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socialist and progressive, but always “state capitalist”), was
looked upon by every honest revolutionary and democrat as
nothing but the discredited stock in trade of that bagman of
William Randolph Hearst and Adolph Hitler, Mr. Leon
Trotsky.!

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

To answer this one must understand the recent history of
the international communist movement. Its key feature in
the last twenty years has been the Sino-Soviet split, and the
disintegration of its former unity of action under the leader-
ship of the Third (Communist) International. The split
originally took the form of the polemics of the late 1950’s
and early 1960’s, polemics which dealt theoretically with
every key question of Leninism: the doctrine of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, the possibility or impossibility of
“peaceful transition” from capitalism to socialism, the
meaning of peaceful coexistence, the attitude of the socialist
camp toward the national liberation movements, etc. In
these great theoretical battles two forces stood out as the
champions of Marxism-Leninism against modern, Khrush-

1. It is beyond my intention here to give an exhaustive account of the
origin of the theory of capitalist restoration. That Trotsky, with his con-
cept of the Thermidor, is its father is unquestionable. (See Brinton,
Crane, The Anatomy of a Revolution. Prentice-Hall, Inc., NY, 1938,
1952.) Onc of Trotsky's political progeny, the Yugoslav Milovan Djilas,
anticipates the restorationists by ten years when he writes the following
about the Soviet leadership from Stalin on:

“It is the bureaucracy which formally uses, administers, and controls
both nationalized and socialized property as well as the entire life of
society. The role of the bureaucracy in society, i.e., monopolistic ad-
ministration and control of national income and national goods, consigns
it to a special privileged position. Social relations resemble state
capitalism. The more so, because the carrying out of industrialization is
effected not with the help of capitalists but with the help of the state
machine. In fact, this privileged class performs that function, using the
state machine as a cover and as an instrument.

“Ownership is nothing other than the right of profit and control. If one
defines class benefits by this right, the Communist states have seen, in the
final analysis, the origin of a new form of ownership or of a new ruling
and exploited class.” (The New Class, Praeger Publ., New York and
Washington, 1957, p. 35)
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able to look objectively at the crisis in the world communist
movement, of which the Sino-Soviet split is the main
manifestation. Having separated ourselves from the Com-
munist Party, USA, we were able to avoid its unthinking
subservience to whoever happened to be leading the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union, and thus could appreciate
the positive contributions of the Chinese and Albanian par-
ties to the defense of Marxism. On the other hand, since we
did not come out of the New Left, with its anti-Soviet men-
tality, we did not go to the opposite extreme of rapturous
idolatry of anything Chinese. Even before we examined the
question of the Soviet Union closely, we could not swallow
the notion, basic to the theory of capitalist restoration, that
the Soviet people who had shed their blood for fifty years in
two world wars and three revolutions to build socialism and
destroy Hitler fascism had then meekly surrendered all their
gains to a small clique of third-rate bureaucrats.

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

Since then, our Party has carried on a scrious study of the
question of Lin Piaoism and its relation to the theory, long
accepted by many revolutionaries, that the Soviet Union had

2. Sanmugathasan, N., The Bright Red Banner of Mao Tse-tung
Thought, A Communist Party Publication, Colombo, Ceylon.

3. T.S., "China’s Revolution is the Continuation of the Great October
Revolution- A Refutation of Lin Piao,” PROLETARIAT, Communist
Labor Party, vol. 1, no, 1, Winter, 1974-5, Chicago, 1974.
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on the way out as a system of theory and practice.

This is of course a very dangerous situation because it
allows imperialism—which has needless to say done
everything possible to foment and nurture this disunity--to
maneuver among the opposing forces in the socialist coun-
tries and communist parties in the capitalist countries,
playing one against the other. Imperialism is using the
disunity in the communist movement to consolidate itself for
one last attempt to destroy socialism by destroying the most
powerful socialist state, the USSR.

One can see, then, that while the objective situation for
the world revolutionary movement is indeed excellent, it is
threatened by its own internal, subjective weaknesses, its
nationalism and disunity.

As revolutionaries we are optimists because we know that
the wheel of history is moving ineluctably forward, despite
occasional “optical illusions” to the contrary, and that the
temporary problems of our movement will be overcome. But
we are also realists, and know that unity will not come about
automatically, but only through the greatest efforts on all
our parts.

We have the forces, we have the will to fight, we have the
theoretical method of Marxism, we have history on our side:
what we need now, if our movement is to emerge like the
phoenix out of the ashes of its present crisis, is theoretical
clarity about the issues of the day.

The inquiry that follows, into the political economy of the
Soviet Union, is an attempt to bring a small amount of this
clarity to one such issue.

I have tried to avoid the type of argument typical of the
various theorists of capitalist restoration in the Soviet Union,
who “prove” that capitalism has been restored by deciding
their conclusion in advance and then picking odd facts to
support it. Often they simply lie, as we shall see. Lenin ex-
poses this soupcon approach for the bourgeois, subjective
hypocrisy it is.* The only possible way to know something is
to examine the totality of facts about it, then to summarize
them in generalizations supported by statistics, tables, etc.

4. Lenin, V. 1., “Statistics and Sociology,” C;;llected Works, Moascow,
1964, vol. 23, p. 271.
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The Marxist View of Development

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

By 1936, the kulaks had been completely eliminated as a class,
and the individual peasants no longer played any important role
in the economic life of the country. Trade was entirely concen-
trated in the hands of the state and the cooperatives. The ex-
ploitation of man by man had been abolished forever. Public,
Socialist ownership of the means of production had been firmly
established as the unshakable foundation of the new, Socialist
system in all branches of economic life. In the new, Socialist
society, crises, poverty, unemployment and destitution had disap-
peared forever. The conditions had been created for a prosperous
and cultured life for all members of Soviet society.’

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

1. Stalin, Joseph, History of the CPSU, Short Course, Proletarian
Publishers, San Francisco, 1972 (reprint of the 1939 ed.), p. 343, emph.
added.
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once socialism is established. The nearest we come is Engels’
analysis of Eugen Duhring’s communes, which are not
socialist to begin with.? Stalin himself refers to this analysis
in Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR,® so we
know that he was familiar with it.* From the standpoint of
Marxist philosophy, dialectical and historical materialism,
on what is his certainty of the permanence of the victory of
socialism based?

Let us begin with history.

Where, in all hitherto existing society, has a slave system
degencerated or been wurned back by counter-revolution into
the mode of production preceding it, primitive communism?
Where has feudal society, once established, degenerated or
been turned back into slave society? Where has capitalism,
once taking root and ousting feudalism as the dominant
mode of production, degenerated or been turned back by
counter-revolution, in whatever form, into feudalism?

The only cases of this sort of retrogression in history have
been the result of the crushing of a more advanced by a less

2. Engels, Frederick, Herr Eugen Duhring’s Revolution in Science (Anti-
Duhring), International Publ., 1939, pp. 314-17 et seq.

