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i.

SYNOPSIS

The central argument of the dissertation is that the socialist
transition is most appropriately understood as a movement between
modes of production. Marx introduced the notion of investigating
social transformation through the use of the theoretical construct
of mode of production. But when Marx examined the socialist
transition he assumed that the course of the transition was
predetermined. Marx argued that the capitalist mode of production
would be succeeded by the communist mode of production. In
contrast; my position is that it is not possible, in advance, to
predetermine the character of the post-capitalist mode of
production. The dissertation shows that in the cases of Russia,
China and Vietnam the capitalist mode of production has been or is
being replaced by the socialist mode of production.

The first section discusses the implications of Marx and Engels'
conception of the socialist transition for revolutionary
transformation in different societies. In particular, the
dissertation examines the views of Bolshevik, Chinese and Vietnamese
theorists on the socialist transition. It is argued that Lenin
compounds the error of Marx and Engels by arguing that the
proletarian state could create the conditions for the move to
communisme. That is, while Marx and Engels envisaged that the

dictatorship of the proletariat would emerge simultaneously with the

communist mode of production, Lenin argues that the proletarian
state could negate capitalism and thereby 1lay the foundations for
communism. Under Stalin, Lenin's schema became the new orthodoxy of
the socialist transition. In the attempt to create communism the

Russian revolutionaries were continually confronted by the mismatch
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between their theory of the socialist transition and the emergence
in practice of the socialist mode of production. It is Mao Zedong
who intuitively recognizes the disparity between the conditions
existing in China and the theory of socialism. But the two
revolutionary movements inspired by Mao, the Great Leap Forward and
the Cultural Revolution, failed because of the strength of the new
system and because of Mao's failure to discover a revolutionary
theory that would guide the transformation of the socialist mode of
production.

The second half of the dissertation examines how the capitalist
mode of production is displaced by the socialist mode of production:
the transition is characterised by the transformation of the form in
which the surplus is extracted from the direct producers. In Russia
and China the form of surplus characteristic of the capitalist mode
of production (that is, surplus value) is transformed into a form of
surplus characteristic of the socialist mode of production. The
integration of the new surplus into the socialist mode of production
and the subsequent expanded reproduction of the socialist mode
signifies the end of the socialist transition. The reproduction of
the socialist mode of production is dependent upon the extraction of
the economic surplus from the direct producers by a bureaucratic
class. As a result, the end of the socialist transition in Russia
and China has produced societies which are neither capitalist nor
communist, but are formations with a new class system. In the case
of Vietnam the unique history of the country has prevented the
displacement of the capitalist mode of production. Thus, in
contrast to Russia or China, Vietnam is a country still engaged in

the socialist transition.
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Actual conditions in Russia, China and Vietnam confound the way
in which societies were conceptualised by the founding fathers of
communism. Moreover, it is only Vietnam which is now in a kind of
transition. However, it is not best characterised as progress
towards communism, put rather as competition between the capitalist
and socialist modes of production. The consolidation of the
socialist mode of production in Vietnam will bring to an end the
period of socialist transition, with the establishment of a
self-reproducing society, neither capitalist nor communist, but a
social formation, dominated by a unique mode of production, similar

to that of Russia and China.
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vi.

INTRODUCTION

This thesis has the dual objective of analysing the marxist
theory of the socialist transition and of examining concrete
examples of the socialist transition. The thesis argues that the
most appropriate means of understanding the socialist transition is
through the theoretical construct of mode of production. The thesis
then applies this argument to three case studies, that of Russia,
China and Vietnam.

Chapter one examines the theoretical account of the socialist
transition in the works of Marx and Engels. Marx based his vision
of the transition to communism on his analysis of capitalism.
According to Marx the proletariat would reach such a high level of
socialist consciousness and organizational ability that as a class
it would simultaneously seize the capitalist state and take
possession of the means of production. Almost immediately the
communist mode of production would be established and the state
would wither away. Marx did not perceive the socialist transition
as occurring on any other basis than as a direct and immediate move
from the capitalist to the communist mode of production. In making
this assumption, Marx departs from his theory of historical
materialism and enters the realm of idealism.

Chapter two argues that Lenin inherits this idealism and
compounds Marx's error by arguing that the state could play an
active role in the socialist transition. That is, Lenin assumes
that the proletarian revolution begins the transition to communism
and that the state can act as a lever in creating the conditions for

communism. Lenin does not consider that the state's involvement in
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the transformation process could provide the foundations for a new,
non-communist, mode of production. When the Bolsheviks captured
state power in October 1917, Lenin sought to use the state to guide
production towards communism. However, as the socialist transition
developed in Russia Lenin became concerned that the state might be
distorting the socialist transition.

Chapter three examines the manner in which the Bolsheviks
grappled with the transformation of Russia, while still retaining
Lenin's vision of the socialist transition. While Bukharin,
Preobrazhensky and Trotsky differ on the policies needed to advance
Russia towards communism they all define the socialist transition in
terms laid down by Lenin. As a result, they are unable to
conceptualise the emergence of the (non-communist) socialist mode of
production and the growing class power associated with it. Stalin
began to realise the potentiality of the new mode of production and
class system and to mould Lenin's theory into an ideological
justification for the new order.

Chapter four deals with Mao Zedong's misgivings over the
Stalinist view of the socialist transition. After the 1949 victory
the Chinese communists adopted the Soviet model of socialism but
began to realise that the conditions within China were so different
from those in Russia that certain modifications were needed to the
Soviet system. Mao used the opportunity presented by the disquiet
over the Soviet model to implement his own version of the socialist
transition in the Great Leap Forward. The failure of the Great Leap
Forward led Mao to question the system of bureaucratic power within
China and to launch the Cultural Revolution as an attack on the
power of the bureaucracy. The eventual failure of the Cultural

Revolution revealed the resilience of the bureaucratic class and of
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the socialist mode of production, a resilience gained through the
actions of the Party state in providing the dominant class with the
essential class unity to defend its interests.

Chapter five investigates how the Vietnamese Communist Party
theorists attempted to wed the theory of the socialist transition to
the struggle for national independence. From the 1920s to 1975, the
notion of socialist change was integrally linked to the campaign for
national liberation. Since the 1975 victory the Communist Party
theorists have attempted to grapple with the complex situatin within
Vietnam. The Party has been unable to consolidate the new system
throughout Vietnam and as a consequence Vietnam remains a society
still in the phase of socialist transition.

Chapter six, seven and eight are case studies of the socialist
transition as analysed through the use of the concept of a mode of
production. In particular, it is argued that Russia, China and
Vietnam are most fruitfully examined in terms of the competition
between the capitalist and socialist modes of production. Chapter
six looks at the transformation of Russia and argues that by the
mid-1920s the socialist mode of production was established and in a
position to displace the capitalist mode of production. The victory
of the socialist mode of production was achieved through the
emergence of a bureaucratic class which perceived 1its class
interests in terms of expanding the new system and placed pressure
on the Party state to achieve this end. Chapter seven investigates
the competition between the two modes of production in China. The
consolidations of the socialist mode of production and the class
power associated with it was accomplished by the mid-1950s.
However, in adjusting the socialist mode of production to the

Chinese conditions there were major upheavals and direct attacks on
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the power of the bureaucracy. The failure of the Great Leap Forward
and of the Cultural Revolution showed the strength of the
bureaucratic class and the socialist mode of production. While the
Chinese case reveals the resilience of the new system, the argument
in Chapter eight 1is illustrated by the situation in Vietnam which
shows the difficulty of consolidating the socialist mode of
production in Ian underdeveloped country, profoundly influenced by
foreign intervention and long Yyears of war. In Vietnam the
conditions are not present for the consolidation of the socialist
mode of production. Rather, the socialist mode of production is in
competition with the capitalist mode of production and as a
consequence the socialist transition remains in progress.

Chapter nine extrapolates from these case studies a theory of
the interrelationship petween the state, the dominant class and the
socialist mode of production. The chapter argues that for the
reproduction of the socialist mode of production and the class power
of the bureaucratic class, the state must have a degree of autonomy
from both of these elements. The npelative autonomy" of the state
from the other two elements is different from that under developed
capitalism as the bureaucratic class and the state are closely
linked to the socialist mode of production. The thesis concludes
with the view that for the transition to communism to recommence in
Russia or China it is essential that the direct producers seize the
means of production and the state and dissolve the power of the

bureaucratic class.



CHAPTER ONE

MARX AND THE SOCIALIST TRANSITION
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The analysis in this chapter stresses the point that when Marx
envisaged the socialist transition he did so on specific
principles. These principles were derived from Marx's investigation
of capitalism. Marx applied these principles to the socialist
transition based upon his vision of the negation of capitalism and
its replacement by communism. The model Marx used to depict the
socialist transition is more accurately described as a series of
interlocking formulations. However, the actual socialist
transitions in Russia, China and Vietnam did not follow Marx's
formulations. As a result, to understand the latter socialist
transition it is necessary to reject Marx's model and to analyse the
transformation of Russia, China and Vietnam in terms of the tools of
historical materialism and not by a preconceived formula.

Marx wrote very little on the transition from capitalism to
communism. It is possible, however, to construct an account of the
socialist transition from Marx's writings. Marx saw communism
emerging from the contradictions inherent in the capitalist mode of
production in that the development of the productive forces entailed
the sociglization of 1labour which increasingly came into conflict
with the private ownership of the means of production. Moreover,
the contradiction between the forces and relations of production was
reproduced throughout society in the form of class struggle.
Capitalism in Marx's view is therefore an inherently unstable system
which contained the seeds of its own demise and the basis for the
future communist society. As capitalism became increasingly
advanced so would the socialization of labour, leading to a rise in
revolutionary consciousness of the proletariat. The proletariat
would then seize the state and create communism.

Marx saw communism as the negation of capitalism. He argues

that capitalism was the last historical society based upon social



contradictions:

The bourgeois mode of production 1is the last antagonistic
form of social process of production - antagonistic not in
the sense of individual antagonisms but of an antagonism
that emanates from the individuals' social conditions of
existence - but the productive forces developing within
bourgeois society create also the material conditions for a
solution of this antagonism. The prehistory of human
society accordingly closes with this social formation.

For Marx the antagonisms within the capitalist mode of production
provide the basis for the demise of capitalism and the rise of a
non-antagonistic form of society, communism. Marx's most detailed
discussion of the transition from capitalism to communism may be

2
found in his pamphlet, Critique of the Gotha Programme.

In this document Marx distinguishes between a lower and higher
phase of communism. He defines the lower stage of communism in
terms of a society that "emerges from capitalist society, which is
thus in every respect, economically, morally and intellectually,
still stamped with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb
it emerges."3 This lower phase of communism is not based upon
capitalism but has emerged from an advanced capitalist society.
Marx speaks of the lower phase of communism in such a manner as to
indicate that the direct producers have "y common ownership of the

I
means of production.” Moreover,

the producers do not exchange their products; Jjust as

1ittle does the labour employed on the products appear here

as the value of these products, as a material quality

possessed by them, since now, in contrast to capitalist

society, individual labour no longer exists in an indirect

fashion but directly as a component part of the total
labour.

The lower and higher phases of communism are distinguished not
by ownership, which has become immediately the property of the
direct producers, but by the form of distribution. In the lower
phase the direct producers receive returns for their labour

according to ability (work done). That is, exactly what she/he has
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given to society 1is received back from society, after deductions
have been taken for the common fund. Marx explains the method of
distribution in the lower phase of communism in the following manner:

For example, the social working day consists of the sum of

the individual hours of work; the individual labour time of

the individual producer 1is the part of the social working

day contributed by him, his share in it. He receives a

certificate from society that he has furnished such and

such an amount of labour (after deducting his 1labour for

the common funds), and with this certificate he draws from

the social stock of means of consumption as much as costs

the same amount of labour. The same amount of labour which

he has given to society in one form he receives back in

another.

Marx conceives the lower phase of communism as having such a
high material base that it can function without money. The direct
producers receive certificates to obtain goods from the common
stock. The rights of the labourer to goods from the common fund are
proportional to the labour supplied by the labourer to society.
These rights Marx calls "bourgeois rights", and notes that they are
merely a recognition of M"unequal individual endowments“.7 Each
individual receives “equal shares" for "equal performances of
1abour". That is, the measurement is made with an "equal standard"
of labour, but individuals have different endowments of labour and
therefore can receive unequal amounts of goods from the common

8
fund. Moreover, with different family needs there would also be
differences in individual wealth. This is the case despite the fact
that the measurement of 1labour performed is equal for each labourer.

When society has produced goods in abundance, it would be
possible to discard "bourgeois rights". In the higher phase of
communism, the productive forces would have created such all-round
benefits that the divisions between individuals would disappear.

In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving

subordination of the individual to the division of labour,

and therewith also the antithesis Dbetween mental and

physical labour, has vanished; after 1abour has become not
only a means of life but life's prime wants; after the
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productive forces have also increased with the all-round
development of the individual, and all the springs of
co-operative wealth flow more abundantly - only then can
the narrow horizon of pbourgeois right be crossed in its
entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From each
according to his ability, to each according to his needs!9

When discussing the socialist transition in the Critique of the

Cotha Programme Marx sees the movement from capitalism to communism

as being immediate. The proletarian revolution provides the
foundations for the transformation of the capitalist mode of
production. The direct producers take immediate possession of the
means of production and operate them for the common good of society,
determined through an association of direct producers. The
relations of production and appropriation are therefore transformed
in a fundamental and instantaneous manner. The direct producers
have control over the means of production and over the surplus they
produce; the allocation of surplus is decided through a union of
association of direct producers. Returns to the labourers are,
however, determined upon the principle of ability. For Marx, the
higher phase of communism is also based upon the communist mode of
production. The difference between the lower and higher phase of
communism is basically that the productive forces of the communist
mode of production expand to such a level that all-round abundance
is created, thereby allowing the division of labour to vanish and
for labourers to receive from society returns according to needs.

Engels writing on socialism in Anti Diihring concurs with Marx's

definition of the lower phase of communism:

From the moment when society enters into possession of the
means of production and uses them in direct association for
production, the labour of each individual, however varied
its specifically useful character may be, is immediately
and directly social 1abour.l

Additionally, Engels argues that once society is in possession of

the means of production it can plan production and distribution:
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it will still be necessary for society to know how much

labour each article of consumption requires for its

production. It will have to arrange its plan of production

in accordance with its means of production, which include,

in particular, its labour forces. The useful effects of

the various articles of consumption, compared with each

other and with the quantity of labour required for their

production, will in the last analysis determine the plan.

People will be able to manage everything very simply,

without the intervention of the famous "yalue".ll
Engels 1like Marx saw the establishment of the communist mode of
production occurring immediately after the proletariat had gained
possession of the means of production. Production would then be
based upon use-value and not exchange-value. Each product, Engels
argues, will contain a certain quantity of social labour which can
be established in a direct manner through "daily experience".
Society can then plan production by calculating its needs based upon
the available means of production, the quantity of labour required
for the production of each article and the useful effects of the
products for the society.

In terms of modes of production both Marx and Engels
conceptualized the socialist transition as a movement from the
capitalist to the communist mode of production. For them there was
no distinet socialist mode of production. The transition from
capitalism to communism began almost instantaneocusly with the direct
producers taking possession of the means of production. The direct
producers then form a broad association with the aim of controlling
production and distribution. While there is a lower and higher
phase of communism both of these were to be based upon the communist
mode of production. This same point is made by A. Buick in his
review of the transition. Buick notes that when Marx talks about a
higher and lower phase of communism, "Marx is talking of different

phases of the same society, a society "based on the common ownership

of the means of production".13 Similarly, Bertell Ollman in his
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review of Marx's vision of communism sees the Ilower and higher
phases of communism as having the same framework, that is, "the
social ownership of the means of pr-oduction".lu

However, Marx's two-stage theory of the socialist transition is
open to misinterpretation. Marx consistently assumed that the two
stages of communism were based upon the simultaneous seizure of
state power by the proletariat and the immediate possession of the
means of production by the direct producers. The two-stage theory
was dependent upon Marx's predetermined notion of the socialist
transition. But the problem arose when the socialist transition
occurred in a manner not predicted by Marx. In the latter case it
was possible to take notions specific to the two-stage theory out of
context and use them to justify the nature of the post-capitalist
society. In particular, the concept of defects in the first phase,
such as "“bourgeois rights", could be used to argue that these were
in keeping with a communist society as it emerged from capitalism.
The principles of a communist society, as espoused by Marx, could be
displaced by arguing that these principles were to eventuate in the
second phase of communism. Marx's theory of communism could thus be
moulded to fit the existing post-capitalist order.

For example, in his analysis of the first phase of communism,
Ben Fine argues that the notion of social ownership is relative to
the inherited level of the productive f‘or'ces.15 To support his
position Fine quotes a long passage from Capital volume I. There
Marx makes the comment that under communism the method of
distribution will vary according to the historical development of
the producers and the productive capacity of the society. It is
worth at length quoting the passage used by Fine to identify its
context. Marx writes,

Let us now picture ourselves, by way of change, a community
of free individuals, carrying on their work with the means
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of production in common, in which the labour-power of all
the different individuals is consciously applied as the
combined labour-power of the community.... The total
product of our community is a social product. One portion
serves as fresh means of production and remains social.
But another is consumed by the members as means of
subsistence. A distribution of this portion amongst them
is consequently necessary. The mode of distribution will
vary with the productive organisation of the community, and
the degree of historical development attained by the
producers. We will assume, but merely for the sake of a
parallel with the production of commodities, that the share
of each individual producer in the means of subsistence is
determined by his labour-time.

Additionally, Marx argues that communist society could function
on the basis of labour-time, which could serve both as a measurement
of the common labour of the individual and for the labourers' share

1
in the common pool of consumer goods. { Marx notes that the
social relations of the individual producers are tgimple and
18
intelligible" with regard to both production and distribution.
Fine is of the judgement that Marx herein indicates that
distribution according to labour-time is "contingent upon the level
of development of the productive forces and relations of
1

production". 9 Fine is making the point that a society which
bases its distribution upon labour-time is fundamentally different
from capitalism. It is a society, Fine argues, based upon
'bourgeois rights'. As such it is a tsocialist society'.

With the social ownership of the means of production, the

surplus produced 1is not appropriated by one class at the

expense of another, but is divided for consumption and
other purposes according to a definite plan. It follows

that labour power is not a commodity, as for the capitalist

mode of production, even if it is remunerated in the form

of wages.

Here Fine touches upon a very important issue. He argues that the
negation of the capitalist mode of production creates 'socialism'
(the lower phase of communism). To support his view, Fine takes a

passage from Marx where Marx 1is directly contrasting capitalist and

communist forms of production and distribution in
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terms of both labour power and distribution. But Marx here assumes
that the transformation of capitalism into communism is more than
just the negation of the capitalist mode of production. Marx's
position in this passage is consistent with that in the Critique of

the Gotha Programme. When Marx notes that the mode of distribution

will depend upon the historical development of the labourers and the
productive capacity of the community, he assumes that the communist
mode of production is established immediately and that the period of
time between the lower and higher phase will depend on the inherited
conditions of the society.

Marx does not assume that the common ownership of the means of
production is anything but rule by the direct producers. Fine,
however, is prepared to argue that the nationalisation of the means
of production (state ownership rather than ownership by the direct
association of the producers) and the negation of labour power as a
commodity is equal to Marx's lower phase of communism. The negation
of capitalism, as depicted by Fine, does create a new society but
this is quite distinct from Marx's lower stage of communism. To
express it differently, Marx in his account of the socialist
transition does not consider the possibility that the negation of
capitalism would lead to anything but communism. However, it is
quite consistent with historical materialism that the capitalist
mode of production could be displaced by another historical mode of
production that was not communisme. That is, the capitalist mode
could be replaced by a mode of production that was not based upon
the association of producers having possession of the means of
production and exercising a unified control over the surplus
product. Hobsbawm expresses a similar point of view:

The general theory of historical materialism requires only

that there should pe a succession of modes of production,

though not necessarily any particular modes, and perhaps
not in any particular predetermined order.2l
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Marx's assumption that the communist mode of production would, by
necessity, follow the capitalist mode of production is made from
outside of his general theory of historical materialism.

When Marx envisaged the transition from capitalism to communism
he assumed a predetermined future. Marx based his assumption on the
inevitable emergence of communism from capitalism on his analysis of
the contradictions inherent in capitalist production. As capitalism
developed the relations of production would become fetters on the
productive forces. Concomitantly, the socialisation of labour would
raise the socialist consciousness of the proletariat providing them
with the necessary class unity to take possession of the means of
production. The proletariat would simultaneously abolish the basis
of capitalist production and seize state power causing the demise of
capitalist class powere.

There is a superficial logic in Marx's prediction that communism
would emerge from the contradictions in the capitalist mode of
prodction. Except that the actual course of the socialist
transition is dependent upon material conditions not an overarching
logice. As a consequence, Marx's position on the socialist
transition is idealist rather than materialist. That is, Marx's
theory of historical materialism is based upon the movement of one
mode of production to another within material circumstances.
However, when Marx discusses the transition from capitalism to
communism he assumes that the material conditions would, by
necessity, exist. According to Marx, the socialisation of 1labour
would have reached such a high level that it would be possible, in a
very simple fashion, to control production through a union of direct
producers.

