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SOME NOTES ON BIG FIAME'S CONTRIBUTION TO THE DISCUSSION OF SOVIET—”YPE SOCIETIFU
by v, Graham

what follows are a séries of discussiodn notes in which I try to take g what I
consider some of the more serious weaknesses of Bill Campbell's document, _
"The Class Nature of the Soviet Union dnd Its Implications for Marx1st Theory"
and the pamphlet, Century of the Unexpected, on which it is based. I hepe .
=o-gGevelop these notes inte a short critical piece for either publication_in__
our journal or inserticn in the discussion bulletin. "It should be notm@ that .
not all of my criticisms of Campbell's™ ‘document apply to the pamphlet on

state -collectivism, since in some ways Campbell has provided an 1nadequate ;
summary of the pampblet s argument. -

1. Some Minor Points of Disagreement

I should first Ilike to get: out of the way sotie of the least lmportant aspectu
of the state collactivism argument ‘80 &s ‘to clarlfy what I think the argunenf
is and:is not about.

First, I am not going to dwell on whethér or not we should nall what eyrste
in the Soviet Unicn a méde of producticn, or whether the Soviet ellte is a ruling
class. I think that the arguments put forward in the pamphlet are not entlrely
convinging, but these gquibbles are not really germane_to what I think that
pamphlet's real weaknesses are. To some extent my differences with the .
authors of Century of the Unexpected and problems ln thelr theorj will COFE_
cut in the course of these notes. .

Secondly, the same applies to the questlon of whether cdes. Machover,
Fantham; ‘and Campbell are correct in saying that state collectivism represents
an alternative'path to capitalism. I believe that these regimes are quite
spe01flcally posthcapltallst, i. e.} they arise out of the response by their
societies térthesway: that 1mper1allsm, w1th its comblned and uneven develop-
ment, .has affectad: them. Thls does not, however, seem to me te be the main
problem hers. I shall make more detalled comments on the difficulties I
think the alternaﬁ1ve~to~cap1ta115m" the51s gets us 1nto later of.

2. The Derlng Fordes'of'soviet Type'sooietiesf'

The great strength of the 'state: collect1v1sm thESlS as put forward by cdeq.,

Machover and Fantham, is that it prov;des an analytlcal framework through. .

which revolutionaries can identify the potentially progressive content of

anti-imperialist movements without distorting our assessment of these

movements' ability to construct soclalism. " A second, and related oontrzbutron

is that they'dorrectly identify the bhasic¢ source of contradiction in these

gsocieties as the working class's position’ within these societies' system of:

productiOn“relations;' They correctly challenge the notion that state property

and "plarning" areé ih and’of themselves "good" or "proletarian", and allow us,-

in fact, to reject the very notion that planning as socialists understand it.

even exigts in ‘Soviet and related soc;etles.'__ : G s
My main disagreement with these comrades is that, haV1ng oorrectly crzt---~-

icised both "workers' state" and state capitalist theories of the USSR for -

divorcing the observed behaviour of thege societies from what they 1dent1fy-

as their driving forces, they" themselves fall to present a cogent. argument

as to what these dr1v1ng forces” really are.

a. 'Ge'neral'-Method AR

The most strlklng methodologlcal characterlstlc of the "degenerated
workers' state" theory is that it creates a duallsm between an imputedly
progressive essence to Soviet society and the way that society actually
behaves. Hegel, of course, had attacked just this dualism in Kant, who
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had argued the existence of unknowable inherent laws {noumena, the thing in
itself) which constituted a separate entity from the observable "reality"
they were to explain. For Hegel a phenomenon is the phenomenon of its
essence, that is, what appear to .us as phenomena have the form they do pre-
cisely because of the intrinsic forces that produce them. Change. the latter. ..
and the phenomena become something different. - S

If the workers' state theorists weré”to argue that they had no such .- _
dualism, they would have to be able to explain how it is that this progressive
essence, state property, "planning”, etc., produces the abomination of _
Soviet society. Of course, it is possible to imagine a hypothetical society ..
in which the working class is responsible for its own exploitation, but even
workers' state theorists would not engage in such sophistry. It remains
for them to explain the mechanism by which this progressive essence gives
rise to its opposite, and this they cannot do, except by going outside
an analysis of production relations and dwelling on the inessentials of:
distributive relations. .