3. Stalin, Joseph, Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR, Peking
edition, pp. 95-6.

4. Significantly, Stalin refers to Engels in criticizing the proposal of cer-
tain Soviet policy-makers to sell the machinc and tractor stations (M1S) to
the collective farms. One “restorationist,” Martin Nicolaus, claims that
Stalin says that this would lead 1o the regeneration of capitalism because it
would make the means of production the private property of the farms.
(Ci. Restoration of Capitalism in the USSR, Liberator Press, Chicago,
1975, pp. 45-6) Bul even a cursory reading of what Stalin says will show
that Nicolaus is- how can one be diplomatic about this?- not telling the
truth. Stalin talks about such a sale digging a deeper gulf between collec-
tive fanm property and public property, and removing the economy fur-
ther from communism, and retarding the advance of communism, but
says nothing about the regeneration or restoration of capitalism. This
proves two things. One, that Stalin, even though he understood the
irreversibility of the socialization of the economy, was not at all oblivious
to the harm wrong policies could do to the development of socialism, and
fought against such wrong policies harder than anyone else. Two, that the
theorists of restoration cannot come up with a single real theoretical
statement in all of classical Marxism to support their theory, and must
misquote Stalin in order to do so. Thus they issuc themselves a testamen-
tum pauperatis.
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advanced? Nowhere. The very idea contradicts the laws of
social development, which depend on the development of
social production, the development of the productivity of
labor.

Now, this does not mean that at certain times the form of
a society, its superstructure, has not been changed backward;
only that its economic content never has. A concrete exam-
ple of the first was France after the defeat of Napoleon in
1815. The Restoration of the Bourbons which followed
brought back the outward trappings of feudalism, but not
its content, i.e., land tenure, the landed aristocracy, legal
constraints upon the rising bourgeoisie, etc. As Marx points
out, Louis XVIII himself, the new Bourbon king, was the
“political chief” of the new bourgeois ruling class, the finan-
cial section of the capitalists.® In form, the old; in content,
the new. The Restoration restored the trappings of the old
order, but could not undo what had been done by the
French Revolution and its successor, Napoleon. Such is the
motion of history, which moves not in cycles but in an up-
ward, although not smooth, spiral. Once a new mode of
production has taken hold, counter-revolution can still at-
tempt to force it backward. But it can succeed, if at all, only
superficially. Its content is forced, on pain of extinction, to
adapt itself to the new, more advanced economic reality, the
new mode of production. And why? Because new modes of
production (slavery, feudalism, capitalism and socialism) do
not come upon or leave the historical scene arbitrarily, ac-
cidentally, ideologically, or at the whim of this or that in-
dividual or group, but as the result of the development of
social production.

If this is true of past social history,” is it necessarily true of

6. Marx, Karl, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, Inter-
national Publ., p. 14.

7. The restorationists, again, are forced to bend history to come up with
even one example of historical retrogression. Martin Nicolaus must try to
make Engels say that the German peasanury in the fiftcenth century, suf-
fering a reinstatement of serfdom, went from capitalism back to
feudalism. But Engels says nothing of the kind, merely that their lot did
not constantly improve, as the bourgeois pollyannas claim. (Nicolaus, op.
cit., pp. 180-1) The poverty of the restorationists’ examples reflects the
poverty of their philosophy.
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the present —that is, the period of the advance of society
from capitalism to communism? Specifically, is it true of the
recent history of the Soviet Union?

It is even more true. And why “more?” Because, one must
remember, we are dealing, when we speak of the proletarian
socialist revolution, with a very special transformation of
society. The socialist revolution, unlike all previous
revolutions, develops not only the productivity of labor
through further freeing the productive forces, but improves
the distribution of the social product in favor of the
producers themselves. For the first time in history the
working people, the main productive force, are conscious of
themselves and their historical role and abilities. In earlier
revolutions they always fell under the leadership of the new
exploiting class, and were manipulated in the interests of the
latter’s battle with the old rulers. But the socialist revolution
is the emancipation of the working class by its own efforts.
In the course of the revolution the working class becomes
conscious of itself and its enemies, it becomes increasingly
strong and able to defend its gains against all comers. It is
far less likely than before to be manipulated by the
moribund forces of society. Further, the people have far
more to defend than they did in previous revolutions,
because they have seized the wealth of society for them-
selves, not for someone else. They are working for them-
selves, and know it. Stalin himself comments on this:

The rise in the standard of welfare and culture of the masses
was a reflection of the strength, might and invincibility of our
Soviet revolution. Revolutions in the past perished because, while
giving the people freedom they were unable to bring about any
serious improvement in their material and cultural conditions.
Therein lay their chief weakness. Our revolution differs from all
other revolutions in that it not only freed the people from tsardom
and capitalism, but also brought about a radical improvement in
the welfare and cultural conditions of the people. Therein lies its
strength and invincibility.®

Now it is true that even though he moved with history,
Stalin in thirty years was unable, despite superhuman effort,
to rid his country of all the remnants of capitalism. Are we

8. History of the CPSU, op. cit., p. 341.
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then to believe that his successors, smaller men who do not
move with history but who try to impede it, could in ten
years rid that same country not of remnants but of an entire
systemn of socialism, to enslave an entire people who had
fought three revolutions, two world wars, and had eaten the
fruits of socialism for forty and more years? But that is exact-
ly what the theorists of capitalist restoration cxpect us
believe. Their claims reduce themselves to the worst sort of
contempt for the Sovict people, the worst sort of idolatry of
capitalism itself as a system in essence superior to socialism
and preferable to it.

The development of socicty in history is a specific form of
the movement of matter. Matter does not move and develop
arbitrarily or at random, but according to definite laws.
Dialectics sums up and generalizes these laws. One of the
most basic is the law of development from lower to higher
levels. Once something has developed from a lower to a
higher quality it cannot change back. This law holds for
everything that evolves. Water, for example, can turn into
steam, and then steam can turn back into water; that is not
evolution. But man cannot turn back into a lower form of
animal. A higher quality cannot turn into a lower quality in
content, although there may be distortions or even
backsliding in form. Inbreeding or some genetic defect
might cause the degeneration of a group of human beings,
but it will never cause them to turn back into apes.

Dialectics differs fundamentally from all more backward
forms of philosophy in its understanding that motion
proceeds from the lower to the higher. Dialectics is forward-
looking and progressive, as opposed to bourgeois meta-
physics, which sces all change as degeneration from the
present “best of all possible worlds,” capitalism. The
bourgeoisie must deny that there is anything better; dialec-
tics, the science of the proletariat, has no need to make such
a denial. It is not afraid to look at things as they really are,
constantly progressing. Not that the development of nature
and society from lower to higher levels is the result of
gradual, smooth, harmonious evolution, development in a
smooth line slanted upward. Rather, development moves in
a jagged upward spiral, complete with backward movements
which appear to rcturn to where they started, but which
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these societies. The question is one of the historical en-
vironment in which this exchange existed. Similarly under
socialism. Marxism teaches that commodity exchange leads
to the development of capitalism only under certain definite
historical conditions. Just as these did not exist in ancient
Egypt, China, Greece and Rome, neither do they exist in the
Soviet Union (or any other socialist country) in 1977, We are
not intimidated by categories like “commodity exchange” in
general. As Marxists we examine cverything in light of its
environment, history, and motion.