Because Marx's argument on the socialist transition lacks a

materialist foundation it is open to distortion. The most obvious
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example of the misuse of Marx's prediction of the transition to
communism is the view that the negation of capitalism inevitably
creates communism. Yet, this position is formalistic and not based
within the framework of historical materialism. The nature of the
mode of production which replaces capitalism is dependent upon the
prevailing material conditions, the configuration of class forces,
the character of the state and upon the means by which capitalism is
negated. As a consequence, it is quite feasible that there are many
permutations, in terms of modes of production, between capitalism
and communism.

My position is that the conditions prevailing in Russia, China
and Vietnam and the means by which the capitalist mode of production
was displaced (or in the case of Vietnam the continued attempts to
displace the capitalist mode of production) have created a unique
mode of production. I term this mode of production the socialist
mode of production. Thus, rather than work within Marx's idealist
framework on the socialist transition, I have applied the tools of
historical materialism to analysing the socialist transition in
Russia, China and Vietnam. As will be shown later, the socialist
mode of production is not a variant of the communist mode of
production as it has relations and forces of production at odds with
Marx's vision of the communist mode of production.

I argue that the socialist mode of production is a product of
the historical negation of the capitalist mode of production. In
contrast, there is a tendency to want to define what exists, say in
Russia or China, as a variant of Marx's communist mode of
production. The latter point of view is inconsistent with Marx's
argument on the socialist transition, which specifically placed
state power in the hands of the proletariat and at the same time has

the direct producers in control of the means of production. On the
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contrary, in Russia and China it is the state and not the direct
association of producers which takes possession of the means of
production.

When Marx discusses the state in the socialist transition he
assumes that the state's actions against the capitalist class are
founded upon the direct association of producers possessing and
controlling production. The proletarian state could, therefore,
‘wither away' leaving the communist mode of production as the basis
for proletarian class dominance. As with his view of the movement
from the capitalist to the communist mode of production, Marx tends
to simplify the issue of state power and the manner by which the
proletariat would seize the bourgeois state. But it is the complex
interactions of the capitalist mode of production, classes and the
state that lead to the socialist mode of production and not the
communist mode of production.

For example, when Marx discusses classes 1in terms of the
socialist transition he holds to a simplified model of class

struggle. In the Critique of the Gotha Programme Marx castigates

Lassalle for misreading classes in the Communist Manifesto.

Lassalle claims in the Gotha Programme that the class struggle is

reduced to two sides: the revolutionary "working class", and all
other classes who comprise "only one reactionary mass".22 Marx
replies that the Manifesto states that the proletariat "alone is a
really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally
disappear in the face of modern industry; the proletariat is its
special and essential product".23 The bourgeoisie is a
revolutionary class in comparison to the feudal lords and lower
middle classes. But the proletariat is revolutionary relative to
the bourgeoisie, which has now become a conservative historical

force. However, Marx adds, Lassalle forgets to notice that the
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lower middle class is becoming revolutionary in view of 1its
"jmpending transfer into the proletariat".zu

Marx therefore criticizes Lassalle because he has overstated the
current state of the process of simplification of classes. When
Marx writes on the Paris Commune he points out that the class
composition of France is not reduced simply to proletariat versus
bourgeoisie. He argues, however, that the middle class and the
peasantry should follow the proletariat which he sees as acting in
their interests. Marx writes that the Paris Commune

was the first revolution in which the working class was

openly acknowledged as the only class capable of social

initiative, even by the great bulk of the Paris middle

class - shopkeepers, tradesmen, merchants - the wealthy
capitalist alone excepted.

Marx further comments that "[t]he Commune was perfectly right in
telling the peasants that its victory was their only hope".26
According to Marx, the Communal Constitution provided the rural
producers with the intellectual leadership of the proletariat and
wsecured to them, in the working men, the natural trustees of their
inter‘ests".27 When he discusses the simplification of classes,
Marx attributes to classes an objective and subjective quality.
Marx argues that both objectively and subjectively the middle class
and the peasantry should have come to the support of the working
class in the Paris Commune. Here MarX disregards the gap between
objective and subjective class-consciousness.

However, when Marx is discussing the nature of the class
struggle in France during the period of the Paris Commune he is
deliberately and publicly showing his sympathy for the communards.
It was only later that Marx was to make the comment that the Paris
Commune was not a proletariat revolution in the strict sense as it

was but the rising of a single city. Marx stresses in a letter to

Nieuwenhuis in 1881 the fact that the communards did not have
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revolutionary conscjiousness. In contrast, Marx argues, a socialist
revolution would be conducted under circumstances where there was
widespread socialist consciousness:

One thing you can at any rate be sure of: a socialist

government does not come into power in a country unless

conditions are so developed that it can immediately take

the necessary measures for intimidating the mass of the

bourgeoisie sufficiently to gain time - the first

desideratum - for permanent action. Perhaps you will refer

me to the Paris Commune; but apart from the fact that this

was merely the rising of a ecity under exceptional

conditions, the majority of the Commune was by no means

socialist, nor could it be.29

Marx could not completely dismiss the Paris Commune, as it was a
case of the proletariat capturing the state, albeit only within
Paris. He argues that the Commune was but a step in the direction

of the emancipation of the working class. Marx writes in the first

section of The Civil War in France:

The working class did not expect miracles from the
Commune.... They know that in order to work out their own
emancipation, and along with it that higher form to which
present society is irresistibly tending by its own economic
agencies, they will have to pass though long struggles,
through a long series of historical processes, transforming
circumstances and men. They have no ideals to realise, but
to set free the elements of the new society with which the
old collapsing bourgeois society itself is pregnant.

Marx relates the notion of the working class' creating its own
emancipation both to the relations of production and to the state:

The Commune was therefore to serve as a lever for uprooting

the economic foundations upon which rests the existence of

classes, and therefore of class-rule. With labour

emancipated, every man becomes a working man, and

productive labour ceases to be a class attribute.

The Commune sought to abolish n"olass-property" by transforming the
means of production into the property and instrument of production
2
of "free and associated labour'".3 On this basis, Marx argues, it

would be possible to end the constant anarchy of the capitalist

system and in its place to establish a "united cooperative society™"



15.
to "regulate natural production upon a common plan".33

Marx argues that the economic measures taken by the Commune
proved that the government was moving in the direction of an
administration "of the people and by the people". Marx praised the
government's economic reforms, such as fthe abolition of the night
work of Jjourneymen bakers" and the prohibition of wage reductions.
Moreover, Marx describes as a matter of significance the
confiscation of all closed workshops and factories and the placing
of them in the hands of the associations of workmen. While Marx
praised these moves as a step towards communism he offers a guarded
criticism of the Commune's failure to confront the power of the
finance capitalists. Marx comments that "[the] financial measures
of the Commune, remarkable for their sagacity and moderation, could
only be such as were compatible with the states of a besieged
town".

It is Engels who makes Marx's criticism more explicit. In his

1891 introduction to The Civil War in France Engels blames the

Blanquists and Proudhonists for the failure of the Commune to
confiscate the finance sector. Engels adds that the Commune made a
major political mistake in not appropriating the Bank of France:

It is therefore comprehensible that in the economic sphere

much was left undone which, according to our view today,

the Commune ought to have done. The hardest thing to

understand is certainly the holy awe with which they

remained standing respectfully outside the gates of the

Bank of France. This was also a serious political

mistake. The bank in the hands of the Commune - this would

have been worth more than ten thousand hostages.
Engels continued his attack on Proudhon by criticising the Proudhonist
opposition to the association of workers running the productive
enterprises. In contrast, Engels notes, the Commune by moving in the

direction of an economy run by the association of workers was creating

the conditions for communism. Engels writes that:
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by far the most important decree of the Commune instituted
an organisation of large-scale industry and even of
manufacture which was not only to be pbased on the
association of the workers in each factory, but also to
combine all these associations 1in one great union; 1in
short, an organisation which, as Marx quite rightly says in
The Civil War, must necessarily have led in the end to
communism.o°

Marx therefore holds two perspectives on the revolutionary
chéracter of the Paris Commune. In private, where he does not have
to defend the communards, he emphasises their lack of socialist
consciousness and the overall unreadiness of the Iconditions in
France for a proletariat revolution. In his public writings on the
Commune, Marx argues that the policies of the communards had the
potential to create a society based upon the association of workers
(communism) . In this regard Marx and Engels agree. But in
discussing the nature of the state in the Commune Marx and Engels
are not completely in accord.

Marx comments in The Civil War in France that the power of the

state had become more concentrated as the polarisation of classes
had developed:
At the same pace at which the progress of modern industry
developed, widened, intensified the class antagonism
between capital and labour, the State power assumed more
and more the character of the national power of capital
over 1labour, of a public force organised for social
enslavement, of an engine of eclass despotism.
As a result it was necessary for the working class to go beyond
simply laying hold of "the ready made state machinery"; rather the
8
state had to be destroyed.3 The repressive organs of the state,
Marx argued, had to be "“amputated", while the legitimate
administrative functions of the state were to be "restored to the
responsible agents of society".39 For Marx, "[t]he commune made

the catchword of bourgeois revolutions, cheap government, a reality,

by destroying the two great sources of expenditure - the standing
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army and State functionaries".

However, while Marx stresses the manner in which the Paris
Commune was beginning the process of abolishing the repressive arm
of the state and making the administrative institutions more
representative, he does not claim that the Commune Was the
ngictatorship of the proletariat". Engels, on the other hand, in
his speech commemorating the twentieth anniversary of the Paris
Commune concludes:

of 1late, the Social-Democratic philistine has once more

peen filled with wholesome terror at the words:

Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Well and good, gentlemen,

do you want to know what this dictatorship looks 1like?

Look at the Paris Commune. That was the Dictatorship of

the Proletariat.

But Engels' statement 1is best understood as a rhetorical flourish
rather than as a theoretical intervention on the proletarian state.

The point at jssue is that when Marx discusses the Paris Commune
ne mentions that the workers' state could be used as a lever to
create the association of producers. The repressive organs of the
state were to be amputated, while the legitimate functions of
administering the workers' state were to remain. From these
statements it could be adduced that the proletarian state was to
play a vital role in the socialist transition. But another
interpretation of these comments by Marx is that the proletarian
state could play a role in creating the condition not in, but prior
to, the socialist transition. Once the association of producers had
become generalised and the consciousness of the proletariat enhanced
it would then be practical to commence the socialist transition.

My interpretation of Marx's views js supported by his comments

on the tdictatorship of the proletariat' in the Critique of the

Gotha Programme. Marx comments,

Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of
the revolutionary transformation of the one into the
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other. Corresponding to this is also a political
transition period in which the state can be nothing but the
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.

Marx adds that the Gotha Programme does not address the real

character of the trevolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat'.
It does not go beyond "the old democratic litany familiar to all:
universal suffrage, direct legislation, popular rights, a people's
y
militia, ete". 3 Marx notes that these demands can be realised
under capitalism; the state as outlined in the Gotha Programme is
L4y
therefore not a nstate of the future". That is, as J.M.
Barbalet notes, "[t]he dictatorship of the proletariat, in Marx's
political theory, is the post—bourgeois form of the state which
y
expresses the political power of the working class." 5 For Marx,
the dictatorship of the proletariat relates to the
post-revolutionary situation where there 1is a class-conscious
working class in possession of the means of production. Clearly
this was not the case with the Paris Commune. Marx's argument is
that the basis for the dictatorship of the proletariat is the
communist mode of production because it is this mode of production
that provides the foundations for a classless and stateless society.
Engels is of the same opinion. When the means of production
become social the state can disappear.
The first act in which the state will appear as the real
representative of the whole society = the conversion of the
means of production into social property - will be its last
independent act in its capacity as a state. Intervention
of state power in social relations will become gradually
superfluous and will end of itself. The administration of
men will be replaced by the administration of things and by
the management of the productive processes. The state is
not abolished, it dies away.
However, Engels differs from Marx in that he considers it possible,

as exemplified by the Commune, for the proletariat to seize the

bourgeois state prior to establishing within production the rule of
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the direct association of producers. Once the latter is established
the proletariat state could wither away. That is, after the event
of the Paris Commune, Engels expresses the opinion that the
dictatorship of the proletariat could pre-date, and in fact could be
instrumental in creating the conditions for, the communist mode of
production.

Both Marx and Engels saw the socialist transition proper in
terms of a movement from the capitalist to the communist mode of
production. Neither envisaged a post-capitalist mode of production
which was anything other than the communist mode of production.
However, both Marx and Engels in their comments on the Commune
unwittingly raise the possibility of a post-capitalist mode of
production that was not the communist mode of production. While it
is Engels who reveals this tendency more strongly, it is evident in
Marx also. Marx and Engels see the proletarian state as playing an
active role in causing the displacement of the capitalist mode of
production. For example, Marx mentions that the proletarian state
in the Commune could act as a "lever" for uprooting the economic
foundations of bourgeois r-ule.u7 Engels speaks of the proletarian
state converting the means of production into social property.
But neither Marx nor Engels confronts the problem of the state
becoming a structural part of the post-capitalist mode of
production. Rather, both write of the state withering away once the
communist mode of production is in operation.

When Marx and Engels envisage the socialist transition in terms
of modes of production, it is conceived of as a linear movement from
the capitalist to ‘the communist mode of production. The
dictatorship of the proletariat reinforces the class relations of
the communist mode of production. The direct association of

producers take possession of the means of production and exercise
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control over the surplus product. The communist mode of production
becomes the base from which the classless society can emerge. A
class-less society leads to a stateless society. But when Marx and
Engels discuss the state in the 1light of the Commune, there is
mention of the proletarian state playing an active role in changing
the ownership of the means of production and in altering the form in
which the economic surplus is appropriated from the direct producers.

Because Marx and Engels see the socialist transition in a linear
manner they do not consider the implications of the state's
transforming the capitalist mode of production. But as the Russian,
Chinese and Vietnamese Revolutions reveal, it is the active role of
the state in the socialist transitions that creates a new
(socialist) mode of production. The socialist mode of production 1is
not merely an intermediary stage between the capitalist and
communist modes of prodiction. Rather, the socialist mode of
production is founded upon relations of production that cannot lead
in any direct fashion to communism. The relations of production of
the socialist mode of production are characterised by state
ownership (nationalisation and not socialisation) and by the state's
appropriation of the economic surplus. Thus, it is the
post-capitalist state instead of the direct producers which takes
possession of the means of production and appropriates the surplus
produced. Therefore, for the communist mode of production to be
established would require the displacement of the socialist mode of
production in such a manner that the direct producers gained
possession of the means of production and exercise control over the
surplus they produce.

With regard to Russia, China and Vietnam, the structural
predominance of the state in production was assisted by the

49

international pressures upon the respective nation-states. Marx
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and Engels saw the socialist transition commencing with a political
revolution in an advanced industrial country and then progressing
through other advanced countries to a world-wide r'evolution.50
The post-revolutionary nation-state in Russia, China and Vietnam had
to face external threats. The revolutions occurred not in advanced
countries, nor did the revolutions create a chain reaction of other
revolutions. The advanced countries remained capitalist. As a
result, the structural position of the state within the socialist
mode of production was linked to the external demands oOn the
nation-state. The expanded reproduction of the socialist mode of
production was interrelated to the political and ideological
commitments of the new nation-state.

Marx and Engels had a vision of the socialist transition that
was based upon the transcendence of capitalism. However, because
they conceived the transition as by necessity leading to communism,
their account of revolutionary change tended towards a mechanistic
interpretation of the revolution. The socialist transition was
defined in terms of its end-product, communism. As a conseguence
there was an inbuilt predeterminancy in their account of the
socialist transition. In contrast, Marx's depiction of the
transition from feudalism to capitalism is characterised by a sense
of dynamic interaction. Marx takes particular care in explaining
the incremental changes in the feudal relations of production that
lead to generalized commodity production. Likewise, Marx does not
see a direct 1link between the coming to dominance of the capitalist
mode of production and the emergence of the capitalist state.

Marx in his discussion of the feudal transition provides an
outline of a methodology for examining the socialist transition. of
special importance in this regard is Marx's account of the

transformation of the rural relations of production in feudal
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England and his comments on the capitalist state and its role in
furthering the capitalist mode of production. Marx, in Capital
volume III, traces the changes in ground rent from 'rent in kind' to
'‘money rent'. He argues that the distinctive feature of 'money
rent' as opposed to 'rent in kind' was that it allowed for the
integration of the direct producers into market exchange and
therefore brought them under the influence of urban capitalism.

Although the direct producer still continues to produce at

least the greater part of his means of subsistence himself,

a certain portion of this product must now be converted

into commodities, must be produced as commodities. The

character of the entire mode of production is thus more or

less changed. It loses its independence, its detachment

from social connection.

The change in form in which the surplus was extracted allowed for
the direct producer to be integrated into commodity exchange. As
the process of commodity exchange intensified the feudal relations
of production were also transformed. The direct producers were
separated from the means of production and the form in which the
surplus was extracted was also changed. The key features of Marx's
account of the feudal transition, within English agriculture, were
the form in which the economic surplus was extracted and
appropriated, the nature of property relations and the
particularities of market exchange. It is clearly possible to
transfer these categories to an analysis of specific and concrete
socialist trénsitions.

When Marx examines the transition from feudalism to capitalism
in mercantilist Britain he depicts a complex interaction between the
state; the emerging capitalist class and the capitalist mode of
production. Marx argues that the mercantilist state acted in such a
manner that it precipitated the development of the capitalist mode

of production and the capitalist class. As noted by Barbalet,

Marx's discussion of the state within mercantilist Britain reveals
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that "the state had served the interest of capital prior to the full
development of the capitalist class, and that the maturity of the
class followed upon the development of the national debt in the
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state". In the feudal transition, the state, according to Marx,
was not the instrument of a conscious capitalist class asserting its
power. Rather, in a complex process, the state's responding to
internal and external pressures assisted in the development of the
capitalist mode of production and thereby the rule of the capitalist
class.

However, when Marx describes the socialist transition he sees
the state acting as a direct instrument of a class conscious
proletariat. Marx argues that "[t]o conquer political power has
therefore become the great duty of the working class".5‘4 For
Marx, however, the proletariat did not seize political power simply
for the purpose of using the state to serve their class interests.
Rather, the dictatorship of the proletariat was seen by Marx as a
temporary or transitional state which was formed with the specific
aim of undermining class rule itself. The class-conscious
proletariat would capture state power and use this to undermine the
class power of the bourgeoisie. In the process the proletariat
would introduce and consolidate the communist mode of production
which would be the basis for abolishing class exploitation and lead
to the withering away of the state.

In Marx's discussion of the feudal transition he analysed the
change in the mode of production in terms of the alterations in the
form of the surplus product. Marx then related the shift in the
mode of production to the role of the state and the development of
the capitalist class. While the mercantilist state facilitated the

growth of the capitalist mode of production and the capitalist

class, the change in the surplus product provided the basis for the
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consolidation of capitalism. In regard to the socialist transition,
Marx assumes that the proletariat would take possession of the means
of production. Production and distribution would be founded on
non-exploitative relations of production, as the direct association
of producers would control the whole process. On this basis the
proletarian state could be used to suppress the bourgeoisie, who,
having lost ownership and control over production, had no basis for
exerting their class power. When the class power of the capitalists
disappeared then the state could 'wither away'.

However, as Marx's depiction of the feudal transition shows the
relationship between the change in the surplus product, the shift in
class power and state power is complex. It 1is this complex model
which needs to be applied to the socialist transition. Yet to do sO
it is necessary to displace Marx's own account of the socialist
transition. The reasoning here 1is that Marx's depiction of the
socialist transition followed a specific formulation where the
proletariat controlled both the production system and the state.
However, in the cases of Russia, China and Vietnam, Marx's formula
for the socialist transition was not achieved. Instead of the
proletariat's taking possession of the means of production it was
the state, and the state became embedded in the system of surplus
extraction. By doing so the state provided the foundations for a
new structure of economic exploitation which was accompanied by a
new form of class domination. The consolidation of the bureaucratic
class, in turn, affected the mode of production and the state. A
complex interrelationship evolved between the socialist mode of
production, the bureaucratic class and state-power.

In the newly formed system, the direct producers are constituted
as a working class exploited by a bureaucratic class of state

functionaries.55 Unlike in capitalism the state functionaries do
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not own the means of production but are nevertheless in an
antagonistic relationship with the working class. The position of
the state bureaucrats can be conceived by analogy with the role of
capitalists in the formation of the capitalist mode of production.
For example, John Foster in his analysis of the origins of
capitalism in Oldham discusses the evolution of capitalist power in
terms of individual capitalists' gaining control over not only
labour-power but also machinery, energy and financial credit.56
Foster comments that between 1776 and 1811 the origins of capitalist
control over these elements of production could be found in the
capitalist's previous class position within feudalism. The cotton
mills of Oldham, Foster writes, were built "pby men who started out
with capital".57 Capital provided the individual capitalist with
cotton machinery but, Foster adds, machinery nyas only a small part
of what was needed. Far more important was competitive control over
power, raw materials, labour and credit“.5

Foster goes on to describe the development of capitalism under
the conditions of individual capitalists using these elements of
production to create profit. The emergence of the capitalist mode
of production had the effect of creating a distinctive boom-slump
cycle. A distinct economic crisis became manifest which marked "the
arrival of the industrial stage of capitalist development".59
Unlike the previous economic fluctuations which were caused largely
as the result of harvest failures the new form of crises WwWas
specific to the relationship between capital and labour.