State capitalism creates the same kind of dualism, this time introduc-~.
ing fundamental distortibns'into the classical concepts of capitalism, value;
and the market. This does not a priori prove that what they ascribe as the..
essence of Soviet society does not exist, but it is a fact that they have
never made a concrete attempt to detail the inner workings of Soviet pro-~
duction relations. o _ : o -

If we are to develop a genuinely revolutionary theory of Soviet soci=-.

ety we must abandon the traditional dualism that has plagued marxist theory . ...

since the mid—1930'S and_attempt to discover the inner workings of Soviet -
production relations ard the way in which these essential characteristics:
of the.system manifest themselves. :

B:  Production Fo¥r Production

At ‘precisely the point where cdes. Machovexr, Fantham, and Campbell must.:
set about to make this kind of analysis they shy away from a detailed discus--
sion of Soviet production relations and resort instead to a Weberian imputa-:
tion of an external gdal to the system - production for production's sake =
which provides the ‘system with its rationale and its drive. To explain this
goal, the state collectivism pamphlet (p. 16) resorts +o the subjective ..
apprehension by the elite of what it must do to stay in power. The pamphlet
lists a number of the c¢linical failings of the system, and correctly locates

these failures in the position of the working class, as the implementer .of .« -

bureaucratic instrietions, within this bureaucratic system. However, it. .
does not actually study the contradictions themselves. e
At an empirical level it is dubious that the elite in the USSR or relat—. .
ed societies actually’deéiies”the”perpetual hypertrophy of heavy industry. .
Except for the third'five-year plan just prior to World War. II and the .
immediate post~war period, the plans have consistently aimed at redressing .
the imbalance between producér ‘and consumer goods; and just as consistently .
they- have. failed (a% the quote from Kuron ahd Mbdzélewski.on p. 16 points .o
out). This fact has been ‘pointed out to cdes. Machover and Fantham on -
several occasions, yet it has not caused them to nuance their argument- in: .o
the slightest. - = | : o L et et
1f production within heavy industry has predominated it is because of
the fundamental contradictions within production, which make it .impossible
to redress-the-imbalance or even to make the outcome of the centre's instruc— .
tions approximate to the instructions thémselves. In defence of the state
¢ollectivism pamphlet and cde. Campbell, marxists have only just. begun to
address this problem of identifying these contradictions, primarily through
the journal Critique. This analysis is only in its embryonic stages,
and T would not venture to give a detailed exposition of it here. But. I.

shall try to sketch the analysis in its cutlings.
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As Ticktin has argued, we must start by locking at the nature of the pro-
duct, where the primary contradiction is not between use value and exchadnge
value (as under capitalism) but within use value itself. The Soviet woiker;
politically and socially atomised, deprived either of participation in the
gyztem or of collective means of combatting it and yet at the same time- x
relatively free of the coercion to work well imposed by the capitalist labour
market, turns out a preoduct that is defective. Its guality is bad, production
is slow and irregular, deliveries are unreliable, All this the state collec-
tivism pamphlet acknowledges. The effect of this system, however, is that™
it requires enormous inputs of Human and physical resources to achieve even-
limited growth.

A machine produced badly breaks down frequently, has to leave productlon,
requires vast gquantities of spare parts, and itself turns out defective pro-
ducts. Repair is subject to the same social relations of production, and = _ %
so it, too, is done badly and consumes vast inputs of labour and materials.

Spare parts are produced defectlvely and are not- standardlzed Thus ln_ '_ :
agriculture two allegedly identical tractors turned out by two different |
factories will not be able to use the same gpare parts. What lS more{ thelr :
life span is a fraction of that of a Western tractor, ' . _ i

In all of these societies the infrastructure is weak: roads are’ poor,
traneport is inefficient, warehcusing is chactic. As a result huge quant1~
ties of physical product simply get 10&t. Both in industry and in services

“and agriculture labour is under-mechanized, with large numbers of jobs in-’
volving unskilled manual operations (often emploving relatively highiy-
trained youth, whose morale then falls). Similarly, managers are them—.
selves reluctant to allow the introduction of new technclogy, since this
introduces incertainty into their patterns of plan fulfilment and may lead
to higer targets being set in future. = _ o