The worst shortcoming of the theorists of capitalist
restoration is their denial of the fundamental law of dialec-
tics, the law of the unity and struggle of opposites. This
denial takes the form of their claiming that the restoration
of capitalism in the Soviet Union has taken place peacefully,
gradually, by evolutionary means. Theirs is the theory of
creeping capitalisin, which has just as much validity as the
fascists’ theory of creeping socialism in the capitalist coun-
tries. Again their argument can be reduced to how they see
motion and development taking place, peacefully and
gradually. Marxism has a different view:

The dialectical method therefore holds that the process of
development from the lower to the higher takes place not as a
harmonious unfolding of phenomena, but as a disclosure of the
contradictions inherent in things and phenomena, as a “struggle”
of opposite tendencies which operate on the basis of these con-
tradictions. 2

Movement from a lower to higher state is not smooth; it
takes place in the process of the struggle of the old and new
forces operating within the old entity. In class society this
struggle takes the form of the destruction of the old by the
new, which can occur only when the old and new forces
separate, face each other as mutual, antagonistic opponents
and fight it out. As the Textbook of Marxist Philosophy puts
it,

The contradiction of any process is resolved, not by some exter-
nal force, as think the mechanists, but by the development of the

12, Stalin, Joseph, Dialectical and Historical Materialism, in History of
the CPSU, op. cit., p. 109,
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What are Classes?
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What are Material Incentives?
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What is Capitalism?

Capitalism is a social system or “mode” of production.

Marx: “The historical conditions of [capital’s] existence arc by
no means given with the mere circulation of money and com-
moditics. It can spring into life, only when the owner of the means
of production and subsistence meets in the market with the free
labourer selling his labour-power. And this one historical condition
comprises a world’s history. Capital, therefore, announces from its
first appearance a new epoch in the process of social production.”®

Capitalism is not simply a system in which there are haves
who steal the product of labor of the have-nots, as some
claim.® All previous class societies have been characterized
by this state of affairs, that is, by exploitation. Engels says,
“It would be absurd to assume that unpaid labor arose only
under present conditions where production is carried on by
capitalists on the one hand and wage workers on the other.
On the contrary, the oppressed class at all times has had to
perform unpaid labor.”?

What distinguishes one historical system of production
from another is the mode by which that unpaid labor is ap-
propriated from the producer by the non-producer.® Under
capitalism it is wage labor, that is, the buying and selling of
labor power as a commodity (not the laborer himself, as un-
der slavery, nor the product of labor or labor-time, as under
feudalism). Wage labor presupposes a situation where the
majority of producers are “free” of their own means of
production and means of subsistence; they can’t support
themselves without getting a job working for someone clse.
Only when their labor power becomes a commodity do most

5. Marx, Karl, Capital, Vol. 1., International Publ. edition, p. 170.

6. See, for example, the way Marx’s mecaning is distorted by the
Revolutionary Communist Party, Red Papers No. 7, 1975, p. 3, in which
a passage from Capital is taken out of its context and made to seem to
mean that the capitalist is a capitalist by virtue of being able to ap-
propriate unpaid labor, as opposed to unpaid or surplus walue, from the
laborer.

7. Engels, “Marx’s Capital,” (1868) Selected Works of Marx and Engels.
International Publ., vol. I, p. 339.

8. Marx, Capital, op. cit., p. 241.
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other products (food, clothing, shelter, etc.) become com-
modities also. Capitalism cannot arise as the dominant
mode of production in society as long as only a few (mainly
luxury) items are produced for sale. Aslong as most produc-
tion is carried on by individuals (mainly farmers) for their
use and that of their families, the production of articles for
sale (jewelry, fine lace, spices, certain tools, ships, etc.)
exists only in a limited way, on the periphery of society. It is
only when the masses of people cannot produce for them-
selves (because they have been deprived of their land) and
have to buy their food, clothing, etc., that commodity
production can become the prevailing mode of production,
that is, become capitalist production.

The process by which the farmers are separated from
their land is prémitive accumulation, the violent seizure of
land by the capitalists and the driving of the peasantry from
it into the cities, where they become factory workers.*

Capitalism arose historically only on the basis of these
concrete conditions. It arises as a social power of one part of
society, the appropriators of the land and the manufacturers
in the towns, over the dispossessed. Capital is not a sum of
money or a thing but a social relation, “a special, historically
definite, social production relation.”!® Capital exists as
“dead labor, that, vampire-like, only lives by sucking living
labor.” Marx puts it thusly:

How does a sum of commodities, of exchange values, become
capital?

In that, as an independent social power, i.c., as a power of a
part of society, it maintains itself and increases by exchange for
direct, living labor power. The existence of a class which possesses
nothing but its capacity for labor is a necessary prerequisite of
capital.

It is only the domination of accumulated, past, materialized
labor over direct, living labor, which turns accumulated labor in-
to capital.!!

9. See the entire last section of volume I of Capital for a definitive ac-
count of the process of primitive accurmnulation.

10. Quoted by Leontiev, A., Political Economy: A Short Course, 1934,
Proletarian Publ. (reprint), p. 92.

11. Marx, Karl, Wage Labor and Capital, SW. op. cit., pp. 265-6, emph.
in original.
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3

The Development of the
Soviet Economy

It is not necessary to get bogged down in a repetition of
what has been written again and again, namely, a narrative
history of the development of Soviet socialism. The reader
who is interested in going into this aspect of the subject
should read the History of the CPSU(B), Short Course,
Stalin’s speeches to the Party congresses during the 1920's
and 1930's, etc. (See Bibliography) Let it suffice to say here
that the period of the first two Five Year Plans, 1928-37,
which included the period of the collectivization of
agriculture, led to the virtually complete socialization of the
entire Soviet economy. Summing up this period, which saw
the replacement of one quality, capitalism, by another en-
tirely different quality, socialism, Molotov says in 1939,

That the Second Five Year Plan has been a success is apparent
to everyone. The chief historical task assigned by the Second Five
Year Plan has been accomplished: all exploiting classes have been
completely abolished, and the causes giving rise to the ex-
ploitation of man by man and to the division of society into ex-
ploiters and exploited have been done away with for all time. All
this is primarily the result of the abolition of the private ownership
of the means of production.'

It is impossible to understand the political economy of the
Soviet Union without understanding the historical environ-
ment in which socialism developed. One must keep in mind

1. Molotov, V. M., Speech to 18th Congress of the CPSU, Communist In-
ternational, op. cit., p. 612.
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the extreme, barbaric backwardness of old Russia, its brutal
poverty. An already bad situation was made much worse by
the tremendous destruction of World War One and the civil
war (supported by imperialist intervention) following the
October Revolution. It took Stalin and the other Bolsheviks
within the leadership of the Communist Party scveral years
merely to win the Party as a whole over to the possibility that
socialism could be built at all in such an unfavorable
situation. Only afterwards came the struggle over how.