By analogy the development of the socialist mode of production
provides the foundations for the class domination of the state
functionaries. The state functionaries exercise power over labour,
machinery, energy sources and financial credit. For example, labour

employed in state enterprises comes under the control of the
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enterprise managers who, in turn, have been delegated responsibility
over the means of production by the state functionaries. Thus, the
character of the antagonistic relationship between the direct
producers and the bureaucratic class which appropriates their
surplus is a complex one. Similarly, the crises that emanate from
the relations of production are unique to the socialist mode of
production. However, to analyse the contradictions of the socialist
mode of production it is necessary to reject Marx's account of the
socialist transition. However, the issue is complicated by the fact
that the revolutionaries who succeeded in capturing state powver
perceived their situation within the framework advanced by Marx. As
a result, these revolutionaries (of critical importance here as the
role played by the Bolsheviks) attempted to interpret their
situation within a preconceived framework. Consequently, the
post—capitalist transition was discussed not in terms of the
methodology of historical materialism, but as a linear movement to
communism. The break with capitalism was expected to lead,
inescapably, to communism. Thus, within Marxist theory a certain
predeterminancy arose that the revolution could only be interpreted

within the context of the inevitable arrival of communisme.
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In his theory of the socialist transition Lenin replaces the
direct association of producers by the proletarian state. According
to Marx the united association of producers would seize the state

and simultaneously take possession of the means of production. In

contrast, Lenin argues that the vanguard party could capture state
power on behalf of the proletariat and then use the state as a lever
to subordinate capitalism and create communism. The state, rather
than the direct association of producers, would take possession of
the means of production thereby undermining the power of the
capitalist, and concomitantly introducing the communist mode of
production. Lenin bases his argument on the role of the state in
the socialist transition on the premise that socialism would grow
from the negation of capitalism. Lenin argues that capitalism had
reached its highest stage, characterised by the tendency for the
state to become integrated into the production process. Therefore,
the negation of capitalism would present the proletariat with an
effective administrative unit to run production. Lenin disregards
the problem of the state withering away once it had become
integrated into the relations of production. For Lenin the state
would disappear at a later phase of the socialist transition when
communism, as depicted by Marx, would emerge. Consequently, Lenin
does not consider the dilemma of the state's being so central to the
socialist transition that it acts as a barrier to establishing
communism. That is, the state, by replacing the united association
of producers rather than setting the conditions for the workers'
eventual rise to dominance, actually becomes the basis for the
continued subordination of the proletariat. The state becomes the
foundation for the emergence of the socialist mode of production and

the bureaucratic class. The consolidation of the new mode of

production and class system ends the socialist transition.
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Lenin in State and Revolution adheres to Marx's vision of the
socialist transition, insofar as he distinguishes two phases of the
transition determined by distribution rights.l Lenin reiterates
Marx's formulation that the "means of production“, after the
political revolution, npelong to the whole society".2 Society
would function on the basis of every member of the community
performing 2 certain portion of "socially necessary labour" and in
return receiving from society a certificate providing goods for
consumption from the public store.3 In the first phase of
communism, there would be "pourgeois rights", as "equal rights"
would create jnequalities. Lenin, following Marx, argues that "the
exploitation of man by man will have become impossible pbecause it
will be impossible to seize the means of production _ the factories,
machines, land, etc. - and make them private property".

The means of production, Lenin notes, will in the lower phase of
communism be converted into the common property of the whole
society.5 But, Lenin adds, the proletarian state will play an
active role in regulating the relations of production. Whereas Marx
spoke of society as governed by the direct association of producers
possessing and controlling the means of production and exercising
control over distribution rights themselves, Lenin introduces the
notion that the state has 2 role in this process. In other words,
Lenin argues that the proletarian state becomes directly involved in
the communist mode of production:

Until the "higher phase" of communism arrives, the

socialists demand the strictest control by society and by

the state over the measure of labour and the measure of

consumption; put this control must start with the

expropriation of the capitalists, with the establishment of
workers' control over the capitalists, and must be

exercised not by a state of bureaucrats, but by a state of
armed workers.

Similarly, Lenin notes that in the first phase of communist society:
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All citizens are transformed into hired employees of the
state, which consists of the armed workers. All citizens
become employees and workers of a single country-wide state
vgyndicate".eee-e From the moment all members of society,
or at least the vast majority, have learned to administer
the state themselves, have taken this work into their own
hands, have organised econtrol over the insignificant
capitalist minority, over the gentry who wish to preserve
their capitalist nabits and over the workers who have been

thoroughly corrupted by capitalism - from this moment the
need for %overnment of any kind begins to disappear
altogether.

In discussing the socialist transition, Marx maintains a
theoretical distinction between the communist mode of production and
the proletarian state. Lenin, however, conflates the theory of the
communist mode of production with the theory of the dictatorship of
the proletariat. The state, rather than the direct association of
producers, possesses the means of production and hires all citizens,
who become employees of a single state entity. Moreover, the state
becomes a form of training ground for the workers to gain
administrative skills. At a certain level of expertise on the part
of state employees, the proletarian state could then begin the
process of withering away. Lenin relates his theory of the
dictatorship of the proletariat to his claim that capitalism had
reached its final stage of development. According to Lenin, in
response to the pressures of imperialism the capitalist state had
developed syndicates or state enterprises which served the interests
of capitalism. Lenin called this nstate monopoly capitalism". The
state syndicates or trusts, Lenin argued, could be transformed. The
syndicates could be made to serve the interests of the proletariat
rather than the bourgeoisie. It is in this context that Lenin
speaks of the postal service as an example of a trust that could be
peneficial to the proletariat in the socialist transition.

A witty German Social-Democrat of the seventies of the last

century called the postal service an example of the

socialist economic system. This is very true. At present
the postal service is a business organisation on the lines
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of a state-capitalist monopoly. Imperialism is gradually
transforming all trusts into organisations of a similar
type, in which, standing over the "oommon" people, who are
over-worked and starved, one has the same bourgeois
bureaucracy.... Once we have overthrown the capitalists,
crushed the resistance of these exploiters with the iron
hand of the armed workers, and smashed the bureaucratic
machine of the modern state, we shall have a splendidly-
equipped mechanism, freed from the "parasite", a mechanism
which can very well be set going by the united workers
themselves, who will hire technicians, foremen and
accountants, and pay them all, as indeed all "state"
officials in general, workmen's wages. Here is a concrete
practical task which can immediately be fulfilled 1in
relation to all trusts, a task whose fulfilment will rid
the working people of exploitation, a task which takes
account of what the Commune had already begun to practise
(particularly in building up the state).

In elaborating upon the role of the state in the socialist
transition Lenin draws a distinction between the "oppressive" and

"administrative" arms of the state. In his pamphlet Can the

Bolsheviks Retain State Power?, written on the eve of the October

Revolution, Lenin claimed that the proletariat had the historical
task of smashing the oppressive arm of the state while retaining and
using the administrative arm of the state.9

In addition to the chiefly "oppressive" apparatus - the
standing army, the police and the bureaucracy - the modern
state possesses an apparatus which has extremely close
connections with the banks and syndicates, an apparatus
which performs an enormous amount of accounting and
registration work, if it may be expressed this way. This
apparatus must not, and should not, be smashed. It must be
wrested from the control of the capitalists; the
capitalists and the wires they pull must be cut off,
lopped off, chopped away from this apparatus; it must be
subordinated to the proletarian Soviets; it must be
expanded, made more comprehensive, and nation wide.10

Lenin expresses the view that while the bourgeois state should
be destroyed the proletarian state should be '"strong" and
"centralised".ll For Lenin the proletarian state needed strength
for two reasons, firstly, to suppress the bourgeoisie and to
transform bourgeois consciousness amongst the proletariat, and

secondly, the state had to carry out its economic functions. It was
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only when the proletariat had gained all-round administrative
ability, through all the citizens becoming state employees, that the
state could begin the process of withering away. Additionally,
Lenin speaks of the "repressive" arm of the proletariat state
dissolving, while the "administrative™ aspect of the state remains
throughout the socialist transition.

Lenin's theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat 1is based
upon a weakness in Marx's own account of the socialist transition.
But Lenin's theory exacerbates Marx's error to such an extent that
it undermines the original theoretical conception of the socialist
transition. Marx did not consider the problem of the proletarian
state's needing effective power to defeat the bourgeoisie and yet
still retaining the capacity to dissolve this power and wither
away. Lenin argues that the proletariat state must have
concentrated and centralised power to suppress the bourgeoisie.
Further, the state needed power to intervene in the new mode of
production and to administer the economy. Lenin then adds that what
is meant by the withering away of the state 1is the gradual
disappearance of the "oppressive" apparatus of the state. The
administrative apparatus of the proletarian state would remain
throughout the transition.

Marx argued that the aim of the transition was to create a
classless society and as a conseqguence the disappearance of the
state. The dictatorship of the proletariat was merely an element in
the creation of communism. For Lenin the proletarian state becomes
central to the socialist transition. Lenin sees the ultimate aim of
creating communism as a classless society, but asserts the view that
the dictatorship of the proletariat goes beyond suppressing the
bourgeoisie. The proletarian state becomes the key force 1in

changing the mode of production and in training the workforce for
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communism. The state would wither away in two phases. Firstly, the
oppressive apparatus of the state would disappear with the demise of
the bourgeoisie. Secondly, at a high stage in the development of
the material and social conditions of socialism, the administrative
apparatus of the state would wither away. According to Lenin, the
proletarian state was crucial in raising the productivity of labour
and thereby developing the base for communism.

Marx saw a synthesis between the communist mode of production
and the dictatorship of the proletariat. Marx retains a separation
between these two elements of the socialist transition and does not
consider the possibility of a non-communist mode of production.
However, Lenin's theoretical account of the socialist transition
inadvertently allows for a non-communist mode of production to be
created around the proletariat state. Lenin does not recognize that
his theory of the transition contains the theoretical seeds of the
socialist mode of production. Rather, Lenin argues that the
communist mode of production 1is only appropriate for the higher
phase of communism. To achieve this stage of the transition, the
state is given a pivotal role in transforming the capitalist mode of
production into the communist mode of production. But what Lenin
does not contemplate is that in the process of negating the
capitalist mode of production the state will become integrated into
a non-capitalist and a non-communist mode of production. This is a
mode of production that acts to prevent the emergence of the
communist mode of production and the withering away of the state.

As the Russian Revolution unfolds Lenin is obliged to revaluate
the socialist transition. However, even as he deals with the
practical problems of transforming Russia from capitalism to
communism he does not consider the transition in terms of the

introduction of the socialist mode of production. Instead, Lenin
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adheres to the traditional view that Russia 1is passing from
capitalism to communism. But while Lenin retains the 1linear
framework of the socialist transition he adjusts its time scales to
match the backward character of Russia. Lenin argues that in the
case of Russia there are not two but three stages to the
transition. The first stage is a preliminary phase of development
where there is a transition from capitalism, not to communism, but
to socialism. Russia, Lenin contends, must pass through this
preliminary or prelude stage so as to create the conditions for
soicalism. Once socialism is established then the productive forces
can advance, under state supervision, to enable communism to emerge.

For example, Lenin in the pamphlet The Immediate Tasks of the

Soviet Govermnment, written 1in March-April 1918, compares the

situation in Russia with West-European revolutions, claiming that

"3t the present moment we are approximately at the level reached in
12

1793 and 1871". He adds the view that:

Under no circumstances, however, can we rest content with
what we have achieved, because we have only just started
the transition to socialism, we have not yet done the
decisive thing in this respect.

The decisive thing is the organisation of the strictest and
country-wide accounting and control of production and
distribution of goods. And yet, we have not yet introduced
accounting and control in those enterprises and in those
branches and fields of economy which we have taken away
from the bourgeoisie; and without this there can be no
thought of achieving the second and equally essential
material condition for introducing socialism, namely,
raising the productivity of labour on a national scale.l

Lenin departs from his three-stage schema of the socialist
transition in Russia during the period of War Communisme. In
response to the view that the collapse of the money economy would
accelerate the move to communism, Lenin makes a distinction between

the character of the transition in industry and in agriculture.

Lenin asserts that the industrial sector could move more quickly to
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communism than had previously been expected but in agriculture the

transition would be gradual. In his pamphlet Economics and Politics

in the Era of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat Lenin speaks of

i
Russia taking the "first steps of communism".l Labour, Lenin
notes, was:
united communistically insofar as, first, private ownership
of the means of production has been abolished, and
secondly, the proletarian state power is organising
large-scale production on state-owned land and in
state-owned enterprises on a national scale, is
distributing labour-power among the various branches of
production and the various enterprises, and is distributing
among the working people large quantities of articles of
consumption belonging to the state.l
In addition, the state had gained control over the major means of
production by expropriating without compensation all the '"big
6
capitalists" and "big landowner's“.l The state was now organizing
large-scale industrial production which had made the transition from
tyorkers' control" to nyorkers' management”.
On the other hand, agricultural production had "only just begun"
18
to create various "forms of cooperative societies". Lenin adds
that having achieved the overthrow of the landowners and capitalists

the next task of the proletarian state was to abolish the class

distinction between factory worker and peasant, "to make workers of

all of them".19 Lenin provides the cautionary comment:

This task is incomparably more difficult and will of
necessity take a long time. It is not a problem that can
be solved by overthrowing a class. It can be solved only
by the organisational reconstruction of the whole social
economy, by a transition from individual, disunited, petty
commodity production to large-scale social production.
This transition must of necessity be extremely
protracted.

However, 1in response to the collapse of the economy Lenin
retreats from the policies of War Communism and from his optimistic
view that Russia could move quickly to communism. Lenin returns to

his original schema, that there was a need for a preliminary stage
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of development to create the conditions for the transition to
socialism in Russia (followed by another transition from socialism
to communism). Lenin in this regard speaks of a period of socialist
accounting and control to move Russia to the Jlower stage of
communism:

we made the mistake of deciding to go over directly to

communist production and distribution. We thought that

under the surplus-food appropriation system the peasants

would provide us with the required quantity of grain, which

we could distribute among the factories and thus achieve

communist production and distribution.

T cannot say that we pictured this plan as definitely and

as clearly as that; but we acted approximately on those

lines. That, unfortunately, is a fact. i say

unfortunately, because brief experience convinced us that

that line was Wrong, that it ran counter to what we had

previously written about the transition from capitalism to

socialism, namely, that it would be impossible to bypass

the period of socialist accounting and control in

approaching even the lower stage of communism.21

Lenin defends the change in policy direction from War Communism
to the New Economic Policy (NEP) in terms of a return to his
previously announced three stage theory of the transition. He
argues that a preliminary stage of development is needed in Russia
to create the preconditions for socialism. In particular, he argues
it was necessary to find ways of integrating the peasant economy
into the socialist transition. Lenin describes the Russian economy
as comprising five separate socio-economic systems: patriarchal or
natural peasant farming, small-scale commodity production (including
the majority of peasants who sell their grain), private capitalism,

22

state capitalism, and socialism. State capitalism, according to
Lenin, would provide an intermediary link with the peasant economy
and assist in the advance towards socialism.

Lenin seeks to placate those members of the Bolshevik Party who

opposed the move to NEP by claiming that state capitalism and

proletarian state power were compatible:



B,

Can the Soviet state and the dictatorship of the
proletariat be combined with state capitalism? Are they
compatible?

Of course they are. This is exactly what I argued in May
1918, I hoped I had proved it then. I had also proved
that state capitalism is a step forward compared with
the small-proprietor (both small-patriarchal and petty-
bourgeois) element. Those who compare state capitalism
only with socialism commit a host of mistakes, for in the
present political and economic circumstances it is
essential to compare state capitalism also with
petty-bourgeois production.

The whole problem - in theoretical and practical terms - is
to find the correct methods of directing the development of
capitalism (which 1is to some extent and for some time
inevitable) into the channels of state capitalism, and to
determine how we are to hedge it about with conditions to
ensure its transformation into socialism in the near
future.

Lenin sees state capitalism as a system of production in which
the means of production are private but the state exercises
effective control over production and distribution. Lenin contrasts
state capitalism with socialism, by emphasising that socialism is
based upon state ownership of the means of production. On the basis
of this distinction, Lenin argues that the appropriate strategy for
the Party to follow is to see the unity between socialism and state
capitalism, as opposed to petty commodity production and private
capitalism. In addition, Lenin notes that the dictatorship of the
proletariat will protect the socialist gains of the October
Revolution:

We possess political power; we possess a host of economic

weapons. Lf we beat capitalism and create a link with

peasant farming we shall become an absolutely invincible
power. Then the building of socialism will not be the task

of that drop in the ocean, called the Communist Party, but

the task of the entire mass of the working people. Then

the rank-and-file peasants will see that we are helping

them and they will follow our lead. Consequently, even if

the pace is a hundred times slower, it will be a million
times more certain and more sure.

For the transition to advance towards socialism in Russia,

according to Lenin, it was necessary for the Party to discover
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“intermediary links that can facilitate the transition from
2 .

patriarchalism and small production to socialism". 6 Lenin,
however, argues that it would be possible for Russia to depart from
the strategy of using intermediary links if it achieved either
national electrification or if there were successful revolutions in
advanced capitalist countries:

If we construct scores of district electric power stations

... and transmit electric power to every village, if we

obtain a sufficient number of electric motors and other

machinery, we shall not need, or shall hardly need,

any transition stage or intermediary links between

patriarchialism and socialism. But we know perfectly well

that it will take at least ten years only to complete the

first stage; of this "one" condition; this period can be

conceivably reduced if the proletarian revolution 1is

vietorious in such countries as Britain, Germany or the

U.s.a.27

In terms of modes of production Lenin's analysis of the
socialist transition in Russia reflects the complexities of a
society in flux. Moreover, the theory of modes of production used
by Lenin is based upon his conceptualisation of the integration of
the state into the mode of production. Lenin holds this view for
both capitalism and socialism. Lenin speaks of state monopoly
capitalism when referring to capitalist countries. In his
discussion of socialism Lenin uses the unusual theoretical device of
state capitalism to describe non-nationalised but state-regulated
capitalist, industrial, enterprises. Lenin depicts the contrad-
jctions existing between modes of production as that between, on the
one hand, state capitalism and socialism and, on the other hand,
petty commodity production and private capitalism. Central to both
state capitalism and socialism is the role of the state 1in
production. Under socialism the state both owned the means of

production and administered the production and distribution

process. Under state capitalism the state kept a regulatory watch

over production which was privately owned.



L3.

For Lenin the socialist transition was subordinate to the
dictatorship of the proletariat. While Marx saw the dictatorship of
the proletariat as the logical outcome of the class struggle, the
proletarian state acted as a guardian of the change in class power
from the bourgeoisie to the proletariat. In Marx's account of the
transition the displacement of the capitalist mode of production by
the communist mode of production provided the basis for the
transformation of class power. The state protected these two
movements. However, in Lenin's depiction of the socialist
transition the proletarian state is not outside but inside the new
mode of production. Similarly, the state is not merely a guardian
of the new mode of production but is the major component in
transforming the capitalist into the communist mode of production.
According to Lenin, the state is integrated into the new relations
of production (principally through the state's ownership of the
means of production) and as such is a eritical component of the
change in class power.

Now when Marx discusses the shift in class power, his argument
is that the class-conscious proletariat directly destroys the basis
for bourgeois power. In contrast, Lenin introduces the notion that
it is the vanguard of the proletariat that leads the revolutionary
transformation. Lenin speaks of two vanguards in the case of
Russia. The Bolshevik Party was the vanguard of the proletariat.
The Russian proletariat were themselves the vanguard of the mass of
people in Russia (especially the vanguard of the peasants). As
well, Lenin offers a further variation of the vanguard theory by
dividing the proletariat into those who work in large enterprises
and are, as a result of their socialisation, more advanced than the

rest of the proletariat, and those who work in small enterprises.
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While Marx emphasised that the whole proletariat captured state
power and transformed class power, through establishing the
communist mode of production, Lenin stresses the key role of
vanguards in the process of revolutionary change. The vanguard
party is in the forefront of the capture of state power. Similarly,
the proletariat acts as a vanguard of the masses in the capture of
state power. After the revolution occurs it is the Bolshevik Party
and the advanced section of the proletariat which, in Lenin's
schema, guide the revolution.

Lenin's theory of the role of vanguards in the revolution makes
a theoretical intervention into Marx's notion of a subjective and
objective working class' seizing power and creating communism. For
Lenin, but not for Marx, the objective conditions could exist for
communism without there being a class-conscious proletariat. The
vanguard would then under these conditions act to overthrow
capitalism leading the proletariat to communisme. Consequently, the
problem Lenin's theory of revolution has to face is the relationship
between the leaders and the led. 1In the period immediately after
the October Revolution Lenin sees the Soviets as the link between
the proletariat and the mass of the people. In the pamphlet, The

Proletariat Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, Lenin argues that

it is the Soviets that provide the uniting link between the vanguard
(here defined as the advanced section of the proletariat themselves)
and the masses:

The Soviets are the direct organisation of the working and
exploited people themselves, which helps them to organise
and administer their own state in every possible way. And
in this it is the vanguard of the working and exploited
people, the urban proletariat, that enjoys the advantage of
being best united by the large enterprises, it is easier
for it than for all others to elect and exercise control
over those elected. The Soviet form of organisation
automatically helps to unite all the working and exploiting
people around their vanguard, the proletariat.
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Moreover, Lenin argues that in Russia:

the bureaucratic machine has been completely smashed, razed

to the ground; the old judges have been sent packing, the

bourgeois parliament has been dispersed = and far more

accessible representation has been given to the workers and
peasants; their Soviets have replaced the bureaucrats, or
their Soviets have been put in control of the bureaucrats,

and their Soviets have been authorised to elect the

judges.