Therefore the pattern of extensive growth referred to in the state
collectivism has two sources: the inability of the regime to introduce
new technology and’ raise 1abour product1v1ty in existing plants (to this
is related the lnablllty of the reglme successfully to develop means of
giving them free moblllty of labour), and the exce551ve wastn and squan~
dering w1th1n the system.: The effects of these are not always the same. :
The 1nab111ty to 1ntroduce new technology has meant that whenever new tech~ o
niques and innovations appear the only way. the reglme can establish them
is to build an entirely new factory or: set@of factorles completely from
scratch. This partly expla;ns the: cycle of Sov1et constructlon, where
huge numbers of new projects get 1n1t1ated, fall behrnd schedule, thereby
creating a backlog of unfinished projects, and ‘the regime imposes a mora-
torium on new construction. The excessive: waste requires a vast industrial
apparatus because finished output requlres vastly greater inputs than in
modern capltallst industry. The reglme 15 effectlvely a prisoner to this.
reallty. .

. The effect is to create a pattern of growth that 15 at the same tlme
non=-growth. = Here the notion of waste that appears in the state collectivism
pamphlet is 1nadequate, since it concentrates on the physical losses due to i
squandering or leoss of resources, idle capa01ty, etec. A broader concept is
needed., The Soviet Union can be compared to an organism that burns up more
calories consuming its nutritional inputs than those inputs actually prov;de.
Every attempt to solve one set of problems creates a train of further
problems that tax the system even further. Figures for growth in Hungary
and the USSR show this very well. To achleve relatlvely modest percentages
of growth the system consumes Far greater 1ncreases in industrial inputs.. :
Whilst Britain, for example, needed an. approx1mately 2.9~fold increase in-
investment to obtain a 2.1~ fold 1ncrease in natlonal income between. 1950
and 1978, Hungary needed a 7.3~ fold 1ncrease in investment to achieve a
4.7-fold increase in lncome._ In Hungarlan agrlculture, whose growth has: .
been a lynch-pin of Hungarian export plans, growth has reguired such large: .
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increases in industrial inputs as to throw doubt on whether this rise in
agricultural output was worth it. Soviet agriculture faces the same dilemma:
the system requires a 2.5~fold increase in fixed assets to achieve a meagre
30% rise in agricultural output: The system requires a greater and greater
investment just to keep agricultural output from fallingl _ IR
I would argue that it is this pattern that explains the regime's inabil—
ity to redress the imbalance between heavy industry and consumer goods, rather
than an imputed "goal of production". The quote from Kuron and Modzeélewski on
p. 16 of the state collectivism pamphlet, which attributes the distortions in
plan instructions to the conflict between the "class goal of the rUling"bq:—
eaucracy” and "the interests of the basic groups who achieve production  (max-
imum consumption)® is simply wrong. This conflict exists, to be sure, but
it is not because the producers or even managers are aware of thelr intevests
in consumption. Every Soviet worker would like to see greater output of
consumer goods; yet the Soviet worker is at the same time an object of ex~ =
ploitation within a system of atomized production relations, and in this
capacity she or he simply is not willing to perform labour of the quality
and intensity that would be regquired to improve the supply of conswmer gobds.
Hence the problem arises from the contradictory position of the workeér who
seeks to minimise her or his exploitation but at the same time is dependent
on the collective labour of the working class to satisfy the collactive needs
of society. . S, b

3. The Progressive Content of State Collectivist Regimes

In initial discussions within Big Flame about the state collectivism thesis
I was prepared to accept the argument that such societies -~ whether they =
represented a wmode of production op not ~ contained certain historically
progressive elements compared to their subjugation to imperialism, In.
particular they lay down a certain basis of modernization and give rise
te an industrial proletariat which can Overthrow them. However, I now '
am inclined to think that this division between a progressive stage and ' -
a retrogressive stage is an altogether dubicus pProposition, especially as =~
summarized by Campbell in his document. _ _ . "j 1ff__
It seems to me that the only progressive céntent in the movements_that
tend to set up so-called collectivist regimes is their anti-imperialism.
After the achievement of this goal, the removal of their societies from <
the imperialist network, it is questionable that we should view thesg " =~
regimes as "progressive". o . . R
First, because they do not strictly operate as an alternative to capitale-
ism in bringing about development. Every one Of these regimes,” for instance,
has totally failed to solve the agrarian question; agricultufs remains back-
ward and a major bottleneck for future growth. = : L
Secondly, because, as I have 'already outlined, the type of growth they
bring about is highly distorted and contains the Seeds OF the_E}eakupfdf these
systems. ' This is not something that attacks these regimes in their old agé;
it is inherent in the very methods of industrialization adopted from their™
birth. It is impossible to argue that the problems confronting the Soviet’
regime today are in any way different from those that faced it in the 1930's.
All of the difficuities of waste, poor work and slow work by the workers,
managerial distortions of instructions, chadtic suppiies, etc., existed thén
and in fact were the natural result of the Soviet system of production rela-
tions: ~It is true that the regime built factories where none’ existdd before;
but it 'did so at - such cost that only the constant use of terrdr dnd a
police state has kept the regime from being overthrown. R Rl et
In Campbell's formulation (the section on Permanent Revolltion), which =
is far more static and politically ambiguous than the pamphlet, the argument
that these regimes are a "third option" which is a "viable possible alterna-’
tive" is politically unsound. It implies that in their "progressive” stage




