscal
au:numinginemerpﬂsnnﬂh:nlwctrcuhﬁnn of the means of
production furthers this conflict through the effect of one of
the interferences mentioned above'’ This commodity
form is opposed to ils content just as, for example, the
commodity form’ and the fiscal accounting of the
circulation of car bodies on the Ford assembly lines does nol
in fact tramsform this circulation into a circulation of
commodities. When the ‘value' of machinery ts computed in
roubles, the bureavcrals undergo a thousand temptations (o
profit from this *value®, that is, to steal from the state and (o
bring about 'primitive accumulation’ at its expense. They
oftenapply these diverted funds toward ‘ful filling the plan’ (to
the extent thal their own incomes are functions of this
‘fulfiliment’). Here is where we find the kernel of truth in
Bettelheim's thesis on the ‘dual nature of the ownership of
the means of production’,

To the extent that scarcity and a general desire for personal
enrichment exist, and in the absence af sirict confrol
exvercised by the mass af workers over all managerial
decisians, the buregucratic managers con divert a fraction of
the capital-goods production from ‘planned channels’ and
create for themselves *parallel channels’ (the black market or
the ‘grey market'). But this kernel of truth in Bettelheim's
thesis serves only 1o refute the broader thesis even more
neatly. It is clear that this diversion is not the cause but
rather the effect of the survival of market phenomena. And
it is no less clear thal, if the capital goods which pass into
‘parallel channels’ are commodities, then those capital goods
which do not do so have a different social nature, i.e, they
are nal commodities. Everything thus brings us hack to the
problem posed in the beginning: what decides the essentiol

distribution of the means of production, the plan or the
market? For the present-day USSR the answer is ohvigus.

Two mystifications

Pierre Naville, who has in the past accustomed us to expect
more serious work from him (including Volume 1 of his New
Leviarhan), has attempted to elaborate his own conception
of the nature of the USSR in an extremely turgid book, in
which the best and the worst go hand in hand, and an
enormous crudition is equalled only by contradictions which
are no less impressive,

Volume 11 of Salaire Socialiste [Soclalist Wages] corrects
and very often contradicts the peremptary assertions of
Volume | without the suthor attempting o resolve these
caonrradictions, !

Holding & middic-of-the-road position between the
Troiskyist and state capitalisi theories, he calls the Soviet
economy 'state socialist’. He holds that the Sovier economy
is part of @ single world system ruled by the law of value and
the accumwlation of capitel. Thus he falls victim to two
myslifications which the partisans of the state capitalist
theary have repeated ad infinitum for nearly half a cemitury,
following Otio Rauer and the Mensheviks.

First lel us consider the second aspect of the question.
Naville claims to deduce the commedily character of all
Soviel production from the wage character of labour. The
whale problem is reduced to a syllogism: where here are
wiiges Lhere must be exploitation in this exchange, and hence
‘capital’ — the exploitation of animale labour by inanimate
labour, In the USSR, wage labour is universal. Therefore
there must be exploitation.”* The only difference from
capitalism which Naville allows is that the surplus valug is
appropriated collectively, not individually.

This syllogism is easy to break down. Maville himsell
mentions the fact (as did Tromsky before him and as | have
done in Marxst Economic Theory) that workers belonging
to a cooperative can sell products that belong lo them — in.
this case their labour power — to the cooperative. Must this
mean “exploitation’? Not at all. If the difference between
what this labour power produces and what the warkers
receive is the property of a democratic and egalitarian
cooperative directed by all the producers, themselves
included, it is not easy to sec where the ‘exploitation’ fits in.

Wages as a monegtary form of allocation from the
consumption fund do not automatically mean ‘exploitation’
of labour power. To be sure, the USSR i nol &
democratically managed cooperative. The burcancracy
appropriates part of the social surplus product produced by the
workers. But this in itself does not automatically transform
this appropriation into cepltalist exploitation, which is
exploitation of a very specific type following specific laws of
development.

“The pursuit of an increasing surplus value is due to the
necessity, as unavoidable in state socialism as in ca pitalism,
of overcoming the tendency of the rate of profit to fall due to
a modification in the organic composition of capilal 1o the
advaniage of fixed capital’, writes Naville (p.132). What we
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have here is a mystifying tongue-in-cheek begeing of the
guestion. The unavoidable necessity of pursuing increasing
surplus value results from the fact specified many times by
Marx that capital is inconcelvable except in the form of
‘different capitals’, that is, as the result of competition. The
‘pursuit of increasing surplus value' is to be explained by
competition and competition alone. The capitalist is not an
‘accumulation fanatic' for no good reason. He becomes 0
under the lash of competition and that reason alone,

If you eliminate the ecomomic necessily for capital
accumulation (which has as its aim the overcoming of
competitors by reducing the production costs, through the
purchase of more technologically advanced fixed capital),
you cannot see any reason why the capitalist would always be
searching lor an increaring surplus value, Nor can it be seen
why the 'organic composition of capital’ continually rises. A
‘capitalism without competition® would be a stagnant
capitalism.™

Mow, in the USSR there is no competition since there is
state ownership of the means of production. There is no
‘necessily” Lo ‘pursue an increasing surplus value'. Even the
Soviet economists have developed schemas demonstrating
{as | did before them) that continued growth at a high raie is
perfectly possible while holding the percentage of consumer
goods in total production steady or even increasing it. In the
1,000 pages of Maville's book there is not a single senlence
which adduces proof 1o the contrary, that is, proof of the
‘necessity” of puriuing ‘increased surplus value' in the
LISSR.

But, say the supporters of the theory of state capitalism,
there is indeed competition between the USSR and the
Western capitalist countries. The necessity of increasing
accumulation of capital and behaviour similar to that of a
capitalist economy Mows from this competition. Naville
parallels this argument without entirely embracing it. Once
again we are dealing with a gross mystification.

Every non-capitalist socio-economic formation has been
forced to defend irself against the pressure of capitalist
industry as well as capitalist armies. This was trug for China
and Japan from the sixteenth to the nineteenth cenluries; it
was true far the Russia of Lenin and Trotsky; il is true for
that of Stalin and Hrezhnev. But this necessity does not
auntomatically produce the esteblishment or re-establishment
of capilalism or of an ‘exploitation’ of wage workers
equivalent to capitalism. Adaptation is not the only form of
self-defence. In order to prove that Western capitalism
forces the Soviet bureaucrals through competition to explait
their own workers, it would be necessary 1o show that
competition o sell commodities on the same market is
involved, For this is the sole process which introduces the
‘iron necessity”, Clearly this is not the case in the USSE. This
country trades hardly | per cent of its national product with
the advanced capitalist couniries, which have & higher
average labour productivity than its own. To claim that it is
in order to ‘well' this 1 per cent that the burecaucrais
‘ferociously exploit’ their workers, one must believe that it is
the tail that wags the dog.

The exisience of international capitalism imposes numer-
pus constraints on 4 planned economy. It obstructs the
flowering of a fully-developed socialist society, It makes the
disappearance of markef relations impossibie, It imposes a
rate of investment that introduces more rapid development
than capitalism. All of this, which refutes the reactionary
ptopia of ‘socialism in one country’, is ABC for those who
are familiar with Trotsky's teachings and accept the broad
outlines of them. But from none of these consequences does
it follow that the "law of value' delermines the sconomic
svolotion of the USSR, Even less does it follow that thereis a
single sconomic system which unites the entire world, as
Naville claims on page 9 of his book. One does not
disnngmsh oncsell for scientific objectivity by citing
Preobrachensky and Trotsky as authorities without mention-
ing thai both of them expressly dénied this *unification” and
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justly affirmed that even the possibility of generalised
industrialisation in the USSR followed precisely from the
fact that the USSR could exempt itself in part (not entirely,
but in part) from the «ffects of the law of value and above all
from its regulatory role.”

The laws of development af the Soviet economy

Let us summarise. Soviet society 15 a specific socio-econ-
omic formation which combines gencral features of a
transitional society betwesn capitalism and socialism with
particular features that make it appear as an example of 2
transitional society stricken by immaturity: low starting
point for the productive forces, capitalist encirclement
imposing a thousand military and cconomic constraints,
a weak specific gravity of the preletariat in the soclery from
the time of its birth, the insufficient level of rechnical
education and culture of this same proletariat, ctc. The laws
of development in this socio-economic formation include,
then, in part, the laws of all ‘transitional societies',
combining them with the specific laws of development
flowing from the phenomenon af bureaucratic degeneration
and the phenomena of capitalist survivals,

Insofar as we can identily these laws today on 1he basis of
the historical experience {which iz far from having said its
last word on the subject), we can extend as follows the
analysis made by Trowuky in The Revohition Betrayed with
respect 1o the Soviet economy:

1. The contradiction between the sovialised and planned
mode of production and the survival of bourgeois norms of
distribution is the principal contradiction of the Soviet
economy. [t puts the whole transitional epoch under the sign
of battle between the logic of planning and the ‘law of value'
as the principal regulator of the economy. The operation of
the ‘law of value' cannot be overcome by decree, but it can
become atrophied by the growth of the productive forces,
the consolidation of planning, the beginning of the
disappearance of market relations, and the international
extension of the revolution.

2. Under the bureaucratic management of the state and the
economy this contradiction is combined with the confra-
diction between the logic of the plan (proportional and
regular economic growth) and the private consumer interests
{appropriation of material privileges) of the managerial
bureaucracy as principal social motive force for the
reallsation of the plan.

3. These two contradictions are related Lo an essential
contradiction in the field of production relations: between
planning on the one hand, which as an affirmation of the
directly social character of labour contains a fundamentally
egalitarian dynamic, and the maintenance of conditions of
hierarchical subordination within the labour process in the
enterprises on the other, which ¢ontains a dynamic leading
loward growing ineguality.

4. This contradiction has a tendency 1o grow o the degree
that the organisation of the ecomomy on the basis of

i, Qne mignt respang; but doesn’t the organic composition of cagit
inprease begause of the efforts of Ihe capilaiists lo reduce wages Dy
maplacing “animate |abour by °|nan IMmata |abour'? We would raply that in
the sbmsnce of compatition, nothing forces the caplialisis 1o reduce
wages, saapeciglly In g pering of sconomic slageation, whon wages will
already be vory low xs a resull of the massive unemplaoymant inevitabie
under hass conditions
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accumuiation raver yields the highest inoreaas i social product sand (s
therafore never the oplimal rate, confrary o Havilia's view that in the
UESR tha altempl 10 achieve & ‘makimum rale of sccumulation’ would be
& “law’ of the ime {p.132). Inslead of atlempling fo refule my
argument — b an the effect of (he level of conaumplion an the
productivity of labour (on the ‘efficlency’ of Invesiments] — Navilie
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tollowing Ine passage ciled by Maville, | dewoled whols pages o
rafecting the vary view he atiributes to me. | have (ndicaled thal a
sccialised and planned sconomy should ss8 tha growin of iha
productivity of labour (st s an inorease in tha felel gredoct, hen §a an
Incraann in use-valuss produced. (Marxier Economic Theory [New York,
Morthly Review Press, 198%], Vol 0, pp A28.31 ) Whal fois Sosh
snprplu-unden play inall ERda?
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profitability of individual enterprises and the lying of
incomes (of bureaucrats and even workers) to profilability
undermines the directly social character of labour which
flows from the planned relations. These measures contain
the leaven for dissolution of planned relations through the
reappearance of autonomy of decision-making in matters of
price, investment, and orientation of production.

4. The growth of the Soviet economy assures the long-term
survival of the non-capitalist mode of production only 10 the
extent that it reduces the gap between the productivity of
labour in the USSR and in the imperialist countries through
a higher rate of growth. It canmot therefore [ree jtsell
entirely from the constraints imposed by capitalist encircle-
menl (not to mention the military constraints), but it can
lessen their effect and keep the international capitalist
markel from imposing through the operation of the law of
value an orientation on the economic development of the
USSR which would make this development subardinate o
the interests of the monopolists who dominate the world
market.

6. Historically there can be but two diametrically opposed
outcomes to this fve-fold conflict: either a defimitive
consolidation of planned relations, which requircs o
beginning of the disappearance of market relations and
material incentives, or else a breakthrough by the “law of
wvalue' which will require the disappearance of planning as o
regulatory force in economic growth and the restoration of
private ownership — in the ecomomic rather than the
directly juridical senze of the term.

7. The first outcome requires @ political revolution to
climinate the dictatorship of the bureagcracy and establich

democratically centralised management, i.¢., sconomic and
state planning by the workers, the ‘associated producers’,
This outcome is furthered by the international extension of
the revolution and by the growth of the productive forces
already under way.

§. The second outcome will require a socal counter-
revolulion of which a section of the bureaucracy may be the
bearer, It could not triumph without crushing the resistance
of the Soviet proletariat and could not link up with
international capitalism except in an ¢bb-phase of (he
international revolution.

9. In the last analysis, this evolution will not be decided by
the struggle between economic forces or mechanisms nor by
the mechanical rellections of this or that level of
development of the productive forces. It will be decided by o
struggle of living social ferces on a world scale. In this sense,
and in the entire context cited abave, the ‘subjective factor”
will in fact remain the decisive factor in deciding the destiny
of the Saviet Union. ™
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Imperialism

And
aw Materials

DICK ROBERTS

As the global struggle of imperialism to control sources
of raw materials — above all energy sources —steps upin
tempo, it becomes increasingly & central guestion of
world politics. Since 1973, (he Imperialist press has been
flooded with anti-Arab and anti-Iranian propaganda,
the ultimate aim of which Is to fight any atltempt by
semi-colonial peoples to assert their right to control their
own natural resources. Atthe same time the imperialists
harpon the theme of the need for *self-sufficiency’ of the
indusirial nations.

Parallel with this process, Marxist analysis of the latest
phase of the relations of the imperialist states and the
struggle for raw malterials have developed. One of the
most influential of these is thal advanced by Ernest
Mandel in Late Capitalism* and other works. The aim
of the present article is to outline some differences with
the positions advanced by Mandel on imperialism and
raw materials, and at the same lime to present some of
thelatest data on this question.

In approaching the position advanced by Mandel in Lare
Capitalisen, and the practical significance of the debate, a
useful starting point is an earlier aricle of his entitled
“Imperialism and National Bourgeoisie in Latin America’ that
was republished in Infernational in Spring 1976 and which
originally appeared in 1971. In this article Mandel focused
artention on a debate thai was raging in lefl circles at the time,
and is no less important today, on the character of the new
military regimes on that continent that use populist demagogy
10 pretend to an ‘independent’ nationalist coloration. Do
thev express revolutionary nationalist currents?

Mandel's answer stressed that these regimes have not broken
gies to world imperialism. Quile the opposite. “The essential
social function of the military reformist regimes is... not to
mohilice the masses in order to modify the relationship of
forces with imperialism', Mandel wrote, "Onthe contrary, itis
tocomiain the mass movement, inassociation with imperialism
and with its support, offering fts reforme and a vaguely
eat-mmperialist socialising phraseology ' (p. 26).

This valid observation was associated with a view that has
prowen tobe mistaken: Mandelalsosought 10 establish that the

“London: New Left Books, 1875,

imperialists do nol oppose rationalisations of raw maierials
carried out by the neo-colonial regimes because the imperialists
themselves hove shifted investments into manufaciurning
indostries and are less copcerned with monopolising raw
materials. For Mandel, ‘The constant fall in prices of primary
products relative to manufactured products has provoked a
refative fall in the rate of profil in numerous primary sectors.
Thenormal reaction of capital confronted with such a fallis to
swilch invesiment” (p. 23). The new regimes constituie "a new
alliance, an associstion of “‘imperialist capital — nalional
industrial capital”* with an interest in weakening the oligarchic
seclors — not only the big landownersand exporters, bul even
traditional mining capital® (p. 25).

Consequenily, foreign imperialism, no longer tied 1o
investment in primary materials, is less concerned aboul the
increasing nationalisation of its interests in this sector. ‘It is
necessary’, Mandel wrote, 'to look to this modification of
imperialist interests for an explanation of the strange
complacency that American imperialisin has so far shown in
relation to the nationalisations by General Velasco, by General
Ovando, and even those being prepared by Salvador
Allende.' Mande! sought evidence for this hypothesis in the
‘Rockefeller report’, o white paper on US relations with Latin
America released in 1969 by the then governor of New York,
Nelson Rockefeller. ‘The most intelligent representatives of
imperialism have fully understood the political and social
implications of this modification of their own interests in
Latin America’, Mandelsaid (p.25).

Nevertheless subseguent events have not borne out
Mandel's view, Far from being indifTerent to the nationalisa-
tions of ‘their’ sources of raw malerials, the imperialisis
since 1973 have spared nothing in anlempring (o counteract
semi~colonial control of raw materials, Washington was not
complacent about events in Peru, Bolivia, or Chile, as
Mandel thought. Only this spring the Carter administration
admitted Washington's long-suspected complicity in Al-
lende's overthrow, This was in addition to the attempt to
strangle the Allende regime through cconomic boycott.
Peruvian General Yelasco was ousted in 1975 by generals
standing close to Washingion.

The real attitude of US imperialism towards Latin
American investment has been indicated by Business Week
magazine. “There is good news coming out of Latin America
for the hundreds of US and other foreign companies with a
stake in this vast réglon’, a special report in the 9 August



1976 issue stated.’

‘Multinational executives who have been walching one
Latin American country after another pull back from the
radicalism of the early 1970s today consider the region to be
pne of the world's major investmenl opportunities’, said
Business Weak. *It is all there — protein, minerals, forests,
water’, William D, Rogers, US Under Secretary of State for
Economic Alfairs, told the magazine, ‘For perhaps the firsl
time in modern history’, Business Week added, "virtually all
of Latin America seems 1o be moving simultaneously in the
same direction — 1o the right.’

Militarism is indeed on the rise in Latin America, but its
roots are primarily political, not in a decline of imperialist
interest in primary materials. Meither the US bourgeoisicas &
whole nor any significant wing of it looks with favour on
expropriations of raw materials holdings.

Late Capitalism clarifies the frame within which Mandel
viewed the shift away from raw materials investment. Such
investment, he writes, led in the 1930s and 19405 10 a
‘fundamental upheaval in rechnology, organisation of
labour and relations of production’ in the semi-colonies. For
the imperialists, however, *This meant the disappearance... of
one of the most important motives for the traditional
concentration of raw material production in the under-
developed countries, It was now less of a risk to use
expensive machinery in the metropolitan centres than
overseas, and the declining share of wage-costs in the total
value of raw material commodities made it less attractive
than before to utilise the cheap labour-power of the colonies
instead of its dearer counterpart in the metropolitan
countries, The production of raw materials was therefore
shifted on a massive scale to the metropalitan lands
{synihetic rubber, synthetic fibres), and in cases where for
physical reasons this was not immediately possible (e.e. the
oil industry), there was growing pressure for the preparation
of this shift in the long term’ (pp. 62-3).

Taking into account the sudden upsurge of raw materials
prices that occurred after the 1972 edition of Late Capitalism
had been written, Mandel wrote in the revised chapter on
‘MNeo-Colonialism and Exchange’ that, 'since 1972, a new
rise in primary commaodity prices has occurred — determined
in part by the short-term speculative and inflationary boom
of 1972-71, but also partly reflecting real relative scarcities,
caused by the slower rate of capital investment in the primary
producing sectors than in the manufacturing sector during
the previous long-term period. This new upswing in prices
will not be entirely cancelled by the 1974-75 world recession;
it will enable the semi-colonial bourgeoisie to ameliorate
their position as junior partners of imperialism, not only
politically but financially and economically. The increasing
dependence of US imperialism on a whole series of raw
material imports makes the largest imperialist power more
vulnerable to such changes than in the past (when the USA
was ilself the main world exporter of primary products) and
could induce major new military conflicts’ (p. 371).

The last senlence is certainly a more correct estimate of the
real relations berween US imperialism and semi-colonial,
raw materials producing countries than Mandels 1971 beliel
that American imperialism would take a complacent attitude
towards Allende. Imperialism is tied bork 1o manafacturing
and 10 raw materials production in the semi-colonial world.
The latter ties are so vital a part of the world organism of
imperialism that disruption of them threatens to ignite
military intervention.

Mandel’s analysis can be stated in bare outline as including
the following phases:

I. A cyclical relative rise of raw marerials prices takes place
{as occurred, for example, in the period leading up to the
Korean war).

2. Imperialism responds with a massive techaological
penetration of the temporarily more profitable sectors. At
the same time il produces new resources (synthetics,
suhstitutes) in order to lessen the dependence on semi-colo-
nial spurces.

1. Rut the lower value of the new products pulls down the
prices of the raw materials still being produced with the old
technology. Furthermore thére is now an sbundance of
resources because new production techmiques have been
introduced; prices are driven down all the more.

4. In dme falling prices can omly encourage a further
retreat of investment from semi-colonial raw materials. Bul
this will inevitably once again produce shortages, sudden
price leaps, and the cycle will begin ancw.

If we add that further advances in the technological
revolution aimed at lessening imperialist dependence on
particular raw materials muost take place on an ever
expanding scale — even a colossal scale, as it Is evidently the
caise in anv attempt to shift petroleam technology away from
OPEC nations and towards the metropolilan centres — then
we come to perhaps the most important message of Late
Capitalism: leaving aside all other features, the only solution
for the periodic crises of world capitalism is the higher
profits that must form the basis of amy (echnological
revolution. No matter what else the authorities might say {or
think!) the world crisis of imperialism s in fact & crisis of
profit rates. The ahjective character of any imperialist policy
aimed at resolving this crisis is intensified exploitation of the
world't working masses. We will come back to this poeint.

First it is necessary 1o take into account certain economic,
historical and political developments not covered in
Mandel's presentation.

& % & BB

Everywhere in the semi-colonial world, nationalisations are
underway. Brazil's state-owned Companhia Vale do Rio
Doce accounts for more than 10 per cent of Brazil's exports
It is the largest exporter of iron ore in the world and is also
engaged in shipping, reforestation, marketing, engineering
consulting, geological prospecting and mining. The Chilean
dictatorship is compensating the US copper firms Anaconda
and Kennecott for the natdonalisations of their huge copper
mines, but these properties have not been put up for sale in
international markets, So far the Chilean government
itsell promises to operate and modernise Chilean copper
production.

Next to outright nationalisation there are scores of
companies jointly owned by the state and foreign
corporations. And at the same lime there is increasing
imperialist investment in corporations that remain wholly
owned by the imperialisis themselves. Dow Chemical Co.
plans ultimately to complete & $700 million petrochemnical
complex in Bahia, Brazil, which would become the largest
privately owned petrochemical installation in Latin America.

In absolute terms the value of semi-colonial investment in
manufacturing and imperialist investment in this semi-
colonial sector is rising in comparison 1o investment in raw
malerials, as Mandel emphasises. The Brookings Institule
study Serting National Priovities: The Next Ten Years
concluded that semi-colonial exports of manufactured and
processed products are rising faster than exports of
agricultural raw materials, ores and minerals. According to
Brookings: ‘From 1959 to 1973 the developing countries
increased the volume of their exports of manufactured
goods by almast 13 per cent & vear ... Manufacrured
goods, a1 a propoction  of  rotal noan-oil
exports, grew from 18 per cenl in 1959 to 41 per cent in 1971,
Even so, these exports in the boom vear of 1973 were less
than & per cent of total world exports of manufactured
goods' (p. 181).

The figures reflect the agonisingly slow, yet real,
development of manufacturing throughout the colonial
world. Here we must emphasise, as Mandel does, that there
is a growing disparily between the nations of the semi-
colonial world, It would be a gross error to lose sight of

1. 'Reversal of Policy: Lalin American Opens the Door ta Foreign
Invastmant Again’, pp. 34-50




unevenmess in the discussion of imperialist exploitation of the
semi-colonies, Among the semi-colonial nations siand
countries like Brazil, Korea and Mexico, which have
achieved comparatively rapid rates of expansion and are by
far the mosi favoured arenas for foreign aid and investment.
The total US investment in Brazil and Mexico in 1973
constituted 47 per cent of all US investrment in Latin
America for that year.’

But three-fifths of the people in the semi-colonial world
live in the four countries located in South Asia: India,
Pakistan, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka, where growth rates are
small at best and industrial developmemi |s stagnant.
Another one-fifth of the population live in Alfrica south of
the Sabkara, where industrialisation has barely begun. Total
US investment in Brazil is twice as large as it is in all of
Alrica (except imperialist South Africa) and twelve limes as
much as in India.

At the same time, the deposits of raw materials are striated
across these unevenly developing nations in an equally
uneven pattern. It is undoubtedly as risky to make blanket
statermnents about raw materials as il is to make them about
semi-colonial development as a whole.

With this proviso it must be argued thal in presenting the
ebbs and Mows of imperilist investment in semi-colonial raw
materials, Mandel tends to minimise the import of the main
histarical factor in the shifting patterns of imperiahst
investment, nemely the mighty upsurge of the colonial
revolution touched off by World War 1I. As the former
colomal subjects increasingly seized control of their own
resources monopoly profits were reduced — although not Lo
the degree the imperialists claim. Precisely because of the
ultimate threat to their profits the mperialists have fought
nationalization at every step, whether by open counter-
revolution, economic and financial boycot, wriff obsiacles,
CIA subversion, intervention in semi-colonial wars, a
combination of these, or otherwise. The technigues depend
upon the political forces at play.'

There are three interrelated waws in which Mandel's
appraach to the question of raw materials in Lare Capitalism
ends up by not taking due account of this critical historical
faclor.

1. He piys too little attention to imperialism’s growing
global needs for raw materials, The paragraph already cited is
the main reference in Lare Capitaiism to the dependence of
imperialism on raw materials imports, Even here an carlier
foolnole seems 1o cut across the point. *In 1971°, Mandel
states, “80 per cent of the raw materials imported by the
USA, but only [1] 60 per cent of those imported by Japan, 50
per cent of those imported by Britain and ltaly, and 42 per
cent of those imported by Western Germany and Belginm,
derived from the semi-colonies’ (p.370, footnote 65).

These figures are hardly negligible. Bul, just as important,
it is not only the United States’ dependence on raw materials
that is prowing.* In fact, one of the central considerations in
the 1971 “New Economic Policy® of the Nixon administra-
tion, signelling that as the world economic crisis deepened,
Washington would more and more take the offensive in
international trade and finance, was concern aboul sources
of rew materials.

In the white paper circulated to corporations explaining
why the administration took these steps, Nixon's top
economic adviser, Perer Gi. Peterson, declared; ‘Our imports
have been rising nol only in response [0 OUF CONSUMET
appetites, but because our industry buys an increasing share
of its raw materials abroad. Our imports of crude oil, iron
ore, and copper are growing and we import most or all of
our natural rubber, tin, nickel, and chrome. Long-ranges
projections indicate that by the vear 2000 we will import 30
to 50 per cent of our mineral requirements, including oil. In
doing so we will be competing with other industrialised
nations, such as Japan, which are even more dependent on
imported raw materials than we are."

Interestingly. the NEP white paper paid special attention to
the latter fact by returning to it in the appendix: “Japan is

25

already the world's largest importer of iron ore, coking coal,
copper ores, and crude oil and ranks second only behind the
United States in imports of bauxite. It is also the world's
most dynamic growth market for raw materials and will
likely continue so at least through the mid-1970s... The
Japanese are undertaking steps 10 assure adequate future
supplies. Long-term contracts with foreign mineral produ-
cers — including many US firms — are being concluded.
Japan is expanding its fleet of super-sized ore carriers and
tankers to keep shipping costs down. Tokvo's long-term
economic plans indicate that greatly increased investment in
raw malerials will be one importamt use of their rapidly
growing international reserves” (p, T2).

In reading this white paper one is reminded of the secret
documents exchanged between Tokyo and Washington in
the vears and monthe leading to World War I1. In those
papers control of raw materials sources in Asia and the
Pacific was also a central theme. Bul then Japaness
imperialism could ultmately plan to go to war with US
imperialism to setthe the matter. Both could dream that in the
impending war it would gain control of the vast riches of
mainland China — and not only China.

Today a third inter-imperialist war is highly unlikely. The
military balance of power favours the United Stales against
any combination of its imperialist rivals, In addition there is
the sobering thought that the main beneficiary of another
inter-imperialist war would be the workers states. On top of
this the awnership of raw materials is incressingly passing
into the hands of the semi-colonies themselves,

Inter-imperialist competition for raw materials con-
sequently takes place in & far more circumscribed contexi
than four decades ago. Suf thir does ao! mewn thet the need
for raw marerials is any the less. On the contrary, the drive of
capital sccumulation has not ebbed among rival impenalisi
firms no maitter how difficult it becomes lo obtain the raw
materials, machinery, plants and labour that capital
accumulation requires. [n fact the shrinking sources of cheap
raw materials, principally under the impact of the spread ol
colonial revolution, is one of the ingrediems of the
decpening crisis of world imperialism. In considering the
propaganda about depleted sources of raw materials, it is
always necessary to ask: Don't you mean depleted, or even
patentigliydepleted, monopoly profits? :

Mendel maintains that the development of synthetics
constitutes one of the main ways in which raw materials
production has shifled away from the semi-colonies to the
industrial nations ‘on a massive scale’. However, no such
massive shift has taken place. To be sure, it is possible thal
Mandel's analysis holds true for certain syothetics. The
development of synthetic fibres lessened the need for the
waoal, silk and cotton {although raw colton is ilself a source
af the celluloze used in synthetic fibre production) produced
in semi-colonial countries. Furthermore, the synthelics
are themselves cheaper, thus driving down world textile
prices. This development gives rise to an important further

2. Survey of Curran! Business, Augusl 1978, p.48,

3. Teday, pelitical facters — such as the rising colonlal revalution
— are ncreasingly combined with fundamental sconemic charae-
terkstios to give capitaliam ts partioular oullines and behavigur, E,
Germain (Mande(} wrota In August 1855 in 'The Marxist Theory of
Imparislizm and It Critics’ ( Twe Essays on Imparfaliam, published
by the Young Socialist Allisnce in July 1886).

4. ForMardsts thers 3, ol course, a8 sharp disbincion Deda et N
physical use-value needs of the industrial powérs and e profit-
arlanted sxchange-value neads. & disctinction that s alwapa
blurrad i Dourgecis trastmants of the subjact, When, lor
examplo, one resds that the United States’ ‘needs’ for aluminium are
#iszh and such a parcentags ol world production, It must be asked
il wa are hare talking aboul aclual US consumptian af aluminium,
ar ihe production of the US-headquartersd aluminium trust thal
{together with Its Canadian paflmer) markets the alumdniam it
monopolises all over the capitalist world, Import ligures dan't
always reveal ths siory becauss many rew materals am imponsd
inte the industrislised powers in ardar 10 re-xport the rafined
produsct.

6. A Forelgn Economic Perspective by Peter G, Peterson,
Assislant ta Ihe Presldent fer Intarnationel Economic Affairs
{digtribuled m mimsograph], p.11