The Soviets were, therefore, not only the uniting institution
petween the vanguard and the masses but also the agency for the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

However, after the Civil War and War Communism Lenin speaks in
more cautious tones about the nature of proletarian democracy in
Russia. Lenin notes that the proletariat were politically exhausted
and as a result the Bolshevik Party had to substitute itself for the
proletariat:

In the transition to socialism the dictatorship of the

proletariat is inevitable, but it is not exercised by an

organisation which takes in all industrial Workers.... What
happens is that the Party, shall we 52y, absorbs the

vanguard of the proletariat, and this vanguard exercises
the dictatorship of the proletariat.30

Just as Lenin had argued that after the chaos of War Communism
there needed to be an economic transition to socialism, so also he
calls for a political transition period to create the condition for
socialism. Lenin in the debate on the trade unions speaks of the
"political situation" as being characterised by "a transition period
within a transition per‘iod“.31 As well, Lenin comments that
because of the "war weariness" of the proletariat there was the
pre-eminent danger of the state's becoming removed from the control
of the pr-oletar'iat.32 Lenin stresses the point that Russia was
not a pure form of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In a gibe
at Bukharin, whom he accuses of theoreticism, Lenin claims that in

Russia there exists a peculiar form of the dictatorship of the
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proletariat. The Russian state is "not actually a workers' state
but a workers' and peasants' state™. Further,

Qur Party programme = 2a document which the author of the
ABC of Communism knows very well - shows that ours is a
worker's state with a bureaucratic twist to it. We have to
mark it with this dismal, shall I say, tag. There you have
the reality of the transition.33

Lenin in his debate with Bukharin over the role of the trade
unions notes that there is a difference between Marxist theory of
the dictatorship of the proletariat and Russian practice. The
Russian state did not simply represent, or act on behalf of, the
proletariat. The peasants were also part of its constituency.
Additionally, the state in Russia had a bureaucratic side to it
which presented the possibility of the state's acting against the
interests of the proletariat. Lenin therefore argued that there was
a role for intermediary linkages between the proletariat and the
state. The trade unions, he noted, were one such link. Lenin uses
a series of metaphors to describe the intermediary role of the trade
unions. He writes that the trade unions were "a 'reservoir' of the
state power of the proletariat", "a 1ink between the vanguard and
the masses", a "transmission belt" "running from the vanguard to the
mass of the working people."3u

Lenin makes it clear that the vanguard to which he refers is the
Bolshevik Party. Thus, the trade unions were to act as an
intermediary between the working people and the Communist Party.
Lenin then adds the general comment that the dictatorship of the
proletariat, even in advanced countries, cannot be conducted by the
proletariat as a whole:

the dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be exercised

through an organisation embracing the whole of that class,

because in all capitalist countries (and not only over
here, in one of the most backward) the proletariat is still

so divided, so degraded, and so corrupted in parts (by

imperialism in some countries) that an organisation taking
in the whole proletariat cannot directly exercise
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proletarian. dictatorship. It can be exercised only by a

vanguard that has absorbed the revolutionary energy of the

class.

In the case of Russia, Lenin argues that it was necessary for
the proletariat to be protected from 'the workers' and peasants'
state'. That is, given that the proletariat was war-weary and the
state suffered from bureaucratisation, institutional mechanisms were
necessary for the proletariat to protect jtself from the state. The
Party and the trade unions, Lenin claims, could act as such
instruments for the protection of the proletariat:

We now have 2 state under which it is the business of the

massively organised proletariat to protect jtself, while

we, for our part, must use these workers' organisations to

protect the workers from their state, and to get them to

protect our state. Both forms of protection are achieved
through the peculiar interweaving of our state measures and

our agreeing or f"opalescing" with our trade unions.

In the debate on the trade unions Lenin collapses his secondary
notion of a vanguard into his first theory of the vanguard, the
Communist Party. The Party, Lenin argues, was obliged to substitute
jtself for the more advanced workers, as well as for the proletariat
in general. The state was being guided by the Bolshevik Party to
operate in the interests of the proletariat and peasants. However,
in his address to the Eleventh Congress of the Bolshevik Party,
Lenin questions whether the Bolsheviks have a sufficient degree of
culture to control the state bureaucrats. Lenin argues that all the
major means of production are in the hands of the state and
therefore the proletarian state has economic power "o ensure the
transition to communism“. What is lacking to facilitate the

transition is "oulture among the stratum of the Communists who

perform administrative functions".

If we take Moscow with its 4,700 Communists 1in responsible
positions, and if we take that huge bureaucratic machine,
that gigantic heap, We must ask who is directing whom? I
doubt very much whether it can truthfully be said that the
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Communists are directing that heap. To tell the truth,
they are not directing, they are being directed.
Lenin, however, adds the rider that "[oJur machinery of
government may be faulty, but it is said that the first steam engine

39

that was invented was also faulty". Lenin argued that to
achieve socialism it was necessary to conduct an "orderly retreat"
40
to NEP. Lenin stressed the point that it was crucial in this
retreat to conduct a campaign against bureaucratic nepotism and
waste. Moreover, the class-conscious elements of the proletariat
should be channelled into positions of authority so as to exercise a
greater degree of political guidance over the bureaucracy. Lenin
returns to his pre-1918 formulation that the vanguard was advancing
to socialism but methods had to be discovered to link the vanguard
to the proletariat and to the rest of the people so as to lead them
also to socialism.
"We", the vanguard, the advanced contingent of the
proletariat, are passing directly to socialism; but the
advanced contingent 1is only a small part of the whole of
the proletariat while the latter, in its turn, is only a
small part of the whole population. If ‘“we" are
successfully to solve the problem of our immediate
transition to socialism, we must understand what
intermediary paths, methods, means and instruments are

required for the transition from precapitalist relations to
socialism. That is the whole point.*t

In the final year of his life Lenin repeatedly returned to the
theme of finding a method of linking the mass of the people,
particularly the peasants, to the vanguard. Moreover, Lenin was
concerned to discover means of exercising an effective control over

the bureaucracy. In his last written article, Better Fewer, But

Better, Lenin comments that the Russian state is "deplorable, not to
L2

say wretched". To overcome the deficiencies of the state

bureaucracy Lenin suggested that the advanced elements of the

proletariat, "the workers who are absorbed in the struggle for
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socialism", should undergo training and then be promoted to
positions of inspection and authority in the state bureaucracy.
Lenin adds that in order to renovate the state apparatus tye must at
all costs set out, first to learn, secondly to learn, and thirdly to
1earn“.uu

The workers' government had to be preserved, but the size of the
state apparatus nad to be reduced to the "utmost degr‘ee“.u'5 The
working class had to retain leadership over the peasantry and by
thriftiness the state could accumulate resources to develop the
productive forces. If these measures were taken, Lenin argues, it
would be possible slowly to move to socialism. That is, by raising
the level of the productive forces, especially through nation-wide
electrification, the revolution could advance towards its goal of
communism, despite the fact that Russia lacked “enough civilisation"
for it "to pass straight on to socialism".“6 But it was crucial
that all the above measures were carried out for the transition to
overcome its condition of stagnation.

Before his death Lenin presented a pessimistic view of Russia's
ability to move to socialism. The Revolution was internationally
isolated in a country which was poth socially and materially
backward. The proletariat, because of the travails of the Civil
War, were politically "declassed".u7 As a result the Bolshevik
Party had to substitute itself for the proletariat and to select the
most advanced elements of the working class to guide the state
personnel. Lenin detailed these problems in an open maﬂner and
commented that there were no simple solutions to the dilemmas facing
Russia. The Party had to ensure that the gains of the gransition to
socialism were protected, while seeking to maintain 1links with

peasants. Electrification and the development of large-scale

industries would, in Lenin's opinion, be of great benefit in linking
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the peasantry to the new regime and 1in raising the level of
civilisation in Russia.

Lenin's followers inherited a view of the communist revolution
and the socialist transition marked by ambiguities. Moreover,
Lenin's view was antithetical to that of Marx with regard to the
proletariat revolution and to the transition to communism. Lenin's
theory of the socialist transition, with its stress upon the role of
vanguards, left open the problem of the relationship between the
leaders and the led. Marx's account of the transition assumed that
there was no need for a vanguard as the revolution would be
conducted by a class-conscious proletariat. The peasants, in Marx's
depiction of the transition, would perceive that their class
interest was synonymous with that of the proletariat. But Lenin
sees the cléss alignment in the transition as a series of
vanguards. The proletariat itself would have a vanguard,
principally the communist party, and the proletariat would, in turn,
be a vanguard leading the whole people to socialism and then
communism. The Bolsheviks after Lenin's death were confronted with
the problem of a disjunction and a greater separation again between
the party and the peasants.

Lenin's theory of the socialist transition was dependent upon an
active state's becoming deeply involved in the whole transformation
process. Lenin assumed, in an unproblematical fashion, that the
state's involvement in the transition would not hinder the emergence
of a classless and stateless society. For Lenin, once the state had
created the economic, political and social conditions firstly for
socialism and secondly for communism, the state could begin to
wither away. Marx, on the other hand, separated the political role
of the proletarian state from the establishment of the communist

mode of production. What Lenin does not contemplate is that the
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very integration of the state into the conflict between the modes of
production could change the whole course of the socialist
transition. Lenin did not consider that the state's actions in
negating the capitalist mode of production could result not in the
communist but in the socialist mode of production, the essence of
the socialist mode of production being state ownership of the means
of production and state control over the surplus product. The
consolidation of the socialist mode of production thus indicates the
conclusion of the socialist transition.

In summary, Lenin diverges from Marx's account of the socialist
transition in that he argues that the state could replace the direct
association of producers in taking possession of the means of
production. Moreover, Lenin contends that the state could provide
the economic base for communism. The proletarian state would
actively displace capitalism and through its administrative
institutions (e.g. the postal service) create the conditions from
which fully-fledged communism would eventuate. Lenin perceived that
the socialist transition had three phases. The first phase was
characterised by the proletariat capturing state-power, through the
organisational unity of the vanguard party, and using the
proletarian state to develop communism. In the second stage of the
transition, which resembled Marx's lower phase of communism, the
productive forces of the communist mode of production would advance
to such a high degree that the state could begin to wither away.
The final stage of Lenin's depiction of the socialist transition was
jdentical to Marx's higher phase of communism.

Lenin's three-stage model was premised on the notion that
capitalism had entered a new era characterised by the state's
integration into production. As a consequence, the proletariat's

seizure of state power gave them certain institutions from which to
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develop communism. That is, Lenin takes the tenuous comments of
Marx and Engels's about the state as a lever in creating communism
as a guide for the socialist transition. Moreover, Lenin 1inks the
notion of the state as an jnstrument in the socialist transition to
his view that in the era of state monopoly capitalism the state
naturally had a larger role to play within production. The
proletarian dictatorship transformed the class character of the
state, enabling it to function in the interests of communism.

Lenin attempted to jmplement his three-stage model of the
transition when the Bolsheviks'! capture state power. The state
takes possession of the major means of production and plays an
active role in the economy. Lenin argues that in the first phase of
the socialist transition the state should foster socialist economic
elements (the nationalized enterprises) and those undertakings which
he called 'state capitalism' (enterprises privately owned but under
state regulations and influence). The socialist and 'state
capitalist' economic elements were in competition with the
capitalist economy and petty-commodity production (the peasant
producers). During War Communism, Lenin momentarily departed from
his three-stage model and attracted by the enthusiasm for a rapid
leap into communism. However, the economic collapse convinced Lenin
that Russia could only achieve communism through his gradualist,
three-stage model.

In keeping with the sentiments of the first stage of the
transition Lenin introduced the NEP. Lenin argued that the state
could play a dual function in the NEP. Firstly, in keeping with his
vision of the socialist transition the state should act as a lever
in promoting communism. For example, the nationalised industries
could be regulated by central planning. Secondly, Lenin noted that

the state should be active 1in maintaining a balance between the
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competing socioeconomic elements so as to advance the national
economy. Gradually, the socialist and 'state-capitalist’ elements
could expand at the expense of the capitalist and petty—bourgeois
economy . For example, the peasants could be encouraged to Jjoin
co-operatives and co-operative farming could displace the private
peasant sector.

In the last year of his life Lenin began to question whether the
state was serving the cause of communism. The Bolshevik Party
seemed incapable of directing the state in the direction of
communism. Lenin called for a more efficient state and for the
advancement of the productive forces in the state sector. He spoke
fancifully of Russia achieving communism through nation-wide
electrification. According to Lenin, the NEP would provide the
necessary framework for the state to develop the conditions for a
move to the next phase of the socialist transition.

Lenin was oblivious to the problem of the state's becoming
integrated into production and thereby preventing the emergence of
communisme. For Lenin the major dilemma was finding means of
directing the state. He did not consider that the state could
facilitate the development of a unique, non-communist mode of
production, which had a new class systemn. Instead, Lenin argued
that the state had to be involved in the process of gradually
displacing capitalism and petty commodity production in Russia.
However, there was a fundamental flaw in Lenin's argument in that
the negation of capitalism did not, as he assumed, introduce
communism. Capitalism could be replaced by a new mode of production
and class system which acted as a barrier to the development of
communism. It was this legacy which Lenin left to the Bolshevik

Party.
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The death of Lenin in January 1924 brought into the open,
divisions within the Bolshevik Party over the course of the
socialist transition. However, the debate over the socialist
transition was initially subordinated to the dispute over who should
succeed Lenin as head of the Bolshevik Par‘ty.1 There were three
identifiable tendencies within the Bolshevik Party: the Right
opposition neaded by Bukharin, the Left opposition led by
Preobrazhensky and Trotsky and the Centre under the authority of
Stalin. A1l three factions adhered to Lenin's depiction of the
socialist transition but placed different emphasis upon certain
aspects of Lenin's theory. Bukharin stressed the view that the
state should place its priority on maintaining a balance between the
competing socioeconomic elements. Preobrazhensky and Trotsky,
although not having jdentical points of view, emphasised the need
for the state to support strongly the development of the
state-industrial sector. Stalin held both positions alternately but
eventually came to support the state acting as a lever in rapid
industrialisation.

The policy dispute within the Bolshevik Party was conducted in
an environment of continual crises. The foundation from which these
crises originated was the competition between the capitalist and
socialist modes of production and the classes associated with them.
However, the three factions within the Party did not perceive the
repeated crises in the above terms. Rather, the factions, following
Lenin, regarded the state-industrial sector as communist because of
the nationalization of the major means of production. For the
factions the problem was how to expand the state sector so as to
consolidate communism. Bukharin argued that the state sector should
grow with the general expansion of the economy. Preobrazhensky and

Trotsky theorised that the state-industrial economy shold expand
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through unequal exchange with the capitalist and petty-commodity
sectors. Notwithstanding, it was Stalin who manipulated the theory
of the socialist transition to serve the general interest of the
bureaucratic class in their ascendancy to power.

Stalin was assisted in his efforts by the fact that the Party
had itself undergone a process of transformation. The Party of the
revolution had become the Party of government. After the Kronstadt
revolt the Bolsheviks had proscribed other political parties; as a
result the Party became the only legal representative of both the
proletariat and the peasantr‘y.2 Under these pressures the
divisions among the Bolsheviks became magnhified. Moreover, the
monolithic nature of the Party enabled Stalin, once in control, to
mobilise the Party in support of the interests of the bureaucratic
class.

However, for Stalin to assert his authority in the party and the
state, the new relations of production had to stabilize so as to
ensure that the surplus product could be extracted and thereby
reproduce the new class system. That is, for Stalin's ideological
position to be effective the material and class conditions for the
reproduction of the socialist mode of production had to be secured.
Once the socialist mode was consolidated and the class-power of the
bureaucratic class ensured, then, Stalin could (and did) turn with
impunity against his enemies and against opponents among the

Bolsheviks.

Bukharin

In the period immediately following Lenin's death it was
Bukharin who provided the ideological leadership for the Bolshevik
Party. Bukharin emphasised that the state should function as an

instrument in maintaining a balance between the diverse elements of
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the economy. In particular, Bukharin argued that NEP had solved the
problem of uniting peasant agriculture with the state economy which
he terms 'socialist'. The NEP, he wrote, had "oreated an economic
smychka [alliance or union] between socialist state industry and the
millions of peasant economies".3 Moreover, Bukharin notes, the
policy of linking the peasant economic sector to the
state—industrial economy provided a basis for a class alliance
between the proletariat and the peasantry. The NEP he comments had
facilitated an historical smychka between forces which in 1917 had
been victorious in "the combination of a proletarian revolution and
a peasant war'".

For Bukharin the mixed economy of NEP was the most appropriate
structure for Russia to evolve towards communism. Bukharin speaks
metaphorically of the rural and urban economies existing in a
biological unity, as if they were one "single or‘ganism".5 He sees
a reciprocity between the two sectors, and it was within this
context that Bukharin in 1925 calls upon the peasants, especially

6
the prosperous peasants, to "enrich themselves". Bukharin argued
that the expansion of the rural market, through peasant accumulation
and trade, would be of benefit to the national economy and therefore
socialism:

First, if commodity turnover in the country grows, this

means that more is produced, more is bought and sold, more

is accumulated: this means that our socialist accumulation

is accelerated, i.e., the development of our industry. If

general commodity turnover...is accelerated, blood runs

more lively through our economic organism; this means that

turnover in our industry is accelerated.... Second, from

the capitalist elements which grow on this soil, we receive

additional income in the form of growing tax revenue....

And these two basic sources which we receive additionally

in our hands, give us additional means with which we

materially help all the socialist forms, including the

village poor, against the capitalist ones. !

Bukharin considered that the socialist industrial sector and the

capitalist agricultural sector coexist within a “dynamic
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equilibr‘ium".8 He assumes that as the state-industrial system was
socialist it was naturally superior to capitalism. As the state
sector was more competitive than agriculture, market exchanges
between the two would benefit state industry more than capitalist
agriculture. As well trade between industry and agriculture would
benefit the whole economy and, in particular, market exchange would
promote the development of the productive forces. For Bukharin it
was the market and not planning which would advance socialism. The
state industrial sector would develop through trading with
agriculture. In turn, agriculture would gradually come under the
influence of state industry and through the growth of agricultural
co-operatives, peasant capitalism would be transformed into
socialism. According to Bukharin, co-operatives provide the 1link
between socialist industry and small-scale peasant production:

Just as through cooperation the peasantry will link up with

the working class, transform jitself, and ultimately become

an integral part of a single unified socialist economy;

similarly, under the pressure of events, the peasantry will

weld itself to the working class and will ultimately become

one with its ally the working class in a single society of

toilers.

Bukharin saw the economic aspect of the transition in the light
of the dictum that politics determines economics. For Bukharin the
October Revolution introduced the dictatorship of the proletariat
which gave political guidance to the economy. The seizure of power
gave the proletariat the means to determine the outcome of the
economic process. As Bukharin commented, "{tlhe question of the
possibility of constructing socialism in our country is nothing but
the question of the nature of our revolution.“10 Bukharin noted
that the Russian state guarantees the socialist character of the
transition: "[t]he development of socialism in our society is
ensured by the fact that power is in the hands of the working class,

which has proclaimed its revolutionary dictatorship".ll
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Similarly, Bukharin wrote that the problems which emerge from
peasant agriculture are secondary because "the working class
utilises the political power at its disposal to transform the
economic relations of society for the purpose of constructing
socialism".12

Bukharin's perspective on state power in Russia is based upon
the view that the October Revolution introduced the political and
economic foundations of communism. For Bukharin the Russian state
is the political and economic instrument of the proletariat. But
this assumption of Bukharin remains untested. Bukharin failed to
investigate the nature of the relations of production in industry
and agriculture. Moreover, he does not take cognizance of Lenin's
theory that the industrial workers were removed from political power -
and that their interests were indirectly served by the Bolshevik
Party. Rather, Bukharin replaces an analysis of the material
conditions of the Russan production process with a set of hollow
formulae. He speaks of politiecs determining economics without
giving any substance to the character of either Russian political or
economic power. Bukharin stresses the smychka between the
proletariat and the peasantry but fails to analyse the actual basis
of these classes. He simply proclaims that the proletariat is on
the road to communism because state industry is nationalized and
that the state is no longer capitalist.

Similarly, Bukharin regarded the peasantry as a class that can
be guided by the state as long as céncessions are made to their
trading instincts. Bukharin argued that through the mechanism of
market exchange the whole country would grow into socialism.13
But Bukharin failed to perceive that the market was a link between

not one but two economies. The market exchange of NEP was

principally between state industry operating upon the socialist mode
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of production, and peasant farming functioning under the logic of
the capitalist mode of production. Consequently, the smychka
between the proletariat and the peasantry was inherently unstable.
For Bukharin the peasants should be encouraged to accumulate because
this would raise productivity and benefit the whole economy.
However, Bukharin's call for economic accumulation by the peasants
simply intensifies the class antagonism between the peasantry and
those classes whose interest are tied to the expansion of state
industry.

As R.W. Davies shows, the history of NEP is marked by a series
of crises between state industry and the peasant community:

In practice, stability on the market was extremely

difficult to achieve. Only two of the nine harvests of the

1920s - those of 1922 and 1926 - proceeded without a major

crisis in economic policy.
In 1923 and 1925 the post-harvest economic crisis was resolved by
the state's intervening in the market to the benefit of the peasants
but to the cost of industrial accumulation.15 However, in 1927/28
the economic crises produced quite a different effect. Rather than
make market concessions to the peasants, the Party-state used
administrative methods to favour state industry over the marketing
interests of the prosperous peasants.16 As Davies notes, a
significant group of administrators in the Party and in the state
economic agencies promoted state industrialisation at the expense of
the market equilibrium with the peasants.l

Bukharin sees a natural symmetry between industry and
agriculture but the evolution of NEP belies this vision. Moreover,
once state industry is in a position to expand it places immense
pressure upon the economic link with peasant agriculture.

That is, by 1926 the state-industrial sector was functioning

under the logic of the socialist mode of production. The level of
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productive efficiency had reached a point where the industrial
workers were producing a 'surplus' which was channelled through the
state institutions. Within the economic agencies of the state there
arose articulate spokesmen who argued for an expansion of the
state-industrial sector outside of the boundaries of NEP.
Previously, the state had restricted capital investment into the
state-industrial sector when it had disrupted market exchanges with
peasant agricuture. Now these influential spokesmen were demanding
a rise in capital investment regardless of the interests of the
peasant traders. These influential men found a champion for their
cause in Stalin. Once this political alliance was formed Bukharin's
position became untenable.

Bukharin was unable to conceptualise the shift in the class
forces in response to the socialist mode of production because he
conceives the class relations in Russia in terms of communism and
dictatorship of the proletariat. For Bukharin, the October
Revolution ensured the rule of the proletariat which in turn
determined the development of the economy. As a consequence he is
unable to see the significance of the shift in the modes of
production and the classes associated with them. For Bukharin class
antagonisms in Russia could be contained by the proletarian state.

Bukharin, following Lenin, assumed that the 'dictatorship of the
proletariat' as established in Russia would 1lead inevitably to
communism. As a result, he could not conceptualise that the
so-called proletarian state could itself be the site of a new form
of class domination over the proletariat. Like Lenin, Bukharin
regarded the Russian state as an instrument in creating the material
and social conditions for full communism, as espoused by Marx.

As a consequence, he could not envisage that the state could become

the basis for a reversal of the October Revolution.
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To Bukharin's credit it should be recognized that the policy
shift in 1927-1928, to substantially raise capital investment in
state-industry, would intensify the class struggle and destroy the
NEP. But Bukharin could only offer a return to NEP as an
alternative policy direction to that taken by Stalin. Bukbarin in
his opposition to Stalin called for a restoration of the equilibrium
between the socioeconomic elements. In his last article printed in

Pravda, 30 September, 1928, written under the title Notes of an

Economist Bukharin attacks the policy of stressing class struggle
over class alliance.19 Bukharin argues that while there is a
class struggle in the socialist transition it can be managed by the
proletarian state in such a manner that the national economy will
benefit:

In the transition period (in transition from capitalism to
socialism) classes still exist, and the class struggle may
at times even grow sharper. But the society of the
transition period is at the same time to some extent a
unity, even though a unit, which still embraces
contradictions... we can ascertain the conditions for the
correct coordination of the various spheres of production
and consumption for the various spheres of production among
themselves. In other words, we can ascertain the
conditions of an expanding economic egquilibrium. It 1is
this which constitutes the central problem of the working
out of a national-economic plan.

Losing power Bukharin attempted to use Lenin's imprimatur on NEP
as a means of criticising Stalin's support for rapid
industrialisation and collectivisation. In a speech titled "Lenin's
Political Testament", given in January 1929, Bukharin argued that
NEP was the policy advocated by Lenin for Russia to achieve
socialism.21 The title of the speech had a secondary meaning in
that it recalled Lenin's deathbed "testament" on Party leaders.
Lenin's article, while unpublished, was known to members of the
Bolshevik Party and it criticised Stalin's style of work and warned

that Stalin did not use authority with "“sufficient caution".
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However, despite Lenin's condemnation of Stalin the last "testament"
proved ineffectual against Stalin.22 By 1929 Stalin bhad the
backing of the bureaucratic class for his attack on the peasants and
'recalcitrant' elements in the state. Bukharin's protests were
brushed aside, as Stalin mobilised the Party around the push for
industrialisation.

Thus, while opposed to the policy direction of Stalin, Bukharin
is prevented from theorising an alternative strategy by his
adherence to Lenin's theory of the role of the state in the
socialist transition. For Bukharin the Russian state was a 'class'
state in that it marshalled the resources for the development of
communism. A critical aspect of the marshalling of resources was
the symchka between the proletariat and the peasantry. What
Bukharin failed to comprehend was that the Russian state was a
tclass state' in that it served the interests of a dominant class
(the bureaucratic class) against both the proletariat and the
peasantry. According to Bukharin, following Lenin, the state could
be used to negate capitalism and thereby create communism. However,
the Russian state was used to displace capitalism in the interests
of the bureaucratic class, whose class power was based on the

socialist mode of production.

Preobrazhensky

While Bukharin adopted Lenin's view on the Russian state as an
instrument for maintaining balanced growth, Preobrazhensky based his
theory of the socialist transition on Lenin's other view of the
state. That is, the state should act as a lever in creating
communism. Preobrazhensky, as leader of the Left opposition, argued
that the fate of the socialist transition depended upon the

development of state industry. For Preobrazhensky, state industry,
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because it was nationalized, provided the foundations for communist
production.23 Preobrazhensky reasoned that as state industry was
basically communist, the problem was how to obtain economic
resources so as to expand the state-industrial sector. Further, he
noted that because state industry was communist it could not exploit
the industrial proletariat to raise the surplus for its own
expansion. He supported his argument that the industrial relations
of production were non exploitative (that is communist) by noting
that "ever since the instruments of labour have been socialized"
there had been a comparable rise in the workers' wages. i But, he
argued, as real wages would rise in unison with productivity
increases then the surplus for industrialisation had to originate
outside the state industrial sector. That is, as the relations of
production in the state-industrial economy were non-exploitative
every rise in productivity would be matched by a rise in real
wages. Therefore, the surplus for industrial growth had to derive
from the non state-industrial sector.25

Here Preobrazhensky introduces the notion of ‘"primitive
socialist accumulation“.26 Drawing an analogy with the emergence
of capitalism from feudalism, he asserts that just as capitalism had
a prehistorical period of "primitive capitalist accumulation" so to
communism had a prehistory governed by “primitive socialist
accumulation". The seizure of political power by the proletariat
and the nationalization of large-scale industrial enterprises begins
the period of “primitive socialist accumulation“.27 As the
socialist sector (state industry) absorbed its own surplus and
thereby could not provide the resources for the accumulation fund,
"primitive socialist accumulation" had to occur in the pre-socialist
sector (principally from the peasant economy) :

In the period of primitive socialist accumulation the state
economy cannot get by without alienating part of the
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surplus product of the peasantry and the handicraftsmen,

without making deductions from capitalist accumulation for
the benefit of socialist accumulation.2

Preobrazhensky turns his conceptualization of socialist

29

accumulation into a universal law. The more economically
backward a country 1is, when the proletariat seize power, the longer
the period needed for socialist accumulation to emanate from the
pre-socialist sector and the smaller the relative size of the
surplus from the socialist system.30 Therefore, because Russia
was relatively backward when the proletariat became "the master of
production"3l, the greater would be the revenue from the
non-socialist sector and the 1longer the process of achieving
self-sustaining communism. That is, the conditions in Russia called
for a massive preliminary transfer of resources from the
pre-socialist to the socialist sector. The means of transferring
these resources was through using market mechanisms such as state
pricing policies, taxation, rail freight costs, and via an unequal
exchange of value (the latter being an exchange of value between
capital-intensive industry and labour-intensive agriculture, which
would be of benefit to industr-y).32

Preobrazhensky takes this abstract model and applies it to NEP.
For Preobrazhensky NEP was characterised by the competition between
two laws, the "law of value" and the "law of planning". The law of
planning was jtself subordinate to the law of socialist accumulation
because planning was premised upon nationalized industry and state
control over economic activity. Therefore, according to
Preobrazﬁensky, the expansion of state industry would shift the
competitive balance to the advantage of the "1aw of planning".
Concomitantly jndustrialization would, in Preobrazhensky's opinion,
raise "the material pre-conditions for the development of socialist,

33

proletarian culture". Industrialization would produce mass
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proletarianization thereby overcoming the isolation of the
proletariat and causing a rise in the overall political culture of
the population. In turn, this effect would reinforce the
proletarian character of the Russian state.

Furthermore, Preobrazhensky argues that the proletarian state
served the interests of the workers and the peasantry. The
proletariat organized as a ruling class, through the dictatorship of
the proletariat, had a national affinity with the bulk of the
peasants:

A section of the ruling class, that is, a section of the

workers, is most closely connected with the peasants on an

economic basis, and thus within the midst of the ruling
class itself the peasantry has its own natural
representatives. The growth of state industry, the fresh
streams of labour-power from the countryside which will

flow into state industry, will ensure this representation

for many years to come, a representation which will perhaps

be not less important than the rights which are secured to

the peasantry under our Soviet constitution.

For Preobrazhensky the socialist transition in Russia depended
upon industralization.35 The expansion of state industry would
strengthen the communist nature of industry and the proletarian
character of the state. However, Preobrazhensky's position is
conceived upon the false premise that the relations of production in
the state industry are basically communist. Preobrazhensky
mistakenly supposes that the negation of capitalism, by
nationalization and planning, automatically creates communism. He
assumes that the workers will benefit from increases in productivity
via rises in their wages. Further, he sees nationalization and
planning as negating profit:

As a result of the socialization of industry and the

development of the planning principle in the state economy,

especially in the sphere of socialist accumulation, the

category of profit not only vanishes, as a

distribution-relation of bourgeois society, along with the

abolition of the capitalist class, but also it almost

completely ceases to operate as the regulator, on the basis
of the law of value, of the distribution of the productive
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forces between the different branches of the collective

state economy.3

That is, Preobrazhensky maintains the view that communism by
necessity must follow capitalism. He therefore assumes that
nationalization and planning negate capitalism and that the
relations of production in the nationalized sector are
non-exploitative. Having assumed that the relations of production
were communist Preobrazhensky fails to comprehend the material basis
of industrial production. Preobrazhensky does not analyse the
relations of surplus extraction and appropriation. He simply
equates state ownership with Marx's notion of the possession of the
mass of production by the direct association of producers. However,
once the new relations of production were consolidated the economic
surplus produced by the proletariat could be extracted, in both an
tabsolute' and a 'relative' form, by a bureaucratic class.
Similarly, Preobrazhensky's empirical evidence that the
nationalization of the industrial means of production had resulted
in a rise in real wages represented merely a temporary phenomenon.
Once the relations of production were established the bureaucratic
class could drive down real wages, through such measures as reducing
wage rates and raising the level of productivity and thereby
appropriating the surplus pr-oduct.37

Moreover, Preobrazhensky's analogy with Marx's "primitive
capitalist accumulation" is inappropriate because it assumes that
changes in the relations of production can be reduced to alterations
in ownership. When Marx discusses the transition from feudalism to
capitalism he concentrates upon the transformation of the surplus
pr'oduct.38 Marx details the subtle shift in the manner in which
surplus is extracted from the direct producers. He links this shift

to changes in market exchange and in the ownership of the means of
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production. From there, Marx relates the transformation of the
feudal mode of production (to the capitalist mode of production) to
the developments in the state and in the dominant class. In
contrast, Preobrazhensky assumes that state ownership ends the
exploitative extraction of an economic surplus. Likewise,
Preobrazhensky presumes that the October Revolution ensured the
political character of the state.

Preobrazhensky misunderstands the process of producing and
extracting a surplus within state industry (that is, within the
socialist mode of production). He fails to comprehend that it is
industry not agriculture which is the paramount sector for socialist
accumulation because he assumes that the industrial sector is
communism and therefore cannot be the source of an economic
surplus. On the contrary, because the industrial sector is the most
productive it is the principal source of surplus for the expansion
of the socialist mode of pr'oduction.39 That is, Preobrazhensky's
notion of "primitive socialist accumulation" is a false analogy to
make with the development of capitalism.

Preobrazhensky, by ignoring the surplus extracted from the
industrial workers, fails to conceptualize both the character of the
(socialist) mode of production and the newly emerging class
structure. Yet, to have analyzed the nature of the production
system in Russia and of the bureaucratic class, Preobrazhensky would
have had to break with Lenin's theory of the socialist transition.
Instead, Preobrazhensky shifts his allegiances to Stalin when Stalin
supports rapid industrialization. Preobrazhensky does not realize
that Stalin's industrialization drive was based upon thg extraction
of the economic surplus principally from the industrial workers.
That is, state industrialization in Russia was not conducted in
terms of "primitive socialist accumulation". Rather, the

accumulation fund was supplied primarily from the state sector.
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Trotsky

Trotsky as the most prominent member of the Left Opposition,
shares Preobrazhensky's view that to consolidate the communist
revolution rapid industrialization was essential.uo Similarly,
Trotsky saw the state industrial sector as the base from which
communism would grow. Trotsky, as Richard B. Day notes, differed
from Preobrazhensky on the source of the resources for
industrialisation.ul Whereas Preobrazhensky looked internally for
revenue sources, Trotsky regards external trade as the main means of
promoting an advanced industrial sector. According to Trotsky,
Russia should use its comparative advantage in agricultural goods to
export agricultural produce for industrial imports.uz However,
for Russia to promote agricultural export it was necessary to
maintain an all-round low pricing policy. In contrast,
Preobrazhensky's "primitive socialist accumulation" relied upon the
existence of high jndustrial prices to facilitate inequitable
exchange between industry and agriculture. The difference between
Trotsky and Preobrazhensky over the means of funding
jndustrialization becomes starkly apparent when Stalin adopts a
policy of high industrial forces to fund industrialization.
Preobrzhensky departs from the Left Opposition. Trotsky finds
himself with few supporters for his claim that socialist
construction in Russia depended upon the world market.uu In
addition, Trotsky's position unattractive because at the time Russia
was internationally isolated.

Further, as jndustrialization develops Trotsky is left with the
untenable position of, on the one hand, promoting industrialization
as a means of creating socialism but, on the other hand, claiming

that Russia as a single backward country could not complete the task

of building socialism.u3 That is, Russia should begin the move to
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socialism but without a world revolution socialism could not be be
achieved within Russia. Trotsky discovers his position is
politically indefensible. Following his deportation from the Soviet
Union in early 1929, Trotsky began to formulate an overall critique
of Soviet societ;y.u'6 The essence of Trotsky's analysis of the

Soviet Union appears in The Revolution Betr*ayed.u'7 Trotsky claims

in this work that Russia is "a contradictory society halfway between
capitalism and socialism", in which:

(a) the productive forces are still far from adequate to
give the state property a socialist character; (b) the
tendency toward primitive accumulation created by want
breaks out through innumerable pores of the planned
economy; (c¢) norms of distribution preserving a bourgeois
character 1lie at the basis of a new differentiation of
society; (d) the economic growth, while slowly bettering
the situation of the toilers, promotes a swift formation of
privileged strata; (e) exploiting the social antagonisms, a
bureaucracy has converted itself into an uncontrolled caste
alien to socialism; (f) the social revolution, betrayed by
the ruling party, still exists in property relations and in
consciousness of the toiling masses; (g) a further
development of the accumulating contradictions can as well
lead to socialism as back to capitalism; (h) on the road to
capitalism the counterrevolution would have to break the
resistance of the workers; (i) on the road to socialism the
workers would have to overthrow the bureaucracy. In the
last analysis, the question will be decided by a struggle
of liviﬂg social forces, both on the national and the world
arenas.

For Trotsky, Russia is a contradictory society because the
property relations are basically "socialistic" whereas the method of
distribution is "capitalistic“.49 Neither socialism nor
capitalism existed in its pure form. Similarly, the state in the
Soviet Union assumes a "dual character": it is "socialistic, insofar
as it defends social property in the means of production; bourgeois,
insofar as the distribution of life's goods 1is carried out with a
capitalistic measure of value".50 As a result, the state in the
Soviet Union is a workers' state, but dominated by a degenerate

1
bureaucratic "str‘ata".5 Trotsky argues that for the Soviet Union

to regress back to capitalism the bureaucracy would have to become a
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bourgeois class by acquiring property and for the new power "to
restore private property in the means of production".52 On the
other hand, for socialism to emerge "z pevolutionary party having
all the attributes of the old Bolsheviks" would need to overthrow
the bureaucracy.53 Once victorious such a party would restore
democracy in the trade unions, ensure the freedom of political
parties, ruthlessly purge the state apparatus, abolish rank and
privilege, limit inequality by standardising payments to labour, and
provide for freedom of thought and expression.su Trotsky adds
that accompanying these profound changes there would need to be only
minor changes in the economy:

But so far as concerns property relations, the new power

would not have to resort to revolutionary measures. It

would retain and further develop the experiment of planned

economy .

According to Trotsky the socialist transition in Russia was
stationary between capitalism and communism; for the transition to
progress it was essential that there was another '"political
revolution", but Trotsky adds that there was no need for another
"social r'evolution".56 In Trotsky's opinion a "political
revolution" would remove the major block to the creation of
communism, that being the degenerate bureaucracy. Once in power the
new revolutionary party could build socialism and subsequently
communism on the basis of state property. Moreover, in Trotsky's
view, without a "political revolution" the bureaucratic strata will
inevitably seek to consolidate its power by transforming state
property into private property.57

Trotsky's analysis of the socialist transition in Russia is
based upon the Bolshevik orthodoxy as espoused by Lenin. For

Trotsky the degenerate bureaucracy prevented the state-led

transition from progressing to communism. Rather the bureaucracy
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desired the restoration of capitalism. Trotsky sees the transition
as a movement that occurs only between the poles of capitalism and
communism. He accepts that state property is the base from which
proletarian power emanates and it is therefore the source of
socialism. However, he conceptualizes the state political system as
divorced from the state economic system. The state political
apparatus is in the hands of a parasitic bureaucratic strata which
derives its power from the realm of distribution. Trotsky argues
that once this parasitic strata is overthrown the transition can
return to its original Leninist course. Yet, to achieve such a
political revolution it would be necessary for a world revolution to
develop.

Trotsky's analysis of the socialist transition, 1like that of
Bukharin and Preobrazhensky, is founded upon a false premise. He
assumes that because state property is not capitalist it is
therefore in the possession of the proletariat and 1is as a
consequence "socialistic". Concomitantly, Trotsky assumes that the
bureaucratic strata is divorced from state property and that to
consolidate its Mecapitalistic" tendencies it must wrest state
property away from the proletariat. The notion of state property in
Trotsky's theory is misconceived. Trotsky fails to locate property
relations within a mode of production. He does not see the
connection between property rélations and the form in which surplus
is extracted and appropriated. Like the other Bolsheviks, Trotsky
ignores the nature of the surplus product. As a consequence, he
cannot provide a sound basis for his depiction of the bureaucracy.

For Trotsky there is a disjunction between property relations
and the method of distribution. However, Trotsky draws this
distinction on the predetermined premise that the transition must be

between capitalism and communism. When the transition is considered



75.

in terms of the socialist mode of production there is an obvious
unity Dbetween state property and the bureaucratic process of
appropriating the economic surplus. The class interests of the
bureaucracy are not divorced from but are dependent upon state
ownership of the means of production. State ownership provides the
mechanism through which the bureaucracy can appropriate the surplus
product and thereby reproduce its class domination. Moreover, state
ownership is a crucial ingredient in the jdeological defence of the
bureaucracy. The bureaucratic class defends its extraction of the
economic surplus by reference to the interest of the working class,
ultimately protected by state ownership.

Thus Trotsky, by defining the Soviet Union as a workers' state
because of the nationalization of the major means of production,
inadvertently aids the rule of the bureaucratic class. By failing
to comprehend that the class interests of the bureaucratic class are
served by state property, Trotsky is unable to offer a sound
solution to the powerlessness of the proletariat. He assumes that
state ownership is automatically the social base for the rule of the
working class and makes this assumption upon the simple assertion
that public property is the negation of private property and
therefore has a proletarian character. Trotsky's view on property
relations is predicated upon his perception of the transition moving
from capitalism to communism. However, once the analysis departs
from this predetermining scenario the weaknesses of Trotsky's view
on class power are apparent. While state ownership of the major
meanslof production assists in the break with capitalism it does not
introduce the basis for communism; rather, it is a vital element of
the socialist mode of production. The relations of production of
the socialist mode are the base from which class power emerges. The

nature of class power is expressed through the form in which the
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surplus is extracted from the direct producers.

As a consequence, the existence of widespread public property

does not, as Trotsky assumes, serve as a social Dbasis for
proletarian rule. Rather, the opposite phenomenon occurs.
Nationalization of the major means of production combined with
control over the surplus product is the base for the power of the
bureaucratic class. Trotsky compounds his error over property
relations by drawing a distinction between the form of ownership and
the form of distribution. Trotsky thinks that the material base of
the bureaucracy is in the realm of distribution. He contends that
the bureaucracy only benefits from the new production system because
of its ability to gain from the relations of distribution. That is,
Trotsky sees the bureaucracy's obtaining goods in a manner analogous
to embezzlement. On this theoretical basis, Trotsky then speculates
that the bureaucracy will inceasingly accumulate funds which will
eventually give it the necessary power and material conditions to
appropriate state property. As a result, Trotsky finds himself
defending Stalin's protection of public property tfprom the all too
impatient and avaricious layers of [the] bur-eaucr'acy".5

Trotsky's misunderstanding of the socialist transition causes
him unwittingly to give theoretical sustenance to the very system of
power he seeks to undermine. That is, Stalin's defence of state

pfoperty is not in contradiction with the emerging power of the
bureaucratic class. Rather, it is in complete accord with the
material condition of the power exercised by the bureaucratic
class. The class power of the bureaucracy emanates not just from
distribution but from the relations of production. The method of
distribution is but a reflection of the relations of production. By
supporting the notion of public property, Trotsky reinforces the

dominant position of the bureaucracy and correspondingly the
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subordinate place of the proletariat.

Trotsky is unable to mount an effective critique of Stalin and
Stalinism because he conceptualizes the socialist transition in
Russia from within the paradigm of Bolshevism. This is apparent in
Trotsky's solution to the impasse of the transition where he calls
for a new revolutionary party, 1ike the old Bolshevik party, to
overthrow the bureaucracy and to progress to communism on the
material base of public property. Trotsky's answer to the
bureacratization of the socialist transition in the Soviet Union is
to replace the state personnel with a new "more" revolutionary
elite. The proletariat still remain separate from the means of
production. Trotsky in effect calls for a repeat of history, but
with a bureaucracy that is instilled with revolutionary
consciousness and a state that is open to democratic influences.

Ironically, Trotsky gains supporters for his critique of
Stalinism because he advocates an alternative to Stalin from within
the paradigm of Bolshevism. Trotsky is able to benefit from the
legacy of the October Revolution by advancing a theory that espouses
the view that if not for the betrayal by Stalin, Russia (in
conjunction with a world revolution) would have moved to communism
on the relation of productions established in 1917. But Trotsky
fails to see that the consolidation of these relations of production
undermines the appeal of Bolshevism as a revolutionary theory to the
Russian proletariat. For the Soviet working class to obtain power
they would have to take effective possession of the means of
production. This would be a revolutionary move in contradiction to
Bolshevik theory, and especially to Trotsky's interpretation of the
socialist transition which stresses the "socialistic" character of
state property. Thus, Trotsky gains followers for his critical

appraisal of the socialist transition from within Bolshevik theory,



78.
while simultaneously offering the Russian proletariat substantially

the same theoretical perspective as that offered by Stalin.

Stalin

While Trotsky criticizes the outcome of the socialist transition
in Russia from within the Bolshevik paradigm, Stalin converts the
theoretical tenets of Bolshevism into an ideological framework
supporting the role of the bureaucratic class. An essential
component of Stalin's transformation of Bolshevism into an official
ideology is his enunciation in 1924 of the doctrine of "socialism in
one country".60 Stalin asserts that Russia could construct
socialism on its own, without the need of either a world revolution
or a proletarian revolution in an advanced European country.
Rather, Stalin stresses the point that all the basic conditions
existed within the Soviet Union for the creation of socialism.
Stalin takes selective quotations from Lenin and moulds them into an
argument, asserting that the October Revolution instituted the
political framework for socialism and, concomitantly, that the
nationalization of the major means of production provided the
economic foundations for socialism. Citing Lenin's articles

Economics and Politiecs in the Era of the Dictatorship of the

Proletariat and On Co-operation, Stalin argues that the dictatorship

of the proletariat existed in Russia but the state could not wither
away because of the need to create the economic foundations of
socialism and to offer protection against external threats.

Stalin stresses the point that according to Lenin the existence of
the dictatorship of the proletariat and nationalized property in
Russia is not yet socialism but it "is all that is necessary and
sufficient" for the building of socialism.64 By implication,
Stalin argues, Lenin recognised the possibility of socialism in one

country.
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Stalin utilises Lenin's misinterpretation of Marx's theory of
the socialist transition to impose a new meaning on the transition
to communism. Stalin takes the basic flaw in Lenin's argument, that
of the centrality of the state in the transition, and turns it into
a virtue. Whereas Lenin asserts that Russia 1is commencing only
phase one, of a three-phase progression to communism, Stalin claims
Russia can achieve communism in two stages. Lenin speaks of the
state's creating socialism and then in the second phase of the
transition of the state beginning to dissolve. Stalin sees the
state as having an economic role and a defence role even under
Communism.

Russia could build socialism, according to Stalin, but socialism
in Russia will have unique features because of the nature of the
r'evolution.65 In particular, the state exists even under
Communism and begins to wither away only when the production forces
develop to a high level gnd when external threats dissipate.66 In
other words, Stalin argues that what existed in Russia was a basic
form of socialism that would develop into communism. Stalin derides
those who criticise the notion of socialism in one country, accusing
them of losing faith in the very revolution they help to create. In
particular, Stalin attacks Trotsky's conceptualisation of "permanent
revolution™ by noting that the revolutionary regime in Russia was
not contingent on the eruption of revolutions elsewhere. Rather
Russia, he repeats, contained all that was "necessary and sufficient
for socialism“.67 The concept of socialism in one country was
propitious for Stalin in gaining supremacy within the Bolshevik
Party. Moreover, the idea of building socialism within the Soviet
Union had significance outside the ranks of the Bolsheviks.

Stalin's claim, that what existed in Russia was sufficient for

the development of communism, was of ideological importance for
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influential members in the Party-state. Stalin was providing a
signal for those who had power in the state and the Bolshevik Party
that if they exercised their power in support of expanding the state
sector they would obtain political and ideological support from the
Party. Stalin was offering the emerging bureaucratic class a frame
of reference for the defence of their class-power.

However, Stalin saw to it that the bureaucratic class did not
have unfettered powers. Moreover, he made it abundantly clear that
there were dire consequences for those who opposed his redefinition
of socialism.68 Of special significance in this regard was the
use of political show trials against alleged
counter-revolutionaries. The first of these trials was held in 1928
and involved engineers at the Shakhty mines who were accused of
working for a foreign power against the interests of the Soviet
Union and socialism. Stalin speaking about the accused (the
"Shakhtyites"), argued that the class struggle intensifies the
closer the Soviet Union comes to socialism.

'Shakhtyites' are now lurking in all branches of our

industry. Many =~ though far from all - have been caught.

Wrecking by bourgeois professional men is one of the most

dangerous forms of opposition to developing socialism.

Wrecking is all the more dangerous because it is linked

with international capital. Bourgeois wrecking 1is an

indubitable sign that capitalist elements have by no menas

laid down their arms, and that they are gathering strength

for new attacks on the Soviet Union.

As with later trials, the Shakhty trial was constructed around
confessions extracted from the accused. These confessions served to
emphasise the political message that opposition to Stalin was
tantamount to treason. The Shakhty trial was the first in a series
of trials against "bourgeois specialists™ (the Industrial Party
trial in 1930, the Menshevik trial of 1931, and the Metro-Vic

engineers trial of 1933).70 The trials against the "bhourgeois

specialists" became a part of a general climate of terror which
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began with the forced extraction of grain from the peasants in
1927-28. Stalin utilised the atmosphere of insecurity to enforce
loyalty from both the bureaucratic class and the exploited classes.
Finally, Stalin turned the terror upon the Bolshevik Party and the
0ld Bolsheviks. The trials against the past leaders of the
Bolshevik Party were symbolic acts, breaking the bond between the
vision that inspired the October Revolution and the actuality of
"gocialism" in Russia.

The trials against the O1d Bolsheviks served Stalin's claims
that Russia had achieved socialism. The 0l1d Bolsheviks were trapped
within the ideological framework of the prosecution in that they
accepting the view that the negation of capitalist created
socialism. The accused were then placed in the untenable position
of supporting socialism and yet opposing Stalin, at the very time
when Stalin had gained acceptance that his rule had Dbeen
instrumental ‘in creating Soviet socialism. That is, the 01d
Bolsheviks, by accepting the notion that the negation of capitalism
in Russia introduced socialism, were unable to show clearly that
their sympathies were with socialism but their political opposition
was against Stalin.71 Socialism and the Soviet system were now
regarded as synonymous and therefore the 01l1d Bolsheviks' alleged
activities against the rule of Stalin were, by inference, actions
against the historical development of socialism. The confessions of
the accused thereby assisted Stalin in 1linking socialism with the
fate of the Soviet Union.

Stalin was able to move against the 0ld Bolsheviks confident
that the bureaucratic class perceived its interests in terms of
Soviet socialism. By the time of the trials against the prominent
Bolsheviks the bureaucratic class had undergone a profound political

education. The bureaucratic class was formed in the break with
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NEP. The basis for the class power of the bureaucratic class was
the extraction of the surplus from the direct producers. However,
the bureaucratic class could not reproduce its class power without
the support of the state. In this Stalin was crucial Stalin
marshalled the state around the interests of the bureaucratic class
and in doing so crushed the peasantry. The purge trials acted as a
means of disciplining the bureaucratic class, ensuring their loyalty
to Stalin. That is, Stalin protected his own position by setting
the political parameters in which the bureaucratic class could
function. But Stalin was dependent upon the bureaucratic class to
maintain his rule.

Having gained the support of the bureaucratic class Stalin was
then able to turn on the 0ld Bolsheviks with impunity. Stalin
fortified his position by nurturing a climate of terror which played
sections of the bureaucratic class against one another and, more
importantly, by atomising the working class. The working class was
integrated into a system of hierarchical power, legally obliged to
work and given no protection by the trade unions or the party. The
ethos to work for the new regime was bolstered by reference to
Marxism which became the official ideology and by the pervasive
sense of insecurity. Opposition to the new order was construed as
counter-revolutionary and linked to external threats to the very
survival of Soviet socialism. Similarly, the international
communist movement was reconstructed to serve the interests of the
Soviet state.72 The advancement of communism was reinterpreted as
giving first priority to the Soviet Union against the threats from
capitalism. The Soviet Union and communism became synonymous.

In general, Stalin only offers a schematic theory to defend the
notion that the Soviet Union was socialist (i.e. Marx's lower phase

of communism). It was not until the last months of his 1life that
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Stalin presented an outline of the political economy of socialism.
On the eve of the Nineteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (at this Congress the added word "Bolshevik" was
removed from the title of the Communist Par'ty)73 in October 1952,
Pravda published Stalin's Economic Problems of Socialism in the

U.S;S.R.7u In this work Stalin purports to provide an analysis of

the laws of motion of socialism. The pamphlet is presented as a
creative adaptation of the theory of the socialist transition to the
Russian experience, with universal implications for future
transition.

Stalin constructs his argument around the notion that socialism
(and then communism) by necessity replaces capitalism. By adopting
this methodology Stalin is able to invoke the spirit of Marx and
Lenin. Likewise, Stalin is able to counter arguments from within
the Bolshevik tradition by pointing to the fact that the October
Revolution was based upon the premise that communism inevitably
follows capitalism. Stalin then proceeds to argue that capitalism
has been negated in the Soviet Union and therefore what exists in
Russia must be communism in its lower phase ("socialism").
Concomitantly, the methods used by the Soviet government to negate
capitalism are the basic economic laws of the socialist transition.

Stalin proceeds to dress this theory in the trappings of
Marxism. The Soviet government, he notes, had a "specific role" in
the socialist transition not Just to "replace one form of
exploitation by another...but to abolish exploitation
altogether."75 Secondly, the Soviet government, "in view of the
absence in the country of any ready-made rudiments of a socialist
economy, had to create new, socialist forms of economy, 'starting
from scrateh', so to speak".76 Stalin adds that the Soviet

government achieved both of these tasks because it adhered to the
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Marxist economic law “that the relations of production must

necessarily conform with the character of the productive

forces".77 Relying upon this law the Soviet government, Stalin
writes, "socialized the means of production, made them the property
of the whole people, and thereby abolished the exploiting system and
created socialist forms of economy."78

According to Stalin, nationalization of the major means of
production fundamentally undermined capitalism, and permitted
planning to overcome the anarchist capitalist system of exchange.
That is, having established widespread public ownership, the Soviet
government was able to plan production in accordance with "“the
objective economic law of balanced, proportionate development of the
national economy."79 Stalin thus reinforces the notion that the
Soviet government negated capitalism by claiming that this was in
line with an objective economic law:

The law of balanced development of the national economy

arose in opposition to the law of competition and anarchy

of production wunder capitalism. It arose from the

socialization of the means of production, after the law of

competition and anarchy of production had lost its

validity.80

Stalin then accounts for the anomalies in the Soviet system by
reference to the historical character of the transition in Russia.
He argues that the Soviet Union was "socialist" but that it did not
fully match the vision of Marx and Engels because at the time of the
proletarian revolution capitalism in Russia had not achieved the
level of development anticipated by the founding fathers of
communism.81 Consequently, Stalin notes, the government was able
to socialize 'mot all, but only part of the means of
pr-oduction."82 There existed "two Dbasic forms of socialist

production" in Russia, "state or publicly-owned production and

collective-farm ppoduction."83 Until the collective-farm sector
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could be fully nationalized, Stalin asserts, the law of value and a
form of commodity exchange existed within the Soviet economy.
However, Stalin is quick to add that commodity production in Russia
was of a "special kind" being commodity production "without
8
capitalists". N The sphere of action of this form of commodity
production was "oonfined to items of personal consumption" which
could not develop into capitalist production.

Stalin argues that as the Soviet Union had achieved "socialism"
the antagonisms characteristic of capitalist society had
disappeared. Stalin constructs the proof of this statement around a
series of simple Jjuxtapositions. Under capitalism there exist
exploitation, antagonistic classes, antagonism between town and
country, industry and agriculture, manual and mental labour but all

86
these disappear under socialism. Thus, as the Soviet Union was
"gocialist",dthey had all disappeared:

with the abolition of capitalism and the exploiting system,

the antagonism of interests between physical and mental

labour was also bound to disappear. And it really had

disappeared in our present socialist system.
Again, Stalin writes,
undoubtedly, with the abolition of capitalism and the
exploiting system in our country, and with the
consolidation of the socialist system, the antagonism of
interests between town and country, between industry and
agriculture, was also bound to disappear.
Likewise, with the defeat of the kulaks there existed in Russia two
non-antagonistic classes, the working class and the peasantry
functioning together to move Russia from the lower to the higher
.89
phase of communisn.

Stalin's arguments in defence of Soviet socialism are

constructed upon flaws in the Bolshevik theory of the socialist

transition. Taking Marx's erroneous notion that capitalism is

succeeded by communism, Stalin contends that as capitalism is



86.
negated in Russia the Soviet Union must therefore be communist,
albeit in the lower or socialist phase. Stalin then utilises
Lenin's conceptualization of the transition as a movement conducted
by the proletarian state to argue that state ownership and state
planning are the core elements in the negation of capitalism and the
construction of communism.

In brief, Stalin's argumentation rests upon the assumption that
as the Soviet state has achieved the displacement of capitalism then
by simple deduction the Soviet Union must be communist (and in
transition from the lower phase to the higher phase of communism) .
The Soviet experience of displacing capitalism through the strategy
of state property replacing capitalist ownership, and state planning
supplanting the anarchy of commodity production yields, according to
Stalin, certain economic laws. Socialism, Stalin argues, functions
under the objective law of the "palanced (proportionate) development
of the national economy".90 This law is linked to another law
which is that the relations of production must conform to the
productive f‘orces.91

Based on the logic of these economic laws, Stalin contends that
the transition from capitalism to communism is founded upon the
planned advancement of the productive forces. Stalin is thereby
able to argue that the Soviet state plays an essential role in
planning the advancement of the productive forces and appropriating
the surplus product so as to achieve this end. Moreover, Stalin
adds, the Soviet state must remain strong to defend socialism
against international threats and from internal sabotage by agents
of capitalism. Stalin reinforces his arguments in defence of the
Soviet state by arguing that as the Soviet Union is "socialist"™ and
therefore a non-exploitative system, the activities of the state can

only be beneficial to the two 'friendly' classes in Russia, the
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working class and the peasantry. In its simplest form Stalin's
argument is that it is impossible for the workers' state to exploit
the two non-antagonistic classes.

Stalin manipulates the theory of the socialist transition to
justify his claim that Russia is communist. Stalin begins from the
premise that communism inevitably follows capitalism. He then
argues that as the state was active in negating capitalism in Russia
it was therefore essential in the socialist transition. The state
nationalized the means of production and became the institutional
basis for planning production. As a result, the state was crucial
in introducing communism and concomitantly through state planning,
it would advance the productive forces, thereby ensuring that the
higher stage of communism was achieved.

Stalin's advocacy of the Soviet model of the socialist
transition Irests upon the centrality of the state in the
transition. Moreover, Stalin argues that the state planners have an
essential role in advancing Russia to fully-fledged communisme.
However, in his account of the political economy of the Soviet
Union, Stalin does not offer an analysis of the relations of surplus
extraction and appropriation. Rather, the transformation of the
relations of production is reduced to the nationalization of the
means of production. Stalin draws a distinction between the
nationalized sector and the collective sector, but only in terms of
property relations. He ignores the question of the state's
involvement in the production and appropriation of the surplus
product. He claims that the relations of production are
hon—exploitative on the basis of state ownership of the means of
production. But state or collective ownership does not justify the

assertation of non- exploitation.
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For Marx, communism was founded upon non-exploitative relations
of production because the direct association of producers possessed
and controlled the means of production and directly regulated its
own labour. In the case of Russia, the state owned the means of
production, and, provided the institutional means for regulating the
labour of the direct producers and for the extraction and
appropriation of the surplus product. As such, the relations of
production were exploitative. The surplus product was controlled by
the bureaucratic class which héd power over the production and
distribution process. Thus, Stalin's defence of the centrality of
the state in Soviet production is a defence of the class power of
the bureaucratic class. It is, therefore, simply an exercise in
legerdemain for Stalin to claim that the state had created
communism. For the state to have generated communism the direct
association of producers had to be in possession of the means of
production and regulating their own labour. As this was not the
case in Russia what existed was then something which was neither
capitalist nor communist.

Stalin was correct in claiming that the socialist transition in
Russia had negated capitalism. Generalised commodity production had
been abolished. Stalin's claim that this fact proved that what
existed in Russia was communist went beyond the Bolshevik theory of
asserting that communism must succeed capitalism and that the state
could be used as a lever to create communism. What Stalin was
claiming was that the state was a central component of communism.
Trotsky, Preobrazhensky, Bukharin and Lenin, following Marx, assumed
that the state would disappear under communism. The Bolsheviks
adhered to Lenin's view that the state created the conditions for
communism within the first phase of the transition and in the second

phase began to wither away. Stalin, however, contends that the
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state was essential for communism and would only disappear when
there was world-wide communism and material abundance. Stalin
thereby alters the whole definition of communism to fit the existing
conditions in Russia.
Stalin in 1936 claimed that communism had been created in the

Soviet Union. In his 1952 pamphlet Economic Problems of Socialism

in the U.S.S.R. Stalin makes the same assertion and yet the state,

rather than beginning to wither away, had become more consolidated.
The bureaucratic class was more firmly entrenched and the direct
producers were still removed from economic or political power.
Stalin contends that the Soviet Union will become fully communist,
on the existing material and social base, when the productive forces
had developed to such a level that it was possible to move from
distribution according to work to distribution according to
need.92 The socialist transition, therefore, was dependent wupon
the development of the productive forces.

Stalin reduces the advancement of the transition to the growth
of the productive forces. As a result, the transition becomes a
mechanistic and linear movement from socialism to communism. But
more importantly the primacy of the productive forces is a theory
based upon the premise that the prevailing system is communist in a
lower phase of development. The theory therefore offers a
justification for the existing structure of class power and state
power. The notion of the primacy of the productive forces is
supported by the law of proportionate development of the national
economy. Both concepts reinforce the position of the bureaucratic
class in asserting that the state-planned expansion of the
productive forces is fundamental to the transition from socialism to
communism. Thus, the bureaucratic class is placed at the centre of

the process of creating communism. Opposition to the power of the
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bureaucratic class can therefore be interpreted as opposition to the
creation of communism and, as such, counter-revolutionary activity.

The enunciation by Stalin of the economic laws of socialism in
1952 can be seen as the final act in the ideological vindication of
the rule of the bureaucratic class. Consequently, Stalin's
theoretical perspective on socialism is a profound break with that
of Lenin, and is antithetical to that of Marx and Engels. However,
criticism of Stalin's version of socialism was hampered by the
inadequacies of the theory of socialism as articulated by Marx and
Engels and Lenin. Within Russia a certain consensus emerged as to
the nature of the Soviet system, a consensus based upon a relative
rise in material conditions for the population, the successful and
heroic repulsion of the invading Nazi army, and finally the relative
possibility of individuals entering the ranks of the bureaucratic
class (that is, the opportunity for upward mobility, primarily
through the education system). This consensus was supported by a
system of coercion which enforced conformity. Moreover, there was
no visible communist alternative to Soviet "socialism".

In conclusion, the Bolshevik theorists constructed their model
of the socialist transition upon Lenin's notion of the state as
acting as an instrument in creating the conditions for communism.
They all assumed that the October Revolution introduced the
transition to communism and that the state had to guide Russia to
communism. Bukharin perceived this guiding role in terms of the
maintenance of a balance between the different socioeconomic and
class elements within Russia. Preobrazhensky and Trotsky argued
that the state had to actively promote communism by extracting an
economic surplus from outside of the communist sector. However, it
was Stalin who asserted that if the October Revolution guaranteed

that Russia was in transition to communism, then the negation of
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capitalism in Russia, by necessity, created communism. Russia
having negated capitalism by the early 1930s, Stalin could then
claim that what existed was communism. But if we do not assume that
communism inevitably follows capitalism, and if we see that the
state can play a significant role in creating a new mode of
production, then Stalin's argument lacks foundation. What existed
in Russia was the socialist (not the communist) mode of production,
which provided the foundations for a bureaucratic class supported by
the Soviet state. It was not until the Chinese Revolution in 1949
that a comparison would be made with Russia. Mao Zedong, in
particular, began to present a theory of the socialist transition
that was not only distinctive from the Soviet model but essentially

a critique of the Stalinist approach to communism.
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MAO ZEDONG AND THE SOCIALIST TRANSITION
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The Chinese Communist Party (C.C.P.) was shaped by the long
years of struggle to achieve power.l The Party gained valuable
experience in revolutionary strategy during the war against Japan
and in the Civil War. In the Red Base Areas, the C.C.P. began to
experiment with socialist government and developed a mass-oriented
style of work. When the C.C.P. captured power in 1949 it attempted
to mould the mass-style approach to the Soviet model of socialism.
In the period of the First Five Year Plan (1949-56) the model of the
Soviet system tended to predominate over mass mobilisation. The
state took possession of the major means of production and acted as
a lever in displacing capitalist production and exchange. By 1956
the state had taken possession of the industrial and commercial
sector and the land reform programme had given the co-operatives
control over the land. However, as the Five Year Plan came to a
close it[ was apparent that aspects of the Soviet model were
inappropriate to the conditions prevailing in China.

There was debate within the C.C.P. over what modifications were
needed to adapt the Soviet system to China. Mao Zedong began to
question seriously the efficacy of the Soviet approach to the
construction of socialism. Mao argued that Stalin's theory of
socialism was too mechanistic and that the notion of the primacy of
the productive forces, in particular, misrepresented the socialist
transition. According to Mao, Chinese revolutionary experience had
shown that change was a dialectical process. Socialist advancements
were the product of movements based on the interplay of
contradictions and wupon radical leaps. Mao argued that the
revolution advanced in the fashion of waves, where there was a rapid
leap to a new stage, followed by a trough, where the change was
consolidated. Mao linked the notion of waves to the theory that the

relations of production could be in advance of the productive forces
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and could stimulate the socialist leap. A crucial aspect of the
relations of production was mass-consciousness which was itself
dependent upon the Party's propagation of socialist ideas.

Mao attempted to implement his model of socialist development in
the Great Leap Forward. The Party cadres mobilised the population,
especially the peasants, in socialising the means of production. It
was expected that through the socialisation of labour China could
make a substantial leap towards socialism. However, the process of
leaping stages in the socialist transition caused economic and
social dislocation. The disruption to economic activity was
exacerbated by climatic disasters. The C.C.P. intervened to restore
order and Mao was obliged to resign as Chairman of the Republic.

The restoration of the Soviet model, albeit in a modified form,
raised new questions in Mao's mind about the socialist transition.
Mao began to refine his notion that social change was a dynamic
process governed by class struggle. Previously Mao spoke of class
struggle in China in terms of capitalism versus socialism, based
upon pre-1949 class structures. The class struggle in the socialist
transition was, in this theory, due to the residue of the pre-1949
class conflict. For example, the 'bureaucratic- capitalists' (a
term Mao used to describe capitalists within the Kuomintang
Government) had to be resisted in the socialist transition.
However, Mao now added to these 'residual' class categories the
notion that classes could be generated by structures within the
post-1949 society. Mao spoke of 'vested interest groups' resisting
the progression to communism.

Mao considered it possible for these 'vested interest groups' to
take control of the Communist Party. If these groups did capture
the Party they would subvert the Party's role in disseminating

socialist ideas. As a result, the mass of the people would not be
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directed towards communism. Mao argued that this had occurred in
Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union. According to Mao, as the socialist
transition only travelled along a path between capitalism and
communsim, the capture of the Party by these ‘'vested interest
groups' signified the restoration of capitalism. These 'vested
interest groups' then became a bourgeois class. Mao was concerned
that the Chinese Communist Party had come under the influence of
these 'vested interest groups', and he therefore launched the
Cultural Revolution.

The Cultural Revolution was a movement which concentrated its
attention upon uprooting individuals who were regarded as having
ideological positions opposed to communism. It initially focussed
its efforts on individuals within the superstructure (the Party,
educational institutions, state personnel ete.) but soon spread to
society at large. Mao's aim in the Cultural Revolution was to
advance the =socialist transition  via mass struggle agalnst
bureaucratic excess. The bureaucracy was to be purified by
ideological class struggle. However, as the class struggle was not
based upon the material conditions of production, the mass movement
tended to concentrate on purging individuals in positions of power.
What resulted was a tendency towards misdirected sorties and
victimisation.

The weakness of the Cultural Revolution reflected the flaws in
Mao's theory of the socilalist transition. Mao by assuming that
state ownership and control of production were basically communist,
and by accepting that China was either communist or capitalist, was
unable to theorise the link between the vested interest groups and
the relations of production. He regarded the production system as a
lower or underdeveloped form of communism and therefore assumed that

the problems in China were with individuals within the
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superstructure. As a result, he could not theorise the 1link betweén
an individual's position of power or the 'vested interest groups',
and the (socialist) mode of production. Moreover, Mao was unable to
comprehend that attacks upon the superstructure would prove futile
unless the relations of production were fundamentally transformed.
Further, because Mao regarded the revolutionary role of the
Communist Party so highly be was not prepared to preside over its
total demise. Consequently, Mao, by saving the Party, provided an
institutional mechanism for the reassertion of the bureaucratic
class.

Thus, to understand the character of Mao's critique of the
socialist transition it 1is essential to follow the development of
his theory. Mao begins with a theory of communism which follows
both the traditional view (adapted from Stalinist Russia) and the
mass-line approach that had evolved in the Red Base Areas. As the
socialist transition develops, Mao begins to reassess the
traditional position on the nature of socialism and asserts his own
theory of socialist change. However, Mao's perspective on the
socialist transition is hampered by his adherence to the twin
notions, firstly, that the transition was inevitably Dbetween
capitalism and communism, and secondly, that state ownership and
planning were basic components of communism. Lastly, Mao's idea of
revolutionary change within the period of the socialist transition
was flawed because of its adherence to ideological class struggle in
isolation from class struggle in the sphere of production.

The following outline of the development of Mao's thinking on
the socialist transition expands upon the points raised. In
addition, the discussion argues that Mao could not make a
revolutionary break with orthodoxy on the transition, because he did

not theorise the socialist transition in terms of the socialist mode
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of production and the classes associated with it. The chapter
concludes with the point that Mao's theory of the socialist
transition cannot provide a sound basis for an analysis of Chinese
society nor for revolutionary change.

The Chinese Revolution was in practice a unique type of
revolution but was officially conducted under an- 'orthodox!
(Comintern) theoretical position. The Chinese society was depicted,
following Stalin's phrase, as a “"oolonial, semi-colonial and

semi-feudal society."2 In his 1940 article, On New Democracy, Mao

reiterates the Comintern position on the nature of China:
Since the invasion of foreign capitalism and the gradual
growth of capitalist elements in Chinese society, the
country has changed by degrees into a colonial,
semi-colonial and semi-feudal society. China today is
colonial in the Japanese occupied-areas and basically
semi-colonial in the Kuomintang ar'eas,3 and it 1is
predominantly feudal or semi-feudal in both.
Mao adds that because China was a "ecolonial, semi-colonial and
semi-feudal society", the strategy most appropriate for China was a
two-stage revolution, the first being a "new-democratic revolution",
with the second being a "socialist revolution".

However, once in power the C.C.P. was able to move rapidly to
the socialist revolution. The basic nationalization of industry was
conducted between 1949 and 1956. Similarly, the C.C.P. was able to
transform the agricultural relations of production by 1958. The
Party was hampered in its agricultural strategy because it adhered
to the false theoretical assumption that agriculture was feudal
(rather than capitalist).5 Notwithstanding, the C.C.P. cadres
utilised a flexible approach to mobilize mass peasant support for
land reform and cooperativisation, thereby compensating for the
erronous characterisation of the mode of production.

By 1956 the Party leaders were speaking confidently of the

victory of socialism. For example at the Eighth Party Congress of
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the Communist Party held in 1956, Liu Shaoqi spoke of the impending
defeat of the semi-colonial and semi-feudal classes:

ReTs the bureaucrat-comprador bourgeoisie has been
eliminated as a class on the mainland of China. Except in
a few localities, the feudal landlords have also Dbeen
eliminated as a class. The rich peasants are also being
eliminated as a class. Landlords and rich peasants who
used to exploit the peasants are being reformed.... The
national bourgeois elements are in the process of being
transformed from exploiters into working people. The broad
masses of the peasantry and other individual working people
have become socialist working people engaged in collective
labour.

Similarly, in a speech at the Hankow Conference in April 1958 Mao
asserts that the class struggle in China has been fundamentally
"fought and the situation is good“.7 Mao, however, warns that
while the material base of capitalism had Dbeen transformed
8
capitalist "ideas" still persisted. Consequently, Mao calls for
a continuation of class struggle to be conducted in the form of
ideological class struggle:
It is correct to say that the ownership system has been
basically solved, but the mutual relationship between the
political and ideological fronts has not yet been solved.
It was a 1little too optimistic to predict that the
socialist revolution had gained a basic victory. I did not
expect such a big revolution. As for China's bourgeoisie,
I predict there will still be struggles, long-term
struggles to eliminate the deep-rooted influence of the
bourgeoisie and its intellectuals. A socialist revolution
involving a battle on the political and ideological fronts
is inevitable; another one is necessary after a Dbasic
solution to the ownership system has been found.9
Mao here raises doubts as to Stalin's characterisation of
socialism as the negation of capitalist property relations. For Mao
the changes in the ownership of the means of production are not
sufficient to signal the victory of socialism. Rather, he calls for

a continuation of the class struggle within the superstructure. 1In

addition, Mao in his 1957 speech, On the Correct Handling of

Contradictions Among the People, contends that the transition

advances through the interplay of contradictions.10 Mao
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distinguishes between two types of contradictions, antagonistic and
non-antagonistic. Antagonistic contradictions involved a process of
struggle for their resolution, whereas non-antagonistic
contradictions could be resolved without class struggle. For
example, class contradictions are antagonistic and therefore can be
resolved only by a dictatorship. On the other hand, antagonism
between people within a class can be settled democratically. Mao
contends that contradictions are ubiquitous within society and that
they are the dynamic elements of social change. Contradictions, he
writes, are "the motive force" in socialism.

Linked to his notion of contradictions is Mao's view that the
transition is a process of revolution through stages. It is a
process of '"uninterrupted revolution".12 For Mao his theory of
"uninterrupted revolution" is quite distinct from Trotsky's
“"permanent revolution", which he argues telescopes rather than
identifies specific stages of the revolution. Moreover, Mao
contrasts his view of the transition to that of Stalin, arguing that
Stalin's position is too mechanistic in its reliance upon the
productive forces. Mao argues that the progression to communism
will occur in a dynamic manner through the interaction of
contradictions, creating an uninterrupted movement to the higher
form of existence:

In his speech to the Eighth Party Congress in 1958, Mao
distinguishes between his view of socialist change and that of
Stalin. In doing so, Mao stresses the importance of understanding
socialist change in terms of dialectical contradictions.

Dialectics should develop in China. We are not concerned

about other places; we are concerned about China. What we

do is more compatible with dialectics and with Lenin, but

not very compatible with Stalin. Stalin said that the

socialist society's production relations completely

conformed to the development of the production forces; he
negated contradictions. Before his death, he wrote an

article to negate himself. He stated that complete
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conformity did not indicate the absence of contradictions

and that improper handling could develop into antagaonistic

contradictions.l
Moreover, Mao notes that individuals must not slavishly follow
leaders but discover for themselves what is 'truth':

One must not follow without discrimination. We follow Marx

and Lenin, and we follow Stalin in some places. We follow

whoever has the truth in his hands.l%

In addition, Mao conceptualises the movement of the socialist
transition as occuring in a wave=like f‘ashion.15 Drawing upon the
C.C.P.'s civil war experience Mao argues that the transition
occurred in a pattern analogous with military campaigns. The
transition will progress through periods alternating between rapid
advancements (waves) and lulls or regroupments (troughs). It was
the task of the revolutionary party to synchronise the forces of
China to these wave-like movements. Unlike Stalin's linear and
incremental approach, Mao sees the transition as advancing via
dialectical phases of disequilibrium or movements of creative
imbalance.l

Mao was provided with an opportunity to implement his
perspectives on revolutionary change when economic problems emerged
out of the Soviet-inspired First Five Year Plan (1953-1957). Mao
interpreted these difficulties as evidence of the shortcomings of
the Soviet model. Marshalling support from within the Party Mao
launched a new development strategy, commonly known as the Great
Leap Forward. Central to this policy change was the notion that by
mobilising the mass of the people (i.e., the most plentiful and
basic economic factor of production within China) around the
promotion of economic growth, there would be a quantitative leap in
output. That is, changes in the relations of production would raise

the level of the productive forces.l’
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The most striking example of the new strategy was in
agriculture. Through the mass participation of the peasants
large-scale construction work was carried out. Concurrently,
communes were formed from the amalgamation of Agricultural Producer
Cooperatives (A.P.C.s). The communes increased the size of both the
units of land and the labour pool from the A.P.C.s, allowing for the
utilisation of skilled 1labour in the brigades. Further, the
communes facilitated the transference of tasks previously conducted
by the family (e.g. cooking and child care) into collective
activities, allowing more people (especially women) to enter the
wor'kfor'ce.18 As well, the communes combined administrative,
economic and political activities; this prompted some radicals to
claim that the communes were the embodiment of the spirit of the
Paris Commune.

There were also changes in the relation of production within
industry. The one-man-management system, characteristic of the
Soviet model, was replaced by an approach that stressed collective
management.19 That is, representatives from the workers combined
with Party delegates played an active role in the management of the
enterprise. Additionally, managers and technical staff were
expected to participate in everyday production tasks. As with
agriculture it was anticipated that mass participation would
stimulate growth in output. In a similar manner, the administration
promoted the experimentation of small-scale production, sometimes
referred to as "backyard" production.20 Similarly, there was a
shift in planning away from the Soviet model and its stress upon
heavy industry to a strategy of relating the growth of heavy and
light industry to that of agriculture. The Chinese referred to this
as "walking on two legs" in contrast to the Soviet's "wyalking on one

leg“.21
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However, the strategy of mass-mobilization did undermine orderly
planning and caused general economic dislocation. As a result the
bureaucratic class, which saw its interests undermined by the
changes to the relations of production, pressed for an abandonment
of the Great Leap Forward. As well as by opposition from the
bureaucratic class, Mao was confronted by peasant resentment at the
communes' attack on the family plots and at the collectivisation of
traditional family tasks (e.g. there was particular opposition to
the communal eating ar'r'angements).22 Exacerbating these problems
was a series of climatic disasters which caused widespread food
shortages. In the face of opposition and the evidence of economic
chaos, Mao called a retreat from the Great Leap Forward and in
December 1958 resigned as Chairman of the Republic.23

The significance of the Great Leap Forward was as the first
serious attempt to transform the relations of production of the
socialist mode of production. Therefore, the Great Leap Forward can
be seen as a test of the resilience of the socialist mode of
production and of the power of the class of bureaucrats which
depended upon this mode. Ironically, for Mao, the Leap Forward
assisted in the consolidation rather than the transformation of the
socialist mode of production. Mao's effective challenge to the
class power of the bureaucracy re-affirmed their reliance upon, and
commitment to, the existing structures of economic production and
the planning system. Thus by the early 1960s the organisation of
planning and industrial production had been re-asserted. Collective
management existed in name rather than 1in substance. In
agriculture, the private plots were returned to the peasants and the
family was again allowed to combine collective and individual work.

However, the reestablishment of the pre-Leap system of

production and distribution was not in strict accordance with the
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Soviet model. Rather the socialist mode of production was adapted
to Chinese conditions. Planning was decentralised. Further, an
indigenous economic strategy was introduced to maximize industrial
output while offering agriculture more self-government and
"self-reliance". Agriculture was allowed to become more
self-reliant through a strategy which enabled it to retain a higher
level of its own surplus product for internal investment. However,
agriculture Dbecame the economic sector responsible for the
absorption of increases in the labour force. Consequently, industry
was able to produce a higher surplus through raising the level of
labour productivity, without having to be concerned with mass
unemployment. Thus, the method of extracting surplus from the
direct producers was maximized in industry, whereas in agriculture
the rising labour force could, at least, be adequately fed. The
socialist mode of production was thereby able to stabilize and
support the class interests of the bureaucratic class.

Having suffered a defeat with his Great Leap Forward strategy,
Mao began to consider the reasons for the re-assertion of the old
system of production and distribution (albeit in a modified form)
and of the resilience of the bureaucratic class. In an effort to
understand these phenomena Mao began to investigate the nature of
other socialist systems, in particular Yugoslavia and the Soviet
Union. Mao applied to these countries his view that the relations
of production predominate over the productive forces. He 1linked
this notion to the idea that the relations of production take their
lead from the superstructure. Thus, for Mao it was politics which
were crucial to the character and progression of the socialist
transition. In this regard the ideological position and political

role of the Communist Party was vital to the transition to communism.
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In his essay, Reading Notes on the Soviet Union's Political

Economics, probably written during 1960, Mao argued that the Soviet
textbook on political economy underestimated the role of both the
relations of production and the superstructure.25 The textbook,
he wrote, "only talks about material requisites and seldom touches
on the superstructure, namely: class state, class philosophy, and
26

class sciences". Mao emphasises that it is necessary to raise
the level of consciousness of the people if socialism is to be
achieved. It is for this reason that he defends the Great Leap
Forward:

Our putting politics in command was precisely to raise the

level of consciousness of the inhabitants and our Great

Leap Forward was precisely an attempt to realize this or

that kind of program.

However, while Mao is searching for a means of distinguishing
the Chinese transition from that of the Soviet Union he does not
question that the revolution will achieve communism. He argues that
in general "[sJ]Jocialism must pass over to communism", but communism

28
itself will not be a static situation. In discussing the
character of socialism, Mao speaks of underdeveloped and developed
socialism:

The transition from capitalism to communism will quite

possibly be divided into two phases. One phase is from

capitalism to socialism, which can be termed as undeveloped
socialism. The other is from socialism to communism, which

is to say from relatively underdeveloped socialism to

relatively developed socialism, i.e., communism.

Mao argues that the Soviet textbook misunderstands the
dialectics of the transition. As a result the textbook does not
recognize the fact that in socialist society it is possible for
conservative elements to emerge which seek to retain their position

of power. In a socialist society, Mao notes, "there still are

conservative strata and something resembling ‘'vested interest
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groups'. There still remain differences between brain work and
manual labour, between urban and rural areas, and between workers
and peasants. Although these are non-antagonistic contradictions,
they have to go through struggle before they can be resolved“.30
Mac argues that even under socialism there are sectors of the
population which resist the move to communism. He notes that
throughout the transition "there will be some people" who "would
like to preserve backward production relationships and social
institutions".31 To overcome these 'vested interest groups' it
was necessary to continue the class struggle to ensure the victory
of communism.

At the Tenth Plenum of the Eighth Central Committee, in October
1962, Mao repeats his argument against the Soviet textbook and
stresses the need to continue the class struggle in the socialist
society. He then relates this position to the possibility of the
reversal of the transition, suggesting that this had already

2
occurred in Yugoslavia,3 It is also at the Tenth Plenum that Mao
makes a provocative intervention into the debate, coining the slogan
"never forget the class str'uggle".33 However, later in the same
year Mao admits that he does not fully comprehend the nature of
classes in socialist societies. He asserts that capitalism has been
restored in Yugoslavia but adds:

We still do not fully understand the complexity of the

class struggle, because this struggle occurs in politics,

the military, in economics, culture, with and without form

in open and in hidden forms, and inside the Party and

outside, which makes it very complicated. In addition, we

still do not understand too well the differences in the
class struggle during the period of socialism and during

the period of the democratic revolution, nor are we too

clear about the differences in the class struggle before

and after seizing power.3

However, by 1964 Mao and those inspired by him begin to argue

that the Soviet Union under Khrushchev had, 1like Yugoslavia,
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reverted to capitalism. The argument advanced 1is that the
privileged stratum which benefitted from "bourgeois rights" under
socialism had, with Khrushchev's approval, taken control of the
Soviet Party and allowed the restoration of capitalism. Thus, the
degeneration of the party and the state had caused the peaceful
evolution of capitalism in the Soviet Union. The regime was seen as
comprising the political representatives of a new bourgeois class:

In the Soviet Union at present, not only have the new

bourgeois elements increased in numbers as never before but

their social status has fundamentally changed. Before

Khrushchev came to power, they did not occupy the ruling

position in Soviet society. Their activities were

restricted in many ways and they were subject to attack.

But since Khrushchev took over, usurping the leadership of

the Party and state, step by step, the new bourgeois

elements have gradually risen to the ruling position in the

Party and government and in the economic, cultural and

other departments, and formed a privileged stratum in

Soviet society.

While Mao stresses the importance of class struggle in the
transition to communism he cannot locate its material base. The
reason Mao is unable to conceptualize the nature of class conflict
in socialist societies is that he assumes that the transition can
only journey between capitalism and communism. Consequently, as Mao
regards the Soviet Union as no longer socialist then it must have
reverted to capitalism. As the Soviet Union was capitalist then it
had to have a "bourgeois class" which benefitted from the economic
and political system. But Mao's notion that Krushchev permitted a
restoration of capitalism is not based upon an understanding of the
mode of production in the Soviet Union. Rather, it asserts that
bourgeois ideology is dominant in the Soviet Party and that this has
caused a reversal of socialism, despite the fact that there was no

significant change in the relations of production within the Soviet

Union.
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Mao utilises the debate over the reversal of socialism in Russia
to rekindle the spirit of the Great Leap Forward in China. He
argues that in the C.C.P. there are two factions, a socialist
faction and a capitalist f‘action.36 To advance the socialist
transition it was essential that the socialist faction prevailed.
Mao then began to organise his forces for an ideological class
struggle that focussed principally upon the superstructure. The
campaign became known as the Cultural Revolution. The main targets
in the Cultural Revolution are defined as "Party persons in

authority taking the capitalist r‘oad".37

But the ideological
conflict with the C.C.P. and the state could not be contained and
spread out into society.

Additionally the ideological confrontation became confused with
personality conflicts and support for individual Party leaders. The
dividing line became the thoughts of Chairman Mao. It was asserted
by the followers of Mao that the thoughts of Mao Zedong '"determine
the proletarian vanguard nature of our Party".38 The leadership
of Mao, was regarded by his supporters as taking the "socialist
road"; "Party leadership is the leadership of Chairman Mao, of Mao
Zedong Thought, and of Chairman Mao's proletarian revolutionary
line."39

While the Cultural Revolution progressed through a series of
cycles that continued into the 1970s, the most vital period of the
Cultural Revolution was between 1965 and 1969.u'0 However, even in
this phase the Cultural Revolution was a movement which concentrated
its energy upon transforming the superstructure and not the economic
base. As a result, when the Cultural Revolution subsided in the
early 1970s the relations of production of the socialist mode of
production and the class power associated with it were quickly

re-established. Consequently, the bureaucratic class began to

re-assert its class interests in opposition to further changes to



113.

the superstructure. The interests of the bureaucratic class began
to be articulated within the Party. Zhou Enlai in his call for the
four modernisations (industry, agriculture, national defence,
science and technology) established the criteria for an on-going
dispute within the C.C.P.ul By stressing the need for
modernisation, Zhou provided the opportunity for a debate on the
means of modernizing China.

The so-called 'Gang of Four' (Jiang Qing, Zhang Chungiao, Yao
Wenyuan and Wang Hongwen - who rose to power in the Cultural
Revolution) argued that modernization could be achieved by
transforming the relations of production through the class
str'uggle.u2 . They emphasised the need for class struggle to be
conducted within the superstructure (the Party, the army, and state
administration) so as to provide revolutionary leadership in
achieving modernization. However, as Bettelheim notes, the 'Gang of
Four' did not offer a sound theoretical analysis of the class
struggle in Chinaj rather, they defined class in terms of "political
1ine" or "behaviour" or at best by distribution relations conceived
in terms of "bourgeois r'ights".)'l3 In the final analysis, the
'Gang of Four' saw the bourgeoisie in China as an effect of the
nature of the superstructure and not of the economic base. Further,
the methods used by the ‘'Gang of Four' were more akin to
conspiratorial action than the politics of '‘mass~line' (or mass
mobilization).

In opposition to the 'Gang of Four' there was amassed the weight
of the bureaucratic class. The interests of the bureaucratic class,
in preserving the relations of production of the socialist mode of
production, were articulated by Hua Guofeng and Deng Xiaoping.
However, while Mao retained sufficient support within the Party, the

opposition to the 'Gang of Four' and their policies was expressed in
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a manner that seemed consistent with Mao's philosophy. Deng in
particular was constrained by the presence of Mao. But the death of
Mao Zedong in September 1976, following as it was by that of Zhou
Enlai (January 1976), opened a new era in the dispute between the
'Gang of Four', ostensibly following the policies and philosophy of
Mao, and their opposition. Despite initial success, and a momentary
victory over Deng, the members of the 'Gang of Four' were defeated,
imprisoned and eventually brought to a 'show trial’'.

Deng was able to affirm the Party's commitment to modernisation,
based upon the expansion of the "socialist" system as established in
the 1950s. According to Deng, China became socialist with the
transferal of private ownership to state or collective ownershp in
the 1950s, and the means of achieving modernisation were therefore
through the advancement of the productive forces.uu Similarly, as
China was socialist from the early 1950s the truth of political
practice could be judged by whether the productive forces had
pr‘ogr‘essed.u5 Given the construction of this argument it was then
easy for Deng to show that during the Great Leap Forward and the
Cultural Revolution there were economic dislocations and therefore a
retardation of the productive forces; ipso facto these periods were
regressive for the cause of socialism.

Thus, the demise of the "Gang of Four" led to a revival of the
Stalinist theory of the socialist transition, with its reliance upon
ownership as the proof of socialism, combined with a stress upon
state-planning as creating the conditions for the advancement of the
productive for'ces.47 The relations of production were seen as
subordinate to, and by necessity had to conform with, the productive
forces. The distribution of the products of 'socialist' production
were in accordance with '"bourgeois rights" and in keeping with

48
"un derdeveloped" socialism. Consequently, there was no need for
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class struggle within China, unless it was merely the suppression of
the pre-revolutionary ('residual') ruling classes.

The reconsolidation of the socialist mode of production was
followed by a re-affirmation of the rule of the bureaucratic class
and the ideology (introduced originally by Stalin) that gave
sustenance to its rule. Moreover, the working class and peasantry
looked for stability rather than a continuation of the previous
upheavals. The bureaucratic class was therefore able to gain
support from these classes by raising the level of wages and by
pursuing a policy of increasing peasant incomes. Initially, the
C.C.P. followed a policy of developing agricultural productivity
through capital investment. However, at the Third Plenum it was
announced that agricultural production was to be linked to a system
of contracts with peasant farmers. At the Sixth Plenum in June
1981, the Party adopted the household responsibility system as
official policy, thereby undermining the communes.)49 The C.C.P.
justified this move in terms of changing the relations of production
to conform to the low level of the rural productive forces. That
is, the communes were a form of organisation that was too advanced
for the rural productive forces.SO Instead, household farming was
the more appropriate form of production for the progression of the
rural economy towards socialism.

The contract responsibility system proved highly successful in
raising rural output. As a consequence, the C.C.P. leaders were
confronted with the dilemma of how far to follow this strategy for
the whole economy. The problem was, and still is, that the stress
upon lower units and upon market exchange tends to undermine
planning and the state production system. It therefore offers a
threat to the power of the bureaucratic class, while providing them

with immediate material benefits due to the boost in the economy.
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This has caused divisions within the bureaucratic class and has
resulted in delicate manoeuvres by the Party leaders between support
for the state production and planning system and encouragement for
experimentation in (what is called) 'market socialism'. The success
of the new policy, in raising output and its support from the
bureaucratic class, the peasantry and working class, has reinforced
the shift away from the philosophy of Mao Zedong.

In contrast, outside of China there has been debate over the
merits of the new direction in comparison to the periods of Maoist
leadership and to Mao's model of socialism.51 However, the
problem of those who support the Maoist theory of the socialist
transition is that they have inherited the fundamental flaw in Mao's
position, that of assuming the transition traversed only from
capitaliSm to communism (allowing also for the possibility of a
regression to capitalism). This weakness is most apparent in the

works of Charles Bettelheim and in the book Socialist Construction

and Marxist Theory by Philip Corrigan, Harvie Ramsay and Derek

Sayer-.52 Having adopted Mao's depiction of the Soviet Union as
capitalist Bettelheim has constructed an elaborate theory of the
restoration of capitalism in Russia.53 With the fall of the 'Gang
of Four', and the reversion by the current leaders to the theory of
socialism as constructed by Stalin, Bettelheim has depicted China as
a society in the process of restoring capitalism.

Bettelheim sees the rise of Hua Guofeng to power as a coup
d'état. He thus repeats for China the version of the restoration of
capitalism that Mao outlined for the Soviet Union. Bettelheim
writes that this “coug'd'état began a political turn leading to the
substitution of a revisionist and bourgeois line for the previous
revolutionary and proletarian line".5u Hua, 1like Khrushchev,

facilitated a change in political line from that of the proletariat
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to that of the bourgeoisie. Bettelheim assumes that the production
system in China, as was the case in the Soviet Union, was a form of
state capitalism. He makes this assumption on the premise that the
capitalist mode of production is characterised by a "double
separation", that is, that the direct producers are separated from
the means of production, both in terms of ownership (which is state
ownership) and in their ability to control the means of production,
and that the enterprises are themselves separ'ate.55 While this
"double separation" continues Bettelheim presumes the system is
still capitalist. That is, Bettelheim writes:

state capitalism can function either under the aegis of a

capitalist state or a workers' state, depending on which is

the case - that is, depending on the class nature of the

state - the effects of the plan are partly different. But

in both cases - from the moment that there is a separation

of workers from the means of production and a separation of

enterprises - the plan only exerts its action 'on relations

that are partly commodity relations', relations which put

up a specific resistance to the plan itself.

According to Bettelheim, unless the immediate producers have
effective control over the means of production, thereby eliminating
the "double separation", the system remains capitalist. State
ownership is seen by him as simply a Jjuridical category.
Further, Bettelheim notes that the proletariat cannot exercise
control over the plan and ensure that it functions in accordance
with 'use values' and not 'exchange values' unless they also have
direct control over its operation. The plan, in exchanging goods
between the enterprises based on monetary calculations, is in effect
operating in accordance with commodity production and exchange.
Therefore, the socialist society is only safeguarded against state
capitalism by the genuine efforts of the political leaders to follow

policies that bring the proletariat closer to eliminating the

"double separation" and creating communism.
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Bettelheim constructs his argument upon the false premise that
if the production and distribution system is not communist then it

is capitalist. He conceptualises communism, following Marx

(primarily in the pamphlet Critique of the Gotha Programme), as a
society where the direct producers have complete control over the
means of production and exercise collective power over planning,
ensuring that distribution is based upon use—values.59 Bettelheim
then holds up this abstract model against the reality of the Soviet
Union and China and not surprisingly concludes that they do not
exhibit the classic characteristic of communism. He then claims
that they exhibit the characteristics of the capitalist mode of
production. The basic proof Bettelheim applies to Russia and China
is that the production system exhibits the "double separation"
ascribed by him to the capitalist mode, and therefore these
societies are capitalist.

Bettelheim takes his argument one stage further. He claims that
as the economic structure is state-capitalist, naturally this
affects the nature of politics. The rise of Hua Guofeng is
therefore seen by Bettelheim as a result stemming from the
capitalist production system. The reversal of Mao's political line
is ascribed by him to the failure of the Communist Party to
transform the capitalist relations of production. The capitalist
relations of production in China, he writes, "make it possible for

control of the means of production to be concentrated in a few

hands. In this connection, the carrying through of the partial

changes in the immediate production process imposed by the Cultural

Revolution was blocked by the absence of a fundamental

transformation of the process of reproduction".

Thus, Bettelheim's notion of polities 1is predicated upon his

conceptualisation of the transition as a contest between capitalism
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and communism. The Cultural Revolution failed because it only
partially challenged the "double separation" of 'state capitalism’.
But Bettelheim's argument is based upon a false premise that the
transition moves between capitalism and socialism. He fails to see
that the transition is between the capitalist and socialist modes of
production and that it comes to a conclusion without the
establishment of communism. Moreover, Bettelheim compounds this
fundamental misconception with a formalistic approach to the idea of
a mode of production. Whereas Marx regards the form in which the
surplus is extracted as the crucial factor in the mode of
production, Bettelheim considers that it is the relationship between
the immediate producers and the means of production. Consequently,
Bettelheim overlooks the change in the form of surplus in the Soviet
Union and China. Therefore, he 1is wunable to comprehend the
transformation that occurs between the capitalist and socialist
modes of production.

Further, Bettelheim fails to wunderstand that the "double
separation" he sees as basic to the capitalist mode of production
has been transformed by the alteration in the form of the surplus
product. The relationship between the immediate producers and the
means of production is quite different under the socialist mode than
it is under capitalism. Similarly, the contacts between enterprises
are unlike those of capitalism. Bettelheim assumes that because the
structure of the mode of production (in this case the socialist mode
of production) is similar to capitalism the form of surplus is
surplus value. In Bettelheim's argument the structures are the
determining factor, and not the form of the surplus. This
fundamental error is reproduced in his analysis of the political
sphere. Bettelheim reads off the nature of the superstructure

(essentially the Communist Party and the State administration) from
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the production system, assuming that the state personnel function as
a collective "bourgeoisie". That is, the state functionaries are
structurally a "bourgeois class" unless they resist capitalism
through adhering to a proletarian political perspective.

Bettelheim's view on class-power is premised upon his structural
account of state capitalism. The position adopted by Bettelheim
cannot distinguish between members of the state, apart from their
ideological position. If he had considered the nature of surplus
extraction and appropriation, however, Bettelheim could begin to
distinguish between those who, on the one hand, exercised power over
the surplus product and its distribution and those who produced
ideological support for such power, and, on the other hand, other
state personnel who are exploited by this process. Bettelheim's
view that the state personnel function as a collective "bourgeoisie™
is untenable.61 Rather, within the state there are those who
benefit from and those who are exploited by the surplus extraction
system.

Corrigan, Ramsay and Sayer, like Bettelheim, see class struggle
as the key to the socialist transition. They write that the
"productive motor" of socialist construction is "elass
struggle".63 However, unlike Bettelheim, they perceive Russia and

China as "contradictory social formations, in which socialism is

dominant but not triumphant, and capitalism is subordinated, but not
vanquished".6u They see the contradictory nature of these regimes
reflected in the superstructure. Corrigan et al speak of Deng
Xiaoping as a representative of the nascent capitalist class.
Deng's dominance, they write, "is clear evidence for the continuing
strength of the forces for capitalist restoration in China".65

Deng's victory, they argue, is a prime example of the need for class

struggle during the socialist transition. 60
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Like Bettelheim, these authors falsely assume that the
transition is between capitalism and communism. They also depict
the class struggle as between capitalism and socialism. However,
whereas Bettelheim argues that China is 'state capitalist', they
argue that the production system has a contradictory character, part
capitalist and part socialist. As a result the class struggle is
characterised by the conflict between 'capitalism' and 'socialism':

The struggle has a different physiognomy than in capitalism

itself, insofar as the capitalist class has Dbeen deprived

of its monopoly of the means of production and labour power

has ceased to be a commodity. This marks a fundamental

shift in the balance of forces. But it remains the case

that to socialise the means of production does not ipso

facto do away with all the social relations upon which

capitalism rests; its division of labour, for example, may

well remain intact.

Corrigan, Ramsay and Sayer then construct an argument to show
that Soviet Bolshevism replicates certain relations and experiences
that are akin to capitalism (for example, Taylorism). By contrast,
Maoist policies, with their stress upon class struggle, challenge
these elements of capitalism. Likewise, Mao's view that the
relations of production shape, rather than conform to, the
productive forces breaks with Bolshevism and releases the potential
socialist change in China. For them Mao not only broke with the
paradigm of Bolshevism but established a revolutionary

68
epistemology. According to this view, the critical ingredient
in Mao's theory was the mass mobilization of the people in socialist
construction:

The actual transformations which have been so much in

evidence in China are the result of the people themselves

demonstrating, as Marx suggested, that once correct ideas

are seized by the masses they become a material force.

Mao's implicit critique of Bolshevism is also a correct

theory of socialist construction.... Read properly, the

historical experience of China will provide us with the
conditions under which the phenomenal forms of socialism

(simply phrased as having enough to eat, adequate housing,

clothing, and actual control of work procedures) are
possible.69
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For the authors of Socialist Construction and Marxist Theory

socialism can be understood, in the first instance, in terms of the
provision of adequate material benefits for the population.70
Additionally, socialism is concerned with the collective control by
the producers of the means of production. Thus, the test of
practice and of state institutions is "do they foster or fetter the
emancipation of labour; do they help the people extend their control
over théir lives, or do they reproduce the shackles of free wage
slavery; do they in a word serve socialism or capitalism?".71
Like Bettelheim, they regard the socialist transition as a contest
between capitalism and communism, with the crucial criterion that
collective control by the immediate producers creates communism. To
achieve such collective control it is necessary to foster mass-based
class struggle.

But for all their assistance upon class struggle, the authors,
present a pre-determined analysis of the material base of this class
struggle. Like Bettelheim, they assume that the ‘"capitalist
relations" are represented in the Soviet Union and China in "the
division of labour" and in "bourgeois rights".72 Socialism can be
shown to exist in these countries through the fact that "People do
not starve, or die for want of warmth or medical facilities, nor do
they risk homelessness or unemployment, as is in varying degrees the
experience of the working class wherever capital rules".7
Corrigan et al fails to define the contradiction between capitalism
and socialism in terms of the surplus product. They do not
investigate the changes in the form of surplus extraction, instead
they see the production or distribution systems in a preconceived
manner as semi-capitalist and semi-socialist. The authors are

therefore unable to conceptualize the transformation of the surplus

product and the subsequent effect this has upon the division of
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labour and the distribution process. As a result, they are unable
to see the material base for the class struggle in socialist
societies. Instead they assume that those who support the
production system are supporters of capitalism (e.g., Deng Xiaoping)
and those who seek to change the system (for example, the division
of labour) are representatives of socialism (Mao Zedong). Class, as
in Bettelheim's position, is defined by attitudes and behaviour
towards the prevailing system and not to the relations of production
or the mode of production. Consequently, their class analysis
relies on ideological categorisations which are unrelated to the
actual character of class struggle stemming from the relations of
production. That is, while they give noble attributes to the cause
of socialism, such as all-round material well-being and collective
emancipation, they do not present an analysis that reveals the
material basis for the struggle for these goals.

Like Bettelheim, Corrigan et al, are trapped within the paradigm
of the socialist transition as a movement which by necessity moves
between capitalism and communism. This is a view quite acceptable
to those whom they wish to criticise. By assuming that the
transition can only evolve along this one path, they present
analyses which fail to locate the reasons for the changes in
political lines within the superstructure and especially within the
Chinese Communist Party. They have taken the instinctive opposition
of Mao to the progression of the transition and have constructed an
argument that, like Mao's, is critical of the prevailing societies
but is unable to discover the basis of class power and state power.
They assume that the current leadership in China is (in the case of
Bettelheim) a collective bourgeoisie, or (in the case of Corrigan,
Ramsay and Sayer) following a capitalist direction. Consequently,

their preconceived paradigm prevents them from understanding the
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shift in policy direction in terms of the pressures of the relations
of production of the socialist mode of production.

Corrigan, Ramsay and Sayer, 1like Bettelheim, seek to utilise
Mao's critique of socialism as a revolutionary theory suitable for
the advancement of communism. Following Mao these authors criticise
the problematic of the productive forces; however, they fail to
comprehend that Mao's theory of the socialist transition, while
critical of the orthodox view, does not fundamentally break with the
traditional theory of the transition. As a consequence, Mao's
theory of socialism is an inadequate base from which to build a
revolutionary theory of socialist change. That is, Mao's theory is
hampered by his notion of the transition as inevitably moving
between the capitalist and communist modes of production and his
acceptance that state ownership and planning are the basis for
communist production. Thus, Mao's stress upon ideological struggle
to stimulate mass mobilisation and mass participation in society was
blunted by his adherence to a faulty perspective on the socialist
transition. It is only by rejecting the traditional view of the
transition to communism that it is possible to construct a
revolutionary theory of socialism. Mao's theory of changing the
socialist transition was in the end confined to the superstructure
and undermined by his insistance on the vanguard role of the
Communist Party. Whereas to change Chinese society, jt is essential
that the direct producers overthrow the socialist mode of
production. Mao's theory of the socialist transition 1is therefore

inadequate for the task of fundamentally altering Chinese society.
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