we gupport state collectivist regimes. In fact we do not support them, ex-
cept insofar as we oppose interference in their affairs by imperialism, but
call - and actively work - for their overthrow by the popular masses.

It is also wrong to ignore the origins of the social group that exercises
state power in these countries. In the Soviet Union the elite emerged as a:
sureatcratic stratum that came to power by cruszhing both the privatensector
(the peasantry) and the working class. It could only establish itself by
¢iiminating both capitalism and socialism as pessible systems. Iin doing
30 it deprived itself of the inherent rationality (velatively speakinc) that
either of these systefs could have provided.: In short, it had to suppress .
both plan and market. ' _ . S

This has not been rrue just of the Stalinist elite. Although in Poland,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and other such regimes the ruling elite may initiak=
1y have enjoyed popular suppert {largely based on popular illusicps+ir what -
the Commuhist Parties would do orce in power), they rapidly set about crushin
+the working claSs as a political force (while claiming to defend it against
the consumer interests of the 1nte111gent51a' this is cne aspect that dis-=
tlﬁgulshes ‘the East European regimes from the USSR). This was an essential
condition of their coming to power and staying there. Are we to call this -
progressive? Are we to support these reégimes during this phase of theixr -
history (witness Bngola, where the MPIA crushed the left soon after arriv-
ing power; I do not, by the way, consider Angola a "state collectivist" re-
gime, but I believe supporters of that theory do)? Obviously not. We can
understand the dynamic that has made this situation the universal outcome
of every post-capitalist revolution without accepting it as histori-cally
preferable or even inevitable (what role, for instance, does the fact.that
Stalinist parties generally lead anti-imperialist movements have in causing
" them to evolve in a similar direction?). o

The state collectivism pamphlet is more forthright on this point.  We
defend the worklng ‘class as the only class that can initiate a genuinég tran=-
sition to 5001a11 m, which' means we defend the worklng clags agannct a '
state collect1v1st ‘regime at any phase of that regime's history! This sec~
tion of Campbell s document should be redrafted lf we are to subm:t this’
as our contr;butlon to the Coordlnatlon meetlng._ .

A final p01nt on thls 1asue-“'If a condltlon of the estahllshnent cf
state collect1v1st reglmes has been’thelr neeo to suporess both plan &nd
market, and if this in turn has_b Ha- source of thelr enormeus 1nstab1¢1tv
(ag the state collectivism pamphlet itself sayston D) 15),"ig it correct
to view these regimes ag a mode ‘of Qroductlon? fThe pamphlet seems to me
to raise this very point when it says that after the end of the proqrec51ve
stage of state collectivism "tnere are only two mechanlsms fléxible ancuai
for running the system; either a capltallst market or a workers' democracy
in which the mass of the direct producers_axe 1nt1mately invelved in all
aspects of the plan". If these are the only alternatives, where does that
leave state collectivism? ' '

4. What Political Conclusions Do We Draw From This Theory?

The above gquotation seems to me to raise another, more fundamental point about
the state collectivism theory as presented by the pamphlet and cde. Campbell.
Namely, what are the fundamental contradictions of this systém and how can
they be overcome? Comrades Machover and Fantham accept that state collec— ;
tivism is a highly contradlctory system, w:i.thout :t:eally ldentliylng the '
nature of these contradlctlons However, because they correctly root the
source of these regimes' instability in the working class's role within *
production, it is more or less clear in their exposition that such systems

- like capitalism =~ pose soolety with the need to define radical needs

‘that the systems themselves cannot satlsfy._ Here, too, there must emerge.
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a class capable of acting as the universal class, that is, a class which in

the course of its struggles comes to pose radical solutions on behalf of soci-

ety at large. In Sov1et—type societies, as under capitalism, that class
(at least at this point in history) can only be the proletariat.