Socialism cannot be built in the same way as capitalism.
The latter developed historically on the basis of light in-
dustry (textiles primarily, then tobacco, spices, ctc.) as the
leading factor. Heavy industry gradually developed (ship-
building, machinery, railroads, etc.) to serve light industry.
But this took hundreds of years. It also took the form of the
enslavement and butchery of tens of millions of human
beings in the holds of slave ships and the mines and fields of
the Americas. It took the form of a polarization of two forces
in socicty, the small capitalist class and the vast masses of
toilers, who were enslaved and worked to death in the
process of producing vast fortures. The polarization took the
form of growing class divisions within individual countries.
On an international scale, a handful of capitalist countrices
grew rich at the expense of the majority of countries, the
colonies and dependent nations. Capitalist accumulation
took place at the cxpense of the impoverishment and
destruction of untold millions of people.

Socialist accumulation could not proceed in this way.
This simple truth is overlooked intentionally or uninten-
tionally by the many critics of the Soviet Union and of Stalin
in particular. The Soviet state was surrounded by a hostile
capitalist world outside, and inside by a still-strong rich
peasant class (the kulaks) and a large number of persons
frankly hostile or at the best very skeptical toward the new
system (the old intelligentsia, the NEPmen, and so forth), It
could not have lasted ten minutes if it had not had and
maintained the support of the rest of the population. the
working class and bulk of the peasantry, and it could not
have maintained this support if it had not set about to im-
prove their lives. L.enin's New Economic Policy was an open
admission of this fact, and Stalin’s policies of material as
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well as moral incentives? were a continuation of Lenin’s line.
But Stalin, being a Marxist, not a demagogue, knew that
living standards could not be raised by some short-term em-
phasis on production of consumer goods, for the simple
reason that there were no machines with which to produce
these goods, or a sufficient number of urban workers, for
that matter, to operate the non-existent machines. Thus
Stalin put forth the only correct policy, embodied in the First
Five Year Plan (1928), the policy of using virtually all the
meager resources of the vast but impoverished country to
build heavy industry, largely at the expense of light (con-
sumer) industry and agriculture. The reader must, in
evaluating Stalin’s policy, always keep in mind perhaps the
most important single historical feature of the Soviet
economy from the beginning, the continual shortage of
capital. Otherwise it is impossible to see any further. Where-
as capitalism creates a surplus of capital and labor power by
impoverishing the vast majority of people under its sway,
socialism must constantly raise the living standards of the
people at the same time as it is accumulating factories,
machines, means of transport, etc., not at their expense, but
in harmony with them.

From virtually nothing the Soviet people had to build an
indestructible economy and political structure, and within a
relatively short time, to withstand the fascist onslaught they
knew to be inevitable. Heavy industry with which to build
machinery and defense materials had to be primary, con-
sumer industries secondary. This was fully in conformity
with the law of extended reproduction, which Marx outlines
as true not only for capitalism but for socialism and the
higher stage of communism as well. To make shoes you first
have to build shoe-making machines. But even before that
you have to build machines to make these machines.

Soviet industry was mainly built to expand extensively
rather than intensively —that is, new capital was, generally
speaking (although by no means always), invested to build
more factories of the same type, rather than to develop the
productivity of labor based on qualitatively new technique.

2. Cf. Stalin, “New Conditions, etc.,” op. cit.
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The reliance on extensive (more of the same labor and
means of production) rather than intensive (new technology)
was another reflection of the historical conditions in which
socialism was being built. Capital was very limited, help
from the advanced capitalist countries was even more
limited, and within the country there was a very small sup-
ply of skilled labor to build and operate sophisticated
machinery, even if the capital to build or import it had been
available. At the beginning of the period of real indus-
trialization (1927) the industrial proletariat was very
small and its skilled sector even smaller. Eleven million
peasants with virtually no technical or any other kind of
training became industrial workers during the period of the
First Five Year Plan. Under these conditions heavy industry
could be built only by relying on large expenditures of
human labor in the construction of big, basic, non-
specialized factories set up to produce tractors one day and
tanks the next day or the day after. At the beginning of this
period millions of workers worked for room and board
alone, since there was not enough capital to pay money
wages!?

Further, capital expenditure on heavy industry had to be
rigidly centralized in order to conserve as much as possible.
Priorities within the capital goods sector had to be made.
Thus less was spent on transportation than on the construc-
tion of factories. This is why even today the Sovict Union is
very poor in paved roads and trucks. There was ncver
enough capital to build what was necessary for the expand-
ing economy. To get around the transportation “bot-
tleneck” Stalin built universal production centers, huge in-
dustrial complexes in which different kinds of production
were centralized in one place near sources of minerals or
other necessary raw materials. Factories were not created as
specialized units producing a particular product; rather
they were made to build many different products. A given
factory might produce heavy, large-scale machinery, as well
as high quality steel, sewing machines, agricultural equip-

3. Cf. Strong, Anna Louise, The Stalin Era, Mainstream Publ. NY, 1956,
Chapter Two, for an eloquent description of the atmosphere of the First
Five Year Plan,
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ment, precision tools, elevators, and bicycles.

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

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

The market under these conditions could not be very
flexible and meet the growing needs of a population with
more money to spend every year, There was not enough
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capital to produce greater and greater quantities of more
diversified products. The economy and market were
designed to reproduce themselves on an increasing scale
without much product “mix.” This led to a perennial short-
age of quality consumer goods, a situation which has con-
tinued to the present time, as we shall see.

These inevitable shortcomings of the Stalin economy were
aggravated immeasurably by the vast destruction of people
and other productive forces caused by the Hitler invasion. It
is estimated that 690 billion rubles worth of socialist proper-
ty was destroyed.* The fact that the country could withstand
such unimaginable destruction and rise up stronger than
ever in a period of three or four years after the war is
testimony to the greatness of the Soviet people, their love of
their country and socialism, and the genius of the man who
was able, in the face of virtually insurmountable obstacles,
to formulate and then implement a correct economic policy
during the most difficult thirty-year period any country ever
faced. The shortcomings of the economy Stalin and his
people built are finite and in time will disappear. Its
strengths, harbingers of the bright spring humanity is
progressing toward, are immortal.

The Elite

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

While I was in Moscow, his mother was still living, and, accord-
ing to the anecdote, Brezhnev wanted to impress her with how
well he had done. He decided to invite her up from their home in

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

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

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

5. Smith, Hedrick, The Russians, Quadrangle Press, NY Times Books,
1976, p. 38.

6. Compare Lenin’s analysis of classes (“A Great Beginning,” op. cit.)
with that of Djilas (op. czt.).
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Parisian garret, brooding over the thought of his millions in
jewelry and other property “stolen™ by the Bolsheviks, his
land taken over by “filthy peasants.” his now worthless
millions of rubles of stocks and gold shares, which he has
stuffed in a cheap cardboard suitcase hidden in the dirty mat-
tress of his miserable little Rive Droit hovel, rotting almost
beforc his eyes -one can understand his desire, his over-
whelming hunger, to restore capitalism and tsavism, the
“old, civilized order,” because that would mean restoring to
him “his™ property and status. But why would a Brezhnev or
cven a Khrushchov want to restore capitalism? They have
arisen under socialism, and the privileges they have gained
were gained under, and in a certain sensc because of,
socialism.? The elite lzke socialism because it means that
they can have their privileges and a working class whose
standard of living is constantly rising, who are not likely to
go on strike, riot, or overthrow the government - as long,
that is, as the leadership guarantees their well-being.
Brezhnev and Company have no desire to restore capitalism;
instead they want, and have been able, to skim the crecam off
socialism, to have their cake and eat it too.

A little reflection will convince anyone not totally blinded
by preconceptions that the very notion that these men would
want, much less be able, to restore capitalism, makes no sense
whatsoever.

There is only one internally consistent and rational theory
that could reasonably claim that Brezhnev and Co. would
want to restore capitalism, This is the theory that capitalism
is a better solution to the economic problems besetting the
Soviet system than socialism: that a free market gives more
incentive to produce quality goods economically, that
private ownership is more productive than public owner-
ship, and so on and so on. This of course is the argument of
the bourgeoisic, who see their system as the best and the
brightest. It has been picked up to one degree or other by
some ecxtreme right wing economists within the socialist
countries, who are dazzled by the glitter of Western

7. For further analysis of how and why Soviet revisionism arose and took
the form it has, see "Statement on the 25th Congress of the CPSU.”
People’s Tribune, vol. 3, no. 11, reprinted as Appendix 1.
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technology and range of commodities and disillusioned by
the problems of socialist construction, but who do not have
the brains or backbones to understand why “the West” (and
this really means the upper strata of the capitalist world) has
done certain things “better” than socialism, and attribute
this temporary advantage to the inherent superiority of
capitalism to socialism. But even those who hold this view do
not claim that Brezhnev and the other leaders of the Soviet
Union hold it as well. On the contrary, they complain, as do
the imperialists, that the Soviet leaders are too conservative,
too hidebound, in their “Stalinist” (i.e., socialist) way of
thinking. So even if the left-wing of the bourgeois
ideologists, the theorists of restoration, dared put forth the
idea that they think capitalism has been restored in the
Soviet Union because it is better than socialism, they could
not make anyone believe that Brezhnev and Co. have had a
hand in this restoration. Brezhnev and Co. have opposed,
successfully, any major change in the Soviet economic
system of planning, pricing, ownership, etc.

In order to demonstrate this more concretely, let us leave
to the side for the moment the question of Brezhnev’s subjec-
tive desires, and continue with the discussion of the Soviet
economy. It is indisputable that the first and most extreme
of the privileged “reformers” of the Soviet economy, Nikita
Khrushchov, did begin attacking aspects of the Stalin
economy in a very bourgeois, demagogic way, What did he
and his successors Brezhnev and Kosygin do?
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And through the trade unions it controlled wages, working
conditions, the workers’ welfare, etc.

But because of Khrushchov’s ineptness in planning, his
policies came into contradiction with the law of balanced
development of the economy. The early sixties, which bore
the fruit of his earlier, much-heralded democratization and
consumerization of the economy, were years of economic
stagnation. While there was no depression or even recession,
all types of economic growth declined tremendously. This
was very serious for an economy which for forty years had
grown continuously and at a faster rate than any capitalist
economy ever had or could have. The stagnation came
unexpectedly and was a direct result of the Khrushchov
revisionists’ wrong policies. Agriculture stood still, badly
hurt by (among other things) the sale of the Machine and
Tractor Stations to the collective farms, a measure opposed
by Stalin and carried out by Khrushchov in order to raise a
lot of capital quickly for investment in light industry, The
bad agricultural situation forced, on June 1, 1962, a 30%
increase in the price of meat and a 25% rise in the price of
butter. This was followed by a wave of strikes, demon-
strations and riots throughout the country which served to
remind Khrushchov and Co. of whose consent their power
was based on. Expansion of industrial production declined
from 8% per year to 6% from 1961-5; the annual growth of
overall investment (including private and collective farms)
fell from 13% to 6% in the same period; the average rate of
increase in consumption fell from 6.8% to 3.9%. In 1962,
the Seven Year Plan begun in 1959 was scrapped.

Khrushchov’s fatal error was that he did not understand,
or chose to forget, that the economy he inherited from the
Stalin period possessed certain limitations based on two
things: first, on its operating according to objective laws
unique to socialism; and second, on its chronic shortage of
capital (“tautness™) resulting from the historical conditions
in which it developed. The demands he made on the
economy for the purpose of saturating the people with con-
sumer goods and thus consolidating his position required a
scale of development a hundred times greater than that of
the economy at that particular time. Instead of concen-
trating on a few basic and crucial industries and using them
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as a foundation for gradual but sure expansion of consumer
industry, Khrushchov and his group demanded the
simultaneous development of many new industries ranging
from paper products to new chemicals, from sporting goods
to the latest styles. Being a philistine who worshipped the
“consumer paradises” of the Western imperialist states, he
forgot that their economies are built on the backs of billions
of virtual slaves in the colonial world and on a large im-
poverished stratum within the imperialist countries them-
selves. His demagogic attempt to establish “equilibrium,”
the equal growth of heavy and light industry, instead of the
relatively greater expansion of the former, met with failure
because it contradicted the law of extended reproduction.
Khrushchov did not wreck the economy, although he hurt
it; he wrecked himself. Owing to his failures, particularly in
agriculture, he was kicked out of the leadership of the Party
and state by his own cronies in 1964, blamed for everything
that had gone wrong, and today is looked upon as a fool and
spendthrift by the Soviet people and everyone else.

Kosygin's 1965 Reform

The famous Reform of December, 1965, introduced by
Premier Kosygin, is the bogeyman of all the theorists of
capitalist restoration. They triumphantly point to it as
“iron-clad proof” that capitalism was restored in the Soviet
Union by the decree of two men.

What are the facts? The Reform plan laid down by
Kosygin introduced the following measures: 1) Sales, profits
and profitability (the rate of return on investments), rather
than the total output, were to become the main perfor-
mance indicators within the state plan. The number of targets
that enterprises were supposed to achieve were reduced from
40 to eight or nine. 2) Managers were given much more
freedom to determine what products were produced,
production schedules, what the size of their labor force
would be, and so on; factories could specialize to produce
whatever was the most profitable of a certain type of goods
within definite guidelines set by Gosplan. 3) Interest was
charged as well as rent to extractive industries; new invest-



44

ment was to be financed by bank credits, rather than budget
allocations which did not have to be paid back. Individual
enterprises were given more responsibility for reinvesting
funds for expansion of production from their profits. Enter-
prise managers were given more leeway in how much they
would pay themselves and their employees in bonuses (wages
above the base pay given for overfulfillment of work quotas),
although the basic wage rates (compensation for a certain
amount of a certain quality of work) were still centrally fixed
in the traditional way.

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

First. Socialism adopts many economic terms from
capitalism. Socialist literature from Lenin to Stalin to Mao
Tse-tung uses the words “capital,” “wages,” and so on to ap-
ply to the socialist economy. Now how can “capital” exist
under a system which has abolished capital? Obviously it
cannot be the same capital. How can wages exist under
socialism if socialism is, as Marx points out, the abolition of
the wages system? Obviously it is a new kind of wages.
Similarly with profit, rent, interest, etc. Under socialism old
terms describe new realities, realities which exist in a
situation in which there are no class antagonisms, no ex-
ploitation, and hence no basis for the old forms of capital,
wages, surplus value, profit, and so forth.

Language always changes more slowly than social systems.
Therefore one cannot go merely by the sound of the 1965
reforms, but must examine their content,

Second. A key component of the restorationists’ under-
standing of the world is their conviction that Brezhnev and
Kosygin, like jehovah, could make something come into
being by decree. In fact, it took God six days to create the
world, but according to them it only took Kosygin one
speech to create capitalism “of a new type.” Reality presents
us with a somewhat different situation. The reader should
take a look at Brezhnev's address to the Twenty-fifth Party
Congress of the CPSU, February, 1976, and see if he can
find a single reference to the notorious 1965 Reform or any
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of the measures contained in it.* Why isn’t there any?
Because the Reform failed and has now been consigned, like
Khrushchov before, to the kingdom of shadows. And so will
any other reforms, decrees, measures, suggestions or
anything else which comes into contradiction with the objec-
tive laws of socialism.

American Kremlinologists, whose reputations and salaries
rest on their ability accurately to describe what the situation
is in the Soviet Union,* have remarked repeatedly on the
failure of the 1965 Reform, and the reasons for the failure.
Below are only several of very many examples.

The government functions at present (in 1973) in a highly cen-
tralized fashion, a reversal of Khrushchov's short-lived experiment
with limited local control . . . .

Meanwhile, the leadership has continued the proclivity of its
predecessors to tinker with the system of management. In 1965
they adopted a so-called economic reform which was mistakenly
[sicl] labelled in some Western publications as “creeping
capitalism” because one of the success criteria was profits. Unfor-
tunately, since the centrally set pricing system chronically lags
behind actual costs, managers began to produce what was
profitable for their enterprise and slighted assortment which led
to disproportions on a scale comparable to that which existed
when weight or value were the prime determinants. As a result,
ever more centralized controls have been reintroduced.®

Further,

4. Brezhnev, Leonid, Report of the CPSU Central Committee and the
Immediate Tasks of the Party tn Home and Foreign Policy, Novosti Press
Agency, Moscow, 1976.

5. The following rcferences are from the Sowet Economic Prospects for
the Seventtes, Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the United States,
US Government Printing Office, Washington: 1973. This is a compen-
dium of papers by various authors. Henceforth it shall be referred to as
JEC '73, and the name of the particular authors cited will be put after-
wards.

6. JEC '73, Cook, Paul J., pp. 8-9. This passage has been reprinted ver-
batim in the latest JEC study on the Soviet Union, entitled Souiet
Economy in a New Perspective, dated Oct. 14, 1976. Unfortunately, this
came into my hands after this book had been completed. However, none
of the material within it contradicts any of the conclusions reached, al-
though obviously the statistical data and so forth are more up to date.



46

. . the role of the economic reform has been soft-peddled to
the vanishing point. Both the plan directives and the speeches at
the Supreme Soviet meeting in November 1971 appeared to back
away from the intent of the 1965 reform —to give enterprise
managers more freedom and workers more incentive. Meanwhile,
the emphasis was placed on more detailed analysis of enterprise
operations (i.e., more rather than fewer direct success criteria)
and on intensifying the role of the Party in the direct management
of the ministerial organization.’

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

Why Was the Reform Introduced?

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

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

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

What Was the Reform’s Real Content?

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

Brezhnev and Kosygin, like Khrushchov, inherited a huge
and very powerful economy from the Stalin period. But as
shown earlier it was an economy weak in important areas,
although through no real fault of its own: shortage of capital
and relatively low labor productivity. Now, we know that in
the early 1930’s the Soviet economy was also beset with the
same problem stemming from similar reasons: a history of
economic backwardness, a workforce new to industry, the
hostility of international imperialism, etc. What happened
then? The Stakhanovite movement. A movement of workers
and peasants, ordinary people, who because of their vast en-
thusiasm for socialism set out to “shatter the norm” holding
for whatever form of production they were involved in. It
would be wrong to say that Stalin and the rest of the
Bolshevik leadership of the Party and state initiated the
Stakhanovite movement; Stakhanov and his comrades did,
from below, from the depths of the mines, from the farms,
the mills, the factories, from virtually everywhere. Stalin did
not initiate the movement, but the movement could not
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‘

have begun from below without his leadership. Listen to one
eye-witness account:

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

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

The end of her story is significant. Marie’s gang were invited to
Moscow to the November celebrations. They stood in the leaders’
tribune. Marie told Stalin gushingly, how she had dreamed of
coming to see the leaders. Stalin replied: “But now you also are
leaders.” Marie considered this. “Well, yes,” she agreed. Stalin
asked what reward she wanted. Marie wanted a scholarship to
study beets. She got it. Such were the ideals and rewards of leader-
ship in 1935.8

Lenin remarks that the proletarian revolution is made by
ordinary people, not superhumans. But ordinary people can
perform superhuman deeds when they see themselves
moving history and civilization forward, and when their
leaders really lead. The Stakhanovite movement proved
this. Stalin (and this is one of the reasons he is so hated by all
reactionaries) was such a leader to the Soviet people. Even
today, more than twenty years after Khrushchov officially
expunged him from Soviet history, the Soviet people, most
of them, anyway, still regard him with affection. Hedrick
Smith is at a loss when confronted by this fact. He devotes a
whole chapter of his book on the Soviet Union to the Soviet

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

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

Brezhnev, Kosygin and Co., introduced the 1965 Reform

9. Smith, op. cit., p. 246.
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to solve a growing problem of declining productivity growth.
They failed because these were bourgeois solutions to
socialist problems. It is not because they inherited these ob-
jective and unavoidable problems that Khrushchov,
Brezhnev and the rest deserve to be condemned; it is
because, inheriting them, they set out to solve them in a
reformist, anti-Marxist, half-hearted manner. And they
failed to accomplish their purpose, to raise the efficiency of
industry by utilizing “economic levers,” i.e., profit and loss,
loans at interest, etc. In 1970, 79% of the enterprise directors
interviewed in a survey in the Soviet Union said that there
was no improvement in material-technical supply (i.e., the
development of more technique) due to the reforms.'®

Why Did They Fa:l?

They failed because they came into contradiction, instead
of working in harmony with, an objective law of socialism,
the law of balanced development of the economy. This law
necessitates strict central planning, especially in a situation
in which there is a chronic shortage of capital. Giving too
much “initiative” to individual enterprises weakens central
planning and thus works against the law of balanced
development. But the outcome of this contradiction is not
what the restorationists claim, the destruction of the law;
rather it is a dislocation in the economy which destroys the
incorrect policy. Take the question of the 1965 Reform’s at-
tempt to decentralize investment.

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

10. JEC 73, op. cit., Schroeder, Gertrude, p. 39.
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Collective Farm Charter” (1969) both define the permissible
size of the peasants' private plots which they may use for
their own benefit, the amount of animals each farm may
possess privately, etc.'®

The 1936 Soviet Constitution (still in effect today) states
that small private trade by peasants of the vegetables, milk
and other products produced on their plots is permitted
alongside trade between the collective farms as a whole and
the state.'® Moreover, it has always been a feature of the
Soviet economy that the collective farm, after selling its
quota of products to the state at a fixed price, is permitted
(even encouraged) to sell the surplus either to the state
again, but at a higher price, or on the open market at
whatever price the market will bear.2® This permission was
and is meant to encourage growth in productivity.

It is strange, then, that the aforementioned Chinese pam-
phlet says that when Khrushchov came to power “he
abolished the system by which the agricultural products
owned by the farmers were required to be sold to the state, a
system which had been adopted in Stalin’s time to restrict
spontaneous tendencies toward capitalism."”2!

This statement is simply a lie; the private produce of the
collective farmers was never required to be sold to the state;
nor is it today in China. But two pages later the pamphlet
justifies this lie by invoking Lenin, who it claims says that
“capitalism will emerge wherever there is small enterprise
and free exchange.”%?

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

Is this what Lenin means? Hardly.

It will be worthwhile to give the entire passage from which

18. Both texts are available in Stuart, R. C., The Collective Farm in
Souiet Agriculture, Lexington Books, 1972.

19, Constitution of the USSR, Articles 7 and 9.

20. See, for example, Textbook of Political Economy, op. cit., pp. 678-9.
21. How the Soviet Reuisionists, etc., op. cit., p. 23.

22, Ibid., p. 25.
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the restorationists have lifted the above-quoted sentence,
both to show what Lenin really meant and to show the
dishonesty of the restorationists, their willingness to take
things out of context and thus distort their meaning beyond
recognition. Lenin is discussing (in his “Report on the Tax
in Kind")? the ruinous state of the economy (the time is
1921), and the fact that nascent socialism exists side by side
with more powerful, older, more backward and very
tenacious forms of economy. He says,

In no circumstances must we forget what we have occasion to
sec very often, namely, the socialist attitude of workers at state
factories, who collect fuel, raw materials and food, or try to
arrange a proper distribution of manufactured goods among the
peasants and to deliver them with their own transport facilities.
That is socialism. But alongside is small enterprise, which very of-
ten exists independently of it. Why can it do so? Because large-
scale industry is not back on its feet, and socialist factories are get-
ting perhaps only one-tenth of what they should be getting. In
consequence, small enterprise remains independent of the
socialist factories. The incredible havoc, the shortage of fuel, raw
materials and transport facilities allow small enterprise to exist
separately from socialism. I ask you: What is state capitalism in
these circumstances? It is the amalgamation of small-scale
production. Capital amalgamates small enterprises and grows out
of them. It is no use closing our eyes to this fact. Of course, a free
market means a growth of capitalism; there’s no getting away
from the fact. And anyone who tries to do so will be deluding him-
self. Capitalism will emerge wherever there is small enterprise and
free exchange. But are we to be afraid of it, if we have control of
the factories, transport and foreign trade? Let me repeat what I
said then. I believe it to be incontrovertible that we need have no
fear of this capitalism. Concessions are that kind of capitalism.
(emphasis added.)

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

23. Lenin, V. L., “Report on the Tax in Kind,” CW, op. cit., vol. 32, p.
296.
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sort of capitalism as long as it has control of the factories,
transport and foreign trade. What, then, of a situation in
which there is a vast, highly developed socialist agriculture
holding sway over the production and distribution of the
staple crops (wheat, other grains, meat, corn, ectc.)? Does
here small independent buying and selling inevitably lead to
capitalism? If we answer yes, we must say that the 1936
(Stalin) Constitution encourages capitalism in Article 924 in
allowing for private proprietorship of small plots and the
products coming from them. We must say that capitalism
has been emerging in the Soviet Union ever since the
Revolution, since there has always been free trade in
agricultural products on both the individual and collective
farm levels, although within limitations. More than that we
must completely abandon the standpoint of dialectical
materialism, which teaches that it is not enough to look at
something in isolation, we must also see its history and the
environment in which it exists. In the ancient world
Ptolemy’s theory that the Earth was the center of the uni-
verse was accepted, and all calculations were done on the basis
of it. When the Copernican theory that the Sun was the cen-
ter of the solar system was adopted on the basis of scientific
proof, Ptolemy's theory remained in existence, but in a
dwarfed state. To say that the existence of private plots next
to the collective farms in the Soviet Union today “inevitably”
gives rise to capitalism is the same as saying that the con-
tinued existence of the Ptolemaic theory of the universe next
to the Copernican theory “inevitably” gives rise to the belief
that the Earth is the center of the universe, even though the
correct, Copernican theory is the onc used, day in and day
out, in science, industry, exploration and the development
of man’s knowledge.

Today in the Soviet Union it is illegal to combine private
plots, to buy and sell the land, or to employ hired labor on
the plots. The very basis of capitalism has been done away
with both objectively, by the development of the economy,
and subjectively, in law.?®

There is no question that the private plots play a very im-

24. Soviet Constitution, Art. 9.
25. See Charter in Stuart, op. cit., p. 223.
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portant economic role in the Soviet Union. “The private sec-
tor has specialized in potatoes, of which it contributes about
65% of total output; other vegetables, 40% of total output;
meat and milk, 35% of total output, and eggs, 50% of total
output.”?¢ But in the last 20 years the percentage of total
family income coming from the plots and other subsidiary
industry has declined from 42% in 1958 to 30.9% in 1969.%
Rather a different picture than the one painted by the
restorationists of “rampant” proliferation of the private econ-
omy.

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

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

26. JEC ‘78, op. cit., Diamond, D.B., and Krueger, C.B., p. 325.
27. Ibid.

28. Giuseppe Boffa (former Moscow correspondent for the Italian Com-
munist Party daily L'Unita) describes from a pro-Khrushchov standpoint
Molotov’s position on agriculture. “He opposed the plowing up of the
virgin lands on the grounds that it was an expensive gamble, sure to fail.”
This went along with his opposition to decentralization measures, “fearing
that they would weaken the authority of the state.” (The Khrushchov Era.
publ. by Marzani and Munsell, NY, 1959, p. 108)
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policies of the Soviet leadership, which boil down to a
refusal to take positive action to raise the cultural level of the
farms and bring them more into line with urban standards.
They are paying the price for this failure. More and more
young workers, the very ones needed to build agriculture,
are leaving the farms and going to the cities where they can
get a better deal.

But capitalism restored?

In agriculture, as in other areas of the economy, the laws
of socialism, once established, operate objectively, indepen-
dent of the will of men. The private economy coexisting with
the collective and state sectors has remained important, but
only quantitatively. In no way can it have a decisive effect on
the relations of production.? All the claims made by the
restorationists about the return to the family farm, the new
kulak class, are warped hallucinations. In fact, recent
developments in the Soviet Union, stemming from the
critical state of agriculture, prove anew the objectivity of
socialist laws, including the inevitability, as socialism advan-
ces, of the narrowing of the gap between town and country,
a motion hitherto blocked by the policies of the Party
leadership.

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

29. The vacillating policies of the Soviet Leadership on the question of the
private plots show two things: first, that while not liking the continued
vitality of the plot system from an ideological and practical standpoint
(the more the peasants work on their plots, the less they work collectively
on the common land, to the detriment of the latter), they do not feel
ultimately threatened by them; second, that the existence of substantial
private trade in vegetables, eggs, milk, etc., actually helps the central ap-
paratus by taking pressure off of it to produce these things itself. Withal,
the long-term trend is for the plots to play less of an economic role, in
keeping with the (at times slow and zig-zaggy) movement toward com-
munism. (See footnote 27 above.)
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individual farm could not afford.”™® The Soviet document
introducing the reform actually speaks in terms of
agricultural “factories,” the linking of industry and
agriculture, farming “complexes,” “combines,” etc. Within
these large complexes small teams of about six men and/or
women will be responsible for sections of land, and will work
them year around. This is the “link” system which the
restorationists point to in order to “prove” the return to the
capitalist family farm. It is nothing of the kind. It is an at-
tempt to raise productivity.
As Victor Zorza says,

The man who is sent to weed one ficld today, and to plow an-
other field tomorrow, is paid a set rate, and has no great concern
about the result of his work.

But in the link, the earnings of the men depend on how well
they have looked after their “own” fields throughout the year, and
on the yields they have obtained. The Soviet press has repeatedly
given instances of links which have grown yields twice as large,
and sometimes four times as large, as those on neighboring
fields.®!

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

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

30. Zorza, Victor, “The Soviet Experiment in Agriculture,” Christian
Sctence Monitor, 25 June 1976, p. 27.
31. Ibid.
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But it should be clear that even correct economic measures
will not solve fundamental problems of the economy unless
they are accompanied by a real and thorough political
cleansing of the entire Party through an honest evaluation of
the economic and political problems of the country over the
past twenty years. But as long as the leadership sell their
birthright for a mess of pottage — dachas, fancy clothes, big
cars, and other privileges, and justify them theoretically by
revising and reducing Marxism to empty banalities, it is
clear that they will be incapable of initiating such a clean-
sing —because the first thing to go would be them, and they
know it.

The Black Market

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

83. Ibid., p. 246.
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labour becomes the most powerful lever of accumulation.”?

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

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

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

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

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

3. Marx, Capital, op. cit., p. 621.

4. “The Russians imported 9.4 billion dollars’ worth of goods from seven
Western nations in 1975, running up their worst trade deficit in at least 20
years— 3.4 billion.” (U.S. News and World Report, 27 September 1976,
p. 43) Most of these were capital goods.
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sumption; and Capital (C) which represents that part of the
social product which instead of being consumed by the
people directly or indirectly is reinvested not only to replace
the worn-out means of production but to expand,
qualitatively as well as quantitatively, industry and
agriculture.

Thus, P (total product) = W (all wages) + C (capital)®

Now, it stands to reason that if W grows faster than P, this
will affect the growth of C. C will not grow as fast. In other
words, all things remaining equal, wages can only grow at
the expense of capital if wages grow at a faster rate than the
total product of labor. And in fact this has been the
situation in the Soviet economy for fifteen years. Out of total
production, a smaller and smaller part can be reinvested in
industry because a larger and larger portion must be used as
wage increases. The growth of capital “input” declines
relatively along with the raising of wages.

The solution is to increase the productivity of the capital
input, which is another way of saying, the productivity of
labor. Given the original equation, P = W + C, then if P
(production) can be made to increase faster than W (wages),
then more C (capital) can be invested in modernizing and
expanding industry. But production can expand faster than
wages only if the workers, in the same amount of time and
with the same amount of labor, produce more products,
that is, more wealth. And this is precisely what is not hap-
pening to a sufficient degree in the Soviet Union.

Thus there is a very serious problem, a critical problem
for the socialist economy, because it does not have the
release valves that capitalism has: cutbacks in production,
layoffs, speedup, heightened exploitation of its colonial
reserves. The following table, showing declining growth
rates, gives the statistical evidence for the existence of the
problem:®

5, See Stalin, Economic Problems, etc., op. cit., p. 17, for a discussion of
why there is no such thing as “surplus” as opposed to “necessary” labor
under socialism. For this reason, in my equation, there are only Wand C,
no third term representing surplus, as there is under capitalism.

6.JEC ‘73, op. cit., Noren and Whitehouse, p. 221. U.S. News and World
Report, quoting the new CIA report on the Soviet economy (Sce Ch. 4,
footnote 6) says, “One serious Sovicet problem, as viewed by the CIA, is ‘the
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1951-60 61-5 66-70 71-5 (plan)
Input production  9.9% growth 1.2% 7.0% 8.0%
(6% in fact)*
Inputs:
Employment growth  4.0% growth 3.9 2.9 1.3
Capital inputs 11.5% growth 11.2 8.7 8.4
Employment & cap.  7.1% growth 6.9 5.8 43

*The plan called for 8%, but only 6% growth was achicved.

The figures in all categories are declining steadily. Capital
investment is declining (from an11.5% rise to an 8.4% rise),
the growth of the labor force is declining (4.0% to 1.3%), and
total “input” (investment capital and wages) growth is
declining year by year (9.9% t0 6.0%).

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

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

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

low rate of growth projected for capital investment. The average annual
rate of 314 % is only about half that recorded in the three previous five-
year plan periods." " The slowing trend, therefore, is continuing.
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economy.

So, also, the continued attempts to increase the import of
advanced technology from Western Europe, the United
States and Japan, and the emphasis on detente, which
would lead, ideally, to less money being spent on the
military and more on expanding the economy and the con-
sumer sector. So, finally, the increase (contrary to what the
restorationists say) in material incentives to the actual
producers as opposed to the managers, who before were get-
ting more than their share of the bonus funds.”

7.JEC ‘73, op. cit., Schroeder, p. 34.






PART THREE

POLITICAL ECONOMY
(11

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

It remains for us, in our investigation of the Soviet
economy, to examine four assertions made by the theorists
of capitalist restoration to support their contention that
monopoly capitalism “of a new type” has been brought back
to the USSR, and that because of this the country is an
aggressive imperialist power, the number one enemy of the
people of the world, etc. They are:

1) Labor power is a commodity;
2) There exists massive unemployment;
3) Finance capital is exported to other countries;

4) The economy is based on militarism and preparation
for war.
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6

Is Labor Power a Commodity?

According to the theory of capitalist restoration, “. . . the
enterprises of socialist ownership have been turned into
capitalist undertakings owned by a bourgeois privileged
stra