We cannot present a theory of Soviet-type societies without deflnlng
what political stance we take towards them. The point of having such'a o
theory is, after all, so that we can understand how to overthrow ‘them. ~In

the Soviet Unicn, Eastern Europe, China, and similar societies this is a'

pressing question. At least in the USSR and Eastern Europe these regimes.
are at a point of severe crisis where discontent is virtually universal,
and the regimes are incapable of satisfying the grigvances of any sector’
This explains the new hardening-up within the Soviet Union since l&StZSum-_
mer (see below). R

The hallmaxk of these regimes is that both the inteiligentsia and fhe
working class find themselves in opposition and fighting for certain limited
common objectives: e.g., freedom of speech, freedom to organizé and assengle.
Until now the working class has generally failed to distinguish itself f¥om ™
the liberal-intelligentsia except negatively, i.e., by distrusting them"'f -
and showing contempt for their struggles. To the extent that the Worﬁlng
class has become more political, howaver,'lt has failed to ‘distinguish

itself positively from the intelligentsia and to define the tasks that 1t T

has to accompliish in order to achieve socialism. The result has been a
political confusion, where sections of the laft, both in Eastein Europe and
in the West (most notably the Fourth International) have failed to identify
the fundamental antagonism that exists between the aspirationg and” necessary -
actions of the working class and the interests of the 1ntelllgentsla,'f“"'
Communist Party reformers, etc. ”f_

In presenting any document to the public we must state what we think
the means of struggling against these regimes are; specifically we néed to
be clear {a) about the antagonistic¢ roles of the working class and the
intelligentsia, and (b) that we do not see the struggle against these
regimes as in any way limited to a fight for "human rights". I suspect —
the syndicalism of some of the other formations in the Coordination may pro- -
duce political agreement between us on this point. I doubt any of them have’
the two-stage theory of the Fourth International, namely that First thers: is
a struggle for democratic righcs (in which we defend all opponents of” these"__
regimes) and then follows the struggle for socialism. Critigue actually o
has a worked-out position on this question which I think should be Big Flame's
position as well. fThere should be a separate discussion with docﬁmeﬁtation;
Comrade McKenzie was correct at the last conference that we need’ to have a-
worked~out position on the struggle within Eastern Europe, and: we ‘shoiild _
set the International Commission the task of producing a p051t10n for dlSu'"_
cusslon and voting at the NC. C

5. Some Factual Errors in Comrade Campbell's Document

Finally, on page 9 of cde. Campbell's document;  in His discussion of the
formation of the Soviet ruling class, there-are-sOme important errors of -
First, he is wrong to separate the "ruling c¢ises” (what T would cill the
elite) from the managers and teéchnical 1ntelllgent513. Despite the' fluldlty
of the persohnel in these groups during the thirties, they neveértheless”
provided the social base for the regime. = More important, the dlsthctlon
between them and the Party leadership probably no longer existss most of

the leadership are engineers, ex-factory managers, etc. Thé conflict ‘that "
often arises between managers and the centre is real, but arises out of

the structural constraints placedon gach. A manager who cilrcinveénts: the pland,
seeks greater freedom of manoceuvre in his factory, etec., ‘can take guite an
opposite view if and when he progresses through the ranks of the Party.

e
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Second, the reforms of the 1960's were very limited. &A1l wmajor criteria,
&.9., Prices, wages, supply. and output, continued to be designated by the
centre. ; --

Third, the reforms failed and have now been dec1smvely abandon d in faJOr
of ‘a return to more rigid control from the centrs. Managers ostensibly:will,

no longer have a choice of their pro&uct mix (they used Lo be &t o Concen-:
trate ‘on the goods that were most Yprofitable® or easisszt to cver-fulfill,. .. . |
but will have specified for them their inputs and outputs.. At the: same time ...
a decreé of early January has attempted to crack down on what the reqgime. :
considers poor labour discipline,. by tying ¢eritain financial- and pension ben-.
2fits to a worker's length of service.at the enterprise and his-or her: good
conduct while at work.! There has not been:a decree like this. sirce 1938.

It cannot, therefore, he argued that the reforms "have tended to re-
inforce state collectivism".. They did not: change that much; if they did, .
it was in the direction of ‘reinforcing the-instability and contradictions
within the economy. However, the attempt to retuwrn to hyper-centralizaticr.
will fail just as miserably.  The alternative remaing either plan or market:,

To the extent that the regime has decided to' retrench against both,. we car
expect the system to- become even more unstable.

V. Graham _ o
Birmingham Big Flane
February 1980 '

Postscriot_'

_Follow1ng d'discussion of these Noteés at the: Internaticnal CommszLOn I should
like to make ofie additioh and’one clarification. o .
“The addltlon concerns the state collectivism pamphlet's ﬁrgument dgainst
the various 'stats’ capltallst theorles ‘ofithéisoviet Uniony ~Although their
case is corxect, 1nqofar as’ they show that commodlty pProduction-does not
exist in the USER except in the most perlpheral ‘aréastof productiony they need -
to take the analysis back ‘orie further step, ‘o the nature of labour and the
difference between abstract and- concrete labours el = :
Commodity production presupposes al market and the existence of exchange :
value. Value is the social abstraction which’ eqguates the concrete labours
of different, independent producers, whose products in their use form are
otherwise unequateable. If exchange ig to “takée place, their concrete labours
must be reduced to some common element. “This common element is value, which
is totally indifferent to the concrete nafire of the labour performed. To
show that commodity production or even a 'market exist in the Soviet Union, it :
is therefore necessary to show that abstract’ labour exists. This cannot be !
done. In the USSR, one has only concrete labour. Everyone works at her or
his own pace, at her or his own quality, turning out different guantities
of product in the same time. This is true of individual workers, as it is
true of individual shops within enterprises and of individual enterprises
with respect to one andther. The result is that all calculation ang predic=-
tability is impossible. Noone can know what the "average" worker or the
"average" enterprise will produce because of the chaotic nature of inter-
connections between elements of the system and because of the extreme indiv- !
idualization of the work process. “The introduction of conditions of produc-
tion that would permit the evolution of abstract labou¥d would require a
radical change in the Soviet elite's relationship to the working class; i.e.,
it would have to achieve complete mobility of labour, something it has here-
tofore heen unable to do for political reasons.
_ The clarification concerns my discussion on page 5 of these Notes, where
I say that it is possible to support national liberation and anti-imperialist
movements while they are struggling against imperialism and at the same time
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lend: cur efforts and support to the overthrow of the regimes these movements
set up after coming to power. e
First, I see no contradiction in’ accepting that left-wing nationalists :
such as the Mugabe movement in Zimbabwe, can inflict a defeat on imperialism -
(which makes the terms of struggle easier for the left on a world scale) and yet
at the same time will not create the conditions for socialism once in power.
To the contrary, it seems toc me that a precondition of any "state collectivist"
regime is that it erushes the working class and the left who will challenge . .
it precisely over the issue of moving towards socialism. This does not happen
in stages; it is'a conflict that exists before these movement even come to
power. In this conflict we have no choice but to support the left. R .
Secondly, we have to treat the issue in its international dimension. . After
the overthrow of capitalism the transition to socialism must be a self-conscious
act. Especially in societies still plagued by scarcity (such as post-revolu-
tionary Russia, China, and virtually everywhere else that capitalism has
fallen), it is impossible to expect that those managing the society and its
economic and political development will willingly take steps to eradicate
the source of their privileges. In other words, they will not allow for .. _
proletarian democracy, they will not try to undermine the division. of labour, .
they will not make really genuine culture and education the mass property.
of all, because this would mean giving up their power to the working class .

as that class became able to manage societY'on”its"own;_'Thisfwill“beLa  P—
problem even after revolutions in advanced:¢duﬁtries,;bﬁt”at;least:there_we__mym:ﬁ
have reason to expect the working~cla$s'to'béfpowéxful'éndﬁgh-tc defend: ... ..
itself and the needs of society from usurpation. . et B

One can only argue that" backward, post-capitalist countries lack the pre-
conditions for socialism in a conditional sense. They are "doomed" only if
their revolutions remain isolated. Hence the importance of taking an un—
equivocal stand on the issue of socialism in one country. Unless the Western
proletariat comes ©o the aid of the left and the working class in "state . :
collectivist® {(or developing "state collectivist") societies there wilil almost
certainly develop a privileged bureaucracy which will crush the left and .. |
suppress the workers. Such has been the history of post-capitalist revqluF R
tions up to now, and I see no reason to call this in any way_?progressi?e"f:_:_